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SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm (SOWF) Ltd., a subsidiary project company of DP Energy 
Ireland (DPEI), is investigating the feasibility of developing an offshore wind farm off the east 
coast of Ireland, Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm (OWF).  
 
Arup with Hartley Anderson Limited have been commissioned by DHLGH to conduct a 
Screening for Appropriate Assessment (AA) (stage 1 screening for the likelihood of significant 
effects on Natura 2000 sites), from an application by SOWF Ltd for a Foreshore Licence to 
(Reference No. FS007261) undertake site investigation works to establish the potential for 
offshore wind farm development off the coast of Counties Wicklow and Wexford.   
 
The proposed survey programme is designed to acquire a full suite of data which includes 
hydrographical, geophysical, metocean, geothechnical, ecological and (if required) higher 
energy sound source surveys.  The collected data will be used to better understand the 
existing seabed and sub surface conditions within the Foreshore Licence Application Area.  
This understanding will then be used to further engage with stakeholders and inform design 
of Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm. 
 

1.2 Application documents submitted 

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

• Application form [Applicant: SOWF Ltd] 

• Foreshore Licence Map 

• Schedule of Activities [DP Energy 2021] 

• Risk Assessment for Annex IV Species [Gavin & Doherty Geosolutions Ltd 2021] 

• Supporting Information for Screening of AA [Gavin & Doherty Geosolutions Ltd 2021]  

• Public Consultation 
o Public submissions 
o Applicant's Response to Public Submissions 

• Prescribed Bodies Consultation 
o Prescribed Bodies Observations 
o Applicant’s response to Prescribed Bodies Observations 

• SOWF Ltd clarifications in response to a July 2022 request for further information 
 

1.3 Relevant consultation responses  

The licence application was open for public consultation between 2nd November 2021 to 1st 
December 2021.   
 
Consultation responses from the prescribed bodies are provided in Table 1.1.  Table 1.2 
summarises observations made by the public and associated responses from the Applicant 
and Arup.  Note that most of the responses are not directed at the Habitats Directive aspects 
of the proposal. 
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Table 1.1: Responses from prescribed bodies to the consultation 

Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

Submission 1 
Wicklow County Council 
Wicklow County Council refers to an email of the 02/12/2021 regarding Foreshore 
Application FS007261 and advises that Wicklow County Council has no objection 
to the proposal but would recommend the inclusion of the following conditions: 
 
With respect to notifications/public awareness, Wicklow County Council 
recommends that the licence includes conditions whereby the applicant / 
licensee: 
 
1. Notifies Wicklow County Council's Marine Officer at Arklow Harbour Office prior 
to the commencement of each stage of the site investigations. 
2. Liaises with Wicklow County Council's Marine Officer with regard to the 
publication of a local marine notice. The local marine notice should give a general 
description of operations, commencement dates and planned completion dates. 
With regard to water pollution and protection of the marine environment, Wicklow 
County Council recommends the inclusions of following requirements: 
3. Regular observations for the presence/absence of oil/water pollution in the 
vicinity of works and the maintenance of a register/log of such observation. The 
register/log should include incidents reported. 
4. A marine pollution response plan with capability for fast mobilisation should 
also be included. 

The Applicant welcomes the observations of Wicklow County Council 
stating that it does not object to the proposal.  
 
The Applicant has no objection to the proposed conditions, as 
recommended by Wicklow County Council being included in the site-
specific conditions to the licence. 

Submission 2 
Department of Housing, Heritage and Local Government’s Marine Advisor 
Prescribed Bodies Consultation Stage - Environmental Report 
Re: Foreshore licence application for Site Investigations in the south-west Irish 
Sea - FS007261 Applicant: Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Ltd. 
 
Supporting information submitted: 

• Completed Application Form 7th October 2021 

• Foreshore Licence Map1 3oth November 2011 

• Schedule of Activities 7th October 2021 

• Risk Assessment for Annex IV Species 7th October 2021 

The Applicant notes the submission made by the Department of 
Housing Local Government and Heritage, Marine Advisor, 
Environment, including the reference to requirement for Risk 
Assessment for Annex IV Species. The Applicant trusts that the Risk 
Assessment for Annex IV Species submitted as distinct document in 
support of FS007261 meets the Department’s requirements. The EIA 
Pre-Screening appended to this submission is noted also, including its 
conclusion that no EIA or Screening for EIA is required. 
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Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

• Supporting Information for Screening for Appropriate Assessment 8th 
October 2021 

 
An email of the 2nd of December 2021 refers to this licence application to carry 
out a site investigation to determine the suitability of the Shelmalere Offshore 
Wind Farm Site off the coasts of counties Wicklow and Wexford for the 
development of an offshore wind farm. 
 
The proposed survey programme includes hydrographical, geophysical, 
metocean, geotechnical, ecological and (if required) higher energy sound source 
surveys. This will be a staged programme of investigations over a number of 
years. 
 
The proposed site investigation area is within one Natura 2000 sites, namely 
Blackwater Bank SAC (IE0002953). However, a further 22 Irish Natura 2000 sites 
and five UK Special Areas of Conservation are potentially within the Zone of 
Influence of the proposed works. 
 
Assessment Process 
The Minister for Housing, Local Government and Heritage, is responsible for 
carrying out environmental screening and any environmental assessments 
determined as being required following screening, in accordance with the 
requirements set out in Directive 92/43/EEC (Habitats Directive), Directive 
2009/147/EC (Birds Directive) and Directive 2011/92/EU, as amended by 
Directive 2014/52/EU (EIA Directive), in respect of applications under the the 
Foreshore Act 1933, as amended. Outside of the Directives, the Minister is also 
required to consider environmental issues in respect of applications under the 
Foreshore Act 1933, as amended. 
 
Habitats Directive 
The Appropriate Assessment process (AA) is an assessment of the potential for 
adverse or negative effects of a plan or project, in combination with other plans or 
projects, on the conservation objectives of a European Site (Natura 2000 site). 
The focus of AA is targeted specifically on Natura 2000 sites and their 
conservation objectives. 
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Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

Article 6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats Directive place strict legal obligations on 
Member States to regulate the conditions under which development that has the 
potential to impact on European Sites can be proceed. It requires that an 
Appropriate Assessment be carried out of plans or projects, not directly 
connected with or necessary to the management of a site as a European Site, but 
which are likely to have a significant effect thereon, either individually or in 
combination with other plans or projects. An AA Screening assessment is carried 
out to determine whether a plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a 
European Site. 
 

• Article 6.3 states 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 4, 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.” 

• Article 6.4 states: “if, in spite of a negative assessment of the implications 
for the site and in the absence of alternative solutions, a plan or project 
must nevertheless be carried out for imperative reasons of overriding 
public interest, including those of a social or economic nature, the 
Member State shall take all compensatory measures necessary to ensure 
that the overall coherence of Natura 2000 is protected. It shall inform the 
Commission of the compensatory measures adopted. 
 

Where the site concerned hosts a priority natural habitat type and/or a priority 
species, the only considerations which may be raised are those relating to human 
health or public safety, to beneficial consequences of primary importance for the 
environment or, further to an opinion from the Commission, to other imperative 
reasons of overriding public interest.” 
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Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

In giving effect to the above as a matter of Irish law, the European Communities 
(Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011 (S.I. 477 of 2011, as amended) 
(Birds and Natural Habitats Regulations) provide as follows:- 
 
Regulation 42(1) of the Birds and Natural Habitats Regulations states that: “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”. 
 
Regulation 42(2) provides that: “A public authority shall carry out screening for 
Appropriate Assessment under paragraph (1) before consenting for a plan or 
project is given, or a decision to undertake or adopt a plan or project is taken”. 
 
The Birds and Natural Habitats Regulations further provide as follows at 
Regulation 42 (6) and 42 (7):- 
 
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. 
7. The public authority shall determine that an Appropriate Assessment of a 
plan or project is not 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 can 
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. 
 
Furthermore, under section 42A (13) of S.I. No. 293 of 2021 an Appropriate 
Assessment, including the specified public consultation, must be carried out 
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Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

before the public authority makes a decision to undertake or adopt the proposed 
plan or project. 
 
Risk Assessment for Annex IV Species 
Outside of designated Natura 2000 sites, the waters around Ireland’s coast are a 
suitable habitat for a number of species listed under Annex IV of the Habitats 
Directive (92/43/EEC). Article 12 of the Habitats Directive affords strict protection 
to those species listed in Annex IV of the Directive wherever they occur. Where 
necessary a Risk Assessment for adverse effects of the proposed works on 
Annex IV species must be undertaken and a report produced. This assessment is 
separate to that undertaken under Article 6.3. 
 
The purpose of the Risk Assessment is to examine the possibility that the 
proposed project either individually or in combination with other plans and 
projects, may result in the deliberate disturbance or destruction of any of the 
species listed in Annex IV which may be present in the works area. The Risk 
Assessment should take into account the status (e.g. as indicated in the latest 
Article 17 reporting for Ireland, NPWS 2019) and sensitivities of relevant Annex IV 
species to potential impacts associated with the proposed project. 
 
The Risk Assessment for Annex IV Species should be precise, with definite 
findings, mitigation and conclusions removing all reasonable scientific doubt as to 
the effects of the proposed project on any Annex IV species. 
 
EIA Directive 
In Ireland, in accordance with Directive 2011/92/EU, as amended by Directive 
2014/52/EU (hereafter, the EIA Directive), projects that are likely to have 
significant effects on the environment by virtue, inter alia, of their nature, size or 
location must be subject to an EIA. 
 
Article 4 of the EIA Directive requires that projects listed under Annex I must 
always have an EIA while projects listed under Annex II shall be subject to an EIA 
if (i) determined on a case- by-case basis or (ii) they exceed certain thresholds 
set by each Member State. Thresholds have been set for Annex II projects in Irish 
legislation. Projects which do not meet the threshold may still require an EIA if the 
project is likely to have significant effects on the environment. Annex I and Annex 
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Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

II projects have been transposed into Section 5 (Parts 1 and 2) of the Planning 
and Development Regulations 2001, as amended. 
 
Section 13A(1)(b)(i) of The Foreshore Act 1933, as amended, requires that an 
EIA be carried out for all developments of a class specified in Part 1 or Part 2 of 
Schedule 5 of the Planning and Development Regulations where the 
development exceeds the relevant quantity, area or other limit specified in that 
Part, or where no quantity, area or other limit is specified. 
 
Section 13A(1)(b)(ii) of the Foreshore Act states that an EIA shall be carried out 
when a development is of a class specified in Part 2 of Schedule 5, but does not 
exceed the relevant threshold (i.e. sub-threshold) and the Minister determines 
that the proposed development would be likely to have significant effects on the 
environment. Therefore, it is necessary to examine such projects on a case-by 
case basis. 
 
In the case of Annex II projects that are determined on a case-by-case basis, or 
sub- threshold, an EIA screening is required to determine if the project will have 
significant effects on the environment. Under Article 4(4) the developer (applicant) 
is required to submit information on the characteristics of the project and its likely 
significant effects on the environment. The developer may also provide a 
description of any features of the project and/or measures envisaged to avoid or 
prevent what might otherwise have been significant adverse effects on the 
environment. Subsequently, in accordance with Article 4(5), the Minister is 
required to make a determination, which shall be made public, that: 
 
1. Where it is decided that an EIA is required, states the main reasons for 
requiring such assessment with reference to the relevant criteria listed in Annex III 
(Schedule 7 of the Planning & Development Regulations 2001) of the EIA 
Directive; or 
2. Where it is decided that an EIA is not required, states the main reasons 
for not requiring such assessment with reference to the relevant criteria listed in 
Annex III of the EIA Directive, and, where proposed by the developer, states any 
features of the project and/or measures envisaged to avoid or prevent what might 
otherwise have been significant adverse effects on the environment. 
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Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

Annex II 2a of the EIA Directive lists deep drilling projects which may be subject 
to an EIA, however it states that drillings for investigating the stability of the soil as 
an exception to this. The drilling of bores holes falls into this category and so does 
not require an EIA. 
 
Therefore the proposed project is not of a type/class that is included in Annex I 
and II of the EIA Directive (Schedule 5 to the Planning & Development 
Regulations). However, an EIA Pre- Screening process is a requirement to 
demonstrate this analysis. Accordingly, please find attached an EIA Pre-
Screening for the proposed project. 
 
Non-statutory Environmental Report 
Where projects do not fall under a class that require an EIA or an EIA Screening 
and in- keeping with good governance, a Non-statutory Environmental Report 
assessing the environmental effects of the proposed works on the receiving 
environment is required. This report will document the current state of the 
environment in the vicinity of the proposed activity in order to quantify the effects, 
if any on the environment, and if applicable to highlight how mitigation will be 
implemented to minimise impacts on the environment. The EPA Guidelines on the 
Information to Be Contained in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports (2017) 
indicates the relevant topics to be covered in this report. 
 
Independent Environmental Consultants (IEC) 
Owing to the scale and complexity of the environmental assessment required, 
and taking account of the available resources within the Department, I 
recommend that Foreshore Section of DHLGH engage a suitable qualified IEC.  
 
The IEC must conduct an independent assessment of the information provided by 
the Applicant, having regard to the Habitats Directive, the Birds Directive, the 
Birds and Natural Habitats Regulations, the EIA Directive, Non-statutory 
Environmental Reports and relevant jurisprudence of the EU and Irish courts. 
 
The IEC shall ensure that The Minister has all the environmental assessments 
required to allow them to make decisions on applications under The Foreshore 
Act 1933, as amended in accordance with the requirements set out in Directive 
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Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

92/43/EEC (Habitats Directive), Directive 2009/147/EC (Birds Directive) and 
Directive 2011/92/EU, as amended by Directive 2014/52/EU (EIA Directive). 
 
Conclusion/Recommendation 
In principle, the Marine Advisor has no objections to this application. As outlined 
above, the Marine Advisor recommends that Foreshore Section of DHLGH 
engage a suitable qualified IEC. On completion of the Public and Prescribed 
Bodies Consultation and the work of the IEC, the Marine Advisor will furnish the 
AA Screening Determination and Environmental Report. If the Minister adopts 
and approves these reports and a determination is made that a Stage 2 
Appropriate Assessment is required a public consultation will be held on the AA. 
The Final Environmental Report with Determinations (if an EIAR Reasoned 
Conclusions should be address here) which may include any case specific 
conditions identified through the environmental assessments will follow having 
regard to the information obtained during public participation. 
 
EIA Pre-Screening 
EIA legislation sets down the types of projects that may require an EIA. Annex I of 
Directive 2011/92/EU, as amended by Directive 2014/52/EU’ defines mandatory 
projects that require an EIAR and Annex II lists projects which can be subject to 
case by case analysis or thresholds to be determined by member states. 
 
In the case of development which is under the relevant threshold, the consent 
authority is required to request an EIAR where it considers that the proposed 
development is likely to have significant environmental effects. The decision as to 
whether a development is likely to have such effects must be taken with reference 
to the criteria set out in Annex III (Schedule 7) inserted by (the Planning and 
Development Regulations 2001, as amended, (S.I. No. 600 of 2001)) the above 
Directive and the national guidance developed to assist. 
 
Name of Proposed Development: To carry out a site investigation to determine 
the suitability of the Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Site off the coasts of 
counties Wicklow and Wexford for the development of an offshore wind farm. 
Foreshore Reference, where applicable: FS007261 
 



Screening for Appropriate Assessment  
Hartley Anderson Limited 

September 2022 
Page 11  

 

 

Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

Question 1: Is the proposed development included in Annex I and II of the 
Directive (Schedule 5 to the P& D Regs)? 

• If Yes: EIA is required. 

• If No, proceed to Q2.  
Answer: No 
 
Question 2: Is the proposed development of a type/class included in Annex 
I and II of the Directive (Schedule 5 to the P&D Regs) but below the 
threshold specified? 

• If Yes, but the development is below the quantity/area/other threshold, 
proceed to Q3. 

• If No, no EIA or Screening for EIA is required. 
Answer: Yes 
 
Question 3: Are significant effects likely? 
To decide whether significant effects are likely, use the Annex III of the Directive 
(Schedule 7 of the P&D Regs) 

• If Yes, significant effects are likely; an EIA is required. 

• If No, no significant effects are likely; no EIA is required. 
Answer: No 
 
Access to Information: 

• The Consent Authority’s process must be documented. 

• A record of the decision and the decision-making process must be made 
public. 

Submission 3 
Marine Institute 
Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Limited has submitted an application for a 
Foreshore Licence to carry out site investigations in the Irish Sea, off the coasts 
of Counties Wicklow and Wexford. The location of the proposed site 
investigations area is shown in the following drawing submitted by the applicant: 
 

• Drawing No.S004IE_FIG_ForeshoreLicenceApplicationMap1-20201130”,
 dated 30/11/2020 

The Applicant welcomes the observations of the Marine Institute 
stating, " 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.”  
 
The Applicant has no objection to the proposed conditions, as 
recommended by the Marine Institute being included in the site-
specific conditions to the licence.  
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Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

• Drawing No. 
S004IE_FIG_ForeshoreLicenceApplicationMap2Coordinates-20201130”, 
dated 30/11/2020 

 
In addition to the application form and mapping identified above, the applicants 
have submitted a number of supporting documentation including: 
 

• Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Foreshore Licence Application: 
Schedule of Activities 

• Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Foreshore Licence Application: Risk 
Assessment for Annex IV Species 

• Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Foreshore Licence Application: 
Supporting Information for Screening for Appropriate Assessment 

 
It is proposed that the site investigations will include: 

• Geophysical Survey - involving the use of multibeam echo sounder, 
magnetometer, subbottom profiler, higher energy sound sources (for 
example: Sparker systems, eSource) and side scan sonar 

• Geotechnical survey – involving cone penetration testing (n=113) as 
well as vibrocore and gravity coring, boreholes and the collection of grab 
samples for sediment and faunal analysis. The exact location, quantity 
and type of geotechnical samples collected would be subject to the 
results of the geophysical survey. The following indicative numbers, may 
be collected: 
- 113 vibrocore and gravity core samples, 113 seabed cone penetration 
tests, and 117 boreholes 

• Environmental Survey – It is anticipated that benthic grab samples 
(0.1m3) will be collected, in triplicate, at 128 sampling sites in the survey 
area. The exact location would be subject to the results of the 
geophysical survey. Video or still photographs will also be collected. 
Other ecological studies will include Bird, fisheries and marine mammal 
(using CPODs) surveys. 

• Metocean - It is also intended to deploy of wind, wave and current 
measuring devices (LIDAR buoy, Wave Rider Buoy and ADCPs) in the 
survey area. 

 

 
The Applicant wishes to note that they are currently engaged in 
consultation with local fishers regarding the proposed site 
investigations and that a Fisheries Liaison Officer has been appointed 
to Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm since 2020. The Applicant has 
commenced engagement with the fishing community both through the 
Fisheries Liaison Officer and via DP Energy’s Community & 
Stakeholder Liaison Manager also appointed to the project since 2020. 
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The indicative location of the discrete sampling sites required for the proposed 
survey effort are provided in Figure 4-1 (Schedule of Activities document) and 
are, for the most part, distributed throughout the full extent of the foreshore area 
subject to application with greater emphasis on seafloor sampling in the area 
defined by the proposed cable route. 
 
The applicant has proposed that the works would commence in Spring 2022 and 
be carried out between April and October within 5-years of the granting of a 
licence. 
 
It is anticipated that the Geophysical Survey would be completed within 2 months. 
The Geotechnical survey and Environmental Survey, which would commence 
when the results of the geophysical survey have been analysed and assessed, 
would be completed within 3 months. 
 
It is intended that the LIDAR buoy would be deployed for a period of 12- 36 
months, the wave rider buoys for a period of 12 months and the ADCPs for a 
minimum of 1 month. 
 
The overall aim of the site investigations is to collect the necessary data and 
information required to optimise the layout and design of an offshore windfarm 
(circa 880MW) in the area, and to acquire baseline data on the wind resource and 
baseline environmental information in the area. The possible installation of a 
windfarm and associated infrastructure in the area in the future would be the 
subject of a separate Foreshore Lease / Licence application and is not the subject 
of this current application. 
 
There is one licenced aquaculture site at a distance of 1.5km from the boundary 
of the proposed site investigation area on the Foreshore and therefore, impacts 
on aquaculture are not considered likely. 
 
There is commercial fishing activity within the proposed site investigation area on 
the Foreshore and therefore some interaction with fishing activity may occur. It is 
considered that that such interaction will be limited and overall will not be 
significant. It is noted that the applicant proposes to appoint a Fisheries Liaison 



Screening for Appropriate Assessment  
Hartley Anderson Limited 

September 2022 
Page 14  

 

 

Statutory Body Applicant’s Response 

Officer and it is recommended that the appointment of the Fisheries Liaison 
Officer should be a specific condition on any licence that may be granted. 
 
The Marine Institute advises that the licencing body consider the cumulative 
effects on species (marine mammals and birds, in particular) that these activities 
may have with other similar activities likely to occur in the Irish Sea. It would be 
important that such surveys are carried out in a co-ordinated fashion in order to 
avoid redundancy and minimise disturbance. 
 
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 will consult with the 
SFPA and relevant fishermen’s groups in order that appropriate actions can be 
taken to avoid or minimise interactions with ongoing fishing activity in the area 
during the course of the site investigations. 
4. The Licensee shall ensure that all precautions and mitigation measures set out 
in the supporting documentation are implemented in full. 

Submission 4 
Inland Fisheries Ireland 
Overview: 
Foreshore Licence for site Investigations to inform the engineering and design of 
a potential offshore wind farm and associated export cable route. To investigating 
the feasibility of developing an offshore wind farm off the east coast of Ireland 
 

IFI responds to the ‘soft-start’ protocol set out in the application for 
Foreshore Licence. The Applicant confirms that this, and the 2014 
DAHG guidance document entitled ‘Guidance to Manage the Risk to 
Marine Mammals from Man-made Sound Sources in Irish Waters’ will 
be adhered to for the proposed site investigations.  
 
IFI recommends two conditions to be applied to Foreshore Licence 
should it be awarded for the proposed Site Investigations. The 
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Hydrographical and geophysical survey activities including: Multi-Beam Echo 
Sounder, Side Scan Sonar, Sub-Bottom Profiling, Magnetometer, Higher Energy 
Sound Sources (only if sufficient depth data not obtained with other sub-bottom 
profiling methods), Geotechnical Surveys including: Boreholes, Cone Penetration 
Tests and VibroCores, MetOcean devices (including the moorings and anchor) to 
determine wind, wave, current and other sea state parameters. Ecological 
Surveys including benthic surveys (subtidal benthic survey, intertidal habitat 
walkover survey) and Marine Mammal Acoustic Monitoring. 
 
IFI Comment 
The proposed works are not within known proximity of sensitive fisheries location 
or fish spawning grounds. The nearest significant river, in terms of potential use 
by anadromous fish species to the proposed investigation areas is the Slaney 
River Valley SAC, approximately 8.4km from the Cable Investigation Area and 
12.1km from the Array Investigation Area. This river is designated for Salmo salar 
(Salmon), Petromyzon marinus (Sea lamprey), Lampetra fluviatilis (River 
Lamprey) and Alosa fallax (Twaite Shad) as habitat for Annex II migratory fish 
species. In addition the Avoca River is located within the investigation area and is 
an important river in terms of migratory fish species. The proposed works have 
the potential to affect these species as they migrate along the coast by way of 
noise disturbance (geophysical surveys) or by accidental oil/fuel spills during 
works. 
 
Geophysical surveys have the possibility of effecting Shad due to underwater 
noise disturbance if geophysical surveys are undertaken in the same area within 
the same time period. Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Limited have prescribed to 
utilise a “soft start” when undertaking geophysical surveys, therefore gradual 
ramping of power (Noise) over a set period of time, to give any Annex IV species 
adequate time to leave the area. In addition, they state, the proposed works will 
be short in duration and of a temporary nature and survey vessels will be slow 
moving (c. 5 knots) further allowing migratory fish species to disperse. This “soft 
start” protocol is considered sufficient by the National Parks and Wildlife service 
to mitigate for disturbance to marine mammal species. Shelmalere Offshore Wind 
Farm Limited acknowledges that while the “soft start” protocol is not aimed at 
shad or other migratory fish species. They suggest that shad are known to be less 
sensitive to underwater noise than harbour porpoise and as the protocol is 

Applicant has no objection to either of these site-specific conditions to 
the licence.  
 
Specifically, The Applicant will ensure that local angling clubs and 
charter companies are informed in advance of works starting. This will 
be actioned by the Fisheries Liaison Officer appointed to the 
Applicant., via DP Energy’s Community & Stakeholder Liaison 
Manager and via DP Energy’s Community Liaison Officer.  
 
The Applicant will also engage with those other projects in the vicinity 
of Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm as listed in the application for 
Foreshore Licence (i.e., those projects to which the following 
applications for Foreshore Licence relate: 007232; FS007331; 
FS007045; FS007048; FS006788; FS006862; FS006960; FS006506 
& FS0072) to ensure that survey activities are co-ordinated such as to 
minimise potential adverse effects on marine mammals and protected 
fish species. 
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sufficient to address disturbance to this most sensitive of marine mammal species 
it can also be considered sufficient to address disturbance to shad or other 
migratory fish species. 
 
Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Limited have undertaken that no formal 
restrictions will be sought to hinder recreational angling activities either on the 
foreshore or to angling boats at sea (Notice to Mariners will request that vessels 
remain at least 500m radial distance from the survey vessels for safety purposes). 
We would request that local angling clubs and charter companies are informed in 
advance of works starting. 
 
The project area potentially overlaps with other projects which are listed in the 
application: FS007232; FS007331; FS007045; FS007048; FS006788; FS006862; 
FS006960; FS006506 & FS007222. The application states that Shelmalere OWF 
will engage with those projects to ensure that survey activities are sufficiently 
distanced to ensure that adverse effects on marine mammals and protected fish 
species are mitigated for. IFI consider that this should be a condition of the 
foreshore licence. 
 
Given the location of the project, the proposed works if utilising stated protocols 
are not considered deleterious to migratory fish species in the long term. 
Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farms has also undertaken not to impact on 
recreational angling activities. 

Submission 5 
Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage 
The DAU refers to correspondence received in connection with the above. 
Outlined below are heritage-related observations/recommendations co-ordinated 
by the Development Applications Unit under the stated headings. 
 
Nature Conversation 
The proposed site survey to support the development of the Shelmalere Offshore 
Wind Farm has been evaluated by a Natural 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 a vicinity. 
 

Nature Conservation 
The Applicant has no objection to adherence to the 2014 DAHG 
guidance document entitled ‘Guidance to Manage the Risk to Marine 
Mammals from Man-made Sound Sources in Irish Waters’ being a 
condition to the licence. 
 
Archaeology  
One section of the submission makes five recommendations relating 
to archaeology desktop study. Another section of the submission 
makes four recommendations relating to archaeology field survey.  
 
The Applicant has commissioned Fehily Timoney (FT) as its lead 
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) consultant for the 
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Potential interaction with marine mammals can be ameliorated by the application 
of “Guidance to Manage the Risk to Marine Mammals from Man-made Sound 
Sources in Irish Waters” for works that would occur in applicable areas. National 
Parks & Wildlife Service request that utilisation of this guidance should be added 
as a condition of consent. 
 
Archaeology 
It is noted that the foreshore licence application by Shelmalere Offshore Wind 
Farm, c/o DP Energy Ltd. for site investigation works for the proposed offshore 
windfarm in the south- west Irish Sea, off the coasts of Wexford and Wicklow. It is 
further noted that the schedule of proposed activities includes geophysical 
surveys and geotechnical surveys. It also includes a brief description of 
archaeological surveys to be conducted and notes that ‘All archaeological work 
will be carried out by a suitably qualified archaeologist to determine the location of 
all known archaeological features in advance of the intrusive geotechnical and 
environmental survey’. 
 
The proposed site investigation works are located within areas of high 
archaeological potential, within the coastal, foreshore/intertidal and subtidal 
environments. Given the location of the proposed sites and associated works, it is 
possible that underwater cultural heritage (UCH) and adjacent archaeology (e.g. 
upper foreshore/coastal and terrestrial) may be impacted by both site 
investigation works (grab sampling) and full works thereafter. 
 
It is a recommendation of this Department that the services of a suitably qualified 
and suitably experienced underwater archaeologist should be engaged to carry 
out the Underwater Archaeological Impact Assessment (UAIA) in advance of the 
geophysical survey, to inform on the potential for UCH to be present in the areas 
that are to be the focus of survey. 
 
A synopsis of the following, as appended to the end of this letter, should be 
attached as conditions to any Foreshore Licence that may be granted: 
 
Archaeological Consultant: 

project, supported by Marine Space & Intertek. A thorough EIAR 
Scoping Exercise is scheduled to commence for Shelmalere Offshore 
Wind Farm from end February 2022. This EIAR Scoping Exercise will 
involve consultation with a range of Prescribed Bodies and other 
stakeholders. The Underwater Archaeology Unit will be invited to 
participate in the EIAR Scoping Exercise. Following the EIAR Scoping 
Exercise, work on EIAR-proper will commence with a full baseline 
assessment, including for archaeology both offshore and onshore. 
This baseline assessment will comprise both desktop study and field 
survey for archaeology. The EIAR will be made publicly available in 
support of application for Development Consent to be sought from An 
Bord Pleanála in due course. 
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• A licence-eligible, suitably qualified underwater archaeologist should be 
engaged to carry out the Underwater Archaeological Impact Assessment 
(UAIA). 

• The archaeologist should also be suitably experienced, with a track 
record in dealing with marine and offshore developments and resultant 
report submission. 

• The archaeologist should also be suitably experienced, with a track 
record in dealing with and the interpretation of marine geophysical data 
for archaeological purposes, including ensuring it is of sufficient 
specification for the identification of underwater cultural heritage. 

• A detailed method statement should accompany their licence applications 
to the National Monuments Service for consideration (both for a Dive 
Survey Licence to cover the UAIA and a Detection Device Licence to 
cover the geophysical survey assessment for archaeological purposes 
and foreshore survey). The licences shall be issued as required under the 
National Monuments Acts 1930-2014. 
 

Desktop study: 
• A detailed archaeological desktop study should be carried out in advance 

of all surveys being undertaken to address all relevant sources and to 
inform on the proposed site investigation study locations and areas that 
are to form the location for the offshore windfarm. 

• The desktop study should address the coastal, foreshore and offshore 
areas. 

• While the application is for a Foreshore Licence, it is advised that the 
desktop study also include any proposed terrestrial/onshore works, so 
that all the proposed works can be assessed as one project, ensuring 
efficiencies in the archaeological assessment. 

• All relevant sources should be consulted including but not limited to: The 
WIID and HEV; The Topographical Files of the National Museum of 
Ireland; published journalistic sources, local sources, relevant historic 
charts, maps. 

• The desktop study should seek to inform on the archaeological potential 
of the areas and the significance of any identified cultural heritage. 

 
Field survey: 
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For the current application a field survey (e.g. of foreshore and coastal areas and 
areas to be impacted by future landfall works), will not be required. However, 
such a survey will be required in advance of any SI works in the foreshore and 
landward environments. The survey will be as follows: 
 

• A detailed visual walk-over survey accompanied by a metal detection 
survey of the areas on the foreshore/intertidal zone should be undertaken 
in advance of any SI works, as part of the UAIA. 

• It is advised that if there are to be terrestrial works for any landings, then 
this too is to be assessed by way of archaeological survey and inspection 
at this point. 

• All identified sites, features or anomalies should be inventorised, 
georeferenced and mapped to ensure a positive location is given for 
them, which in turn can inform on exclusion zones or the need for further 
archaeological mitigation. 

• The foreshore/intertidal survey should be undertaken at maximum low 
water spring tides, to allow the widest area to be assessed. 

 
Geophysical Surveys: 

• The proposed geophysical surveys should be licenced under the National 
Monuments Acts 1930-2014. All relevant geophysical surveys should be 
carried out in advance of any impacts by the proposed Site 
Investigation/Geotechnical works and in advance of the deployment of 
metocean and other monitoring equipment, to ensure all potential impacts 
to the underwater cultural heritage are avoided. 

• The geophysical surveys shall be carried out in compliance with the 
Department’s specifications for the undertaking of Marine Geophysical 
Survey for Archaeological Purposes. 

 
UAIA Report 

• Once the UAIA has been completed, all information and datasets should 
be compiled into a report and submitted to the Underwater Archaeology 
Unit, National Monuments Service for review and further comment. The 
applicant shall be prepared to be advised by the Department in this 
regard. 
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• Results of the desktop study, geophysical data interpretation, shall be 
compiled. 

• For wrecks and other sites identified, or the potential location of same, 
the results should be reviewed by the applicants and the archaeologists 
and appropriate exclusions placed around them to ensure they are 
avoided by the proposed SI works. 

• Detailed charts showing the location of the proposed SI works in relation 
to all geophysical anomalies and all proposed exclusion zones should be 
forwarded to the Department for review and agreement in advance of 
works proceeding. 

• The UAIA Report should contain a detailed Impact Assessment to 
address all identified cultural heritage and should also make 
recommendations on mitigation measures to avoid all impacts to the 
archaeology. If potential or identified sites, features or artefacts cannot be 
avoided (preservation in situ), then the UAIA Report Recommendations 
should put forward an archaeological mitigation to address this, including 
preservation by record (archaeological testing and/or full archaeological 
excavation). 

 
Site Investigation works: 

• The UAIA Report Recommendations should put forward a methodology 
for the archaeological monitoring of Site Investigation works. Such a 
strategy may include that all trial pits and other SI works on the foreshore 
should be archaeologically monitored while the UAIA Recommendations 
should propose a scaled monitoring for the offshore SI works (particularly 
grab samples). 

• The results of all SI works should be made available to the consultant 
archaeologist for review, including core samples. Such assessment would 
seek to identify any cultural material content, evidence for palaeo-
environments, submerged landscapes. 

• A follow up Archaeological Report detailing the results of the SI samples 
should be forwarded to the Department for review and consideration and 
to inform any future Foreshore/Planning application for the proposed 
offshore windfarm. 
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Once the Underwater Archaeology Unit, National Monuments Service, 
Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht have had the opportunity to 
review the UAIA Report, further recommendations may be issued. It should be 
borne in mind that should significant archaeological remains be identified, further 
archaeological mitigation will be required. 
 
Synopsised requirements to be included as a condition on any Foreshore Licence 
issued: 

• All geophysical surveys should be undertaken under Detection Device 
Licences to cover the geophysical survey assessment for archaeological 
purposes and foreshore survey. 

• A licence-eligible, suitably qualified underwater archaeologist should be 
engaged to carry out the Underwater Archaeological Impact Assessment 
(UAIA). 

• The archaeologist should also be suitably experienced, with a track 
record in dealing with marine and offshore developments, resultant report 
submission and should be fully compliant with the licensing requirements 
for report submission. 

• The archaeologist should also be suitably experienced, with a track 
record in dealing with and the interpretation of marine geophysical data 
for archaeological purposes, including ensuring it is of sufficient 
specification for the identification of underwater cultural heritage. 

• A detailed method statement should accompany their licence applications 
to the National Monuments Service for consideration (both for a Dive 
Survey Licence to cover the UAIA and a Detection Device Licence to 
cover the geophysical survey assessment for archaeological purposes 
and foreshore survey). The licences shall be issued as required under the 
National Monuments Acts 1930-2004. 

• A detailed visual walk-over survey accompanied by a metal detection 
survey of the areas on the foreshore/intertidal zone should be undertaken 
in advance of any SI works, as part of the UAIA. 

• The proposed geophysical surveys should be licenced under the National 
Monuments Acts 1930-2014. All relevant geophysical surveys should be 
carried out in advance of any impacts by the proposed Site 
Investigation/Geotechnical works and in advance of any deployment of 
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metocean and other monitoring equipment, to ensure all potential impacts 
to the underwater cultural heritage is avoided. 

• Once all surveys and interpretations have been undertaken, the full 
information should be compiled into a UAIA report and submitted to the 
Underwater Archaeology Unit, National Monuments Service for review 
and further comment. 

• The UAIA Report should contain a detailed Impact Assessment to 
address all identified cultural heritage and should also make 
recommendations on mitigation measures to avoid all impacts to the 
archaeology. If potential or identified sites, features or artefacts cannot be 
avoided (preservation in situ), then the UAIA Report Recommendations 
should put forward an archaeological mitigation to address this, including 
preservation by record (archaeological testing and/or full archaeological 
excavation). 

• The UAIA Report Recommendations should put forward a methodology 
for the archaeological monitoring of Site Investigation works. Such a 
strategy may include that all trial pits and other SI works on the foreshore 
should be archaeologically monitored while the UAIA Recommendations 
should propose a scaled monitoring for the offshore SI works (particularly 
grab samples). 

• The results of all SI works should be made available to the consultant 
archaeologist for review, including core samples. Such assessment would 
seek to identify any cultural material contents, evidence for palaeo-
environments. 

• The applicant shall be prepared to be advised by this Department in 
regard to the recommendations made in the UAIA or any subsequent 
recommendations that may issue by us. 

Submission 6 
Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine 
This submission refers to the request for this Department’s comments/observation 
in relation to this application by Shelmalere Offshore Windfarm Ltd. 
 
Please include the following in any site investigation licence that issues. 

• The Marine Institute notes that the applicant proposes to appoint a 
Fisheries Liaison Officer and it is recommended that the appointment of 

The Applicant has no objection to the appointment of a Fisheries 
Liaison Officer being a site-specific condition to the licence. A 
Fisheries Liaison Officer has been appointed to the project since 2020. 
  
Appropriate environmental monitoring will be undertaken during the 
proposed site investigations, and all works will be carried out in 
accordance with statutory regulations and best practice guidelines. 
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the Fisheries Liaison Officer should be a specific condition on any licence 
that may be granted. 

• It is noted by Marine Engineering Division, that there are increasing 
numbers of proposals for the Irish Sea and that as with those 
applications, appropriate monitoring and measures and best practice 
must be followed during the to ensure that the proposed survey works do 
not cause any direct or cumulative negative impacts on environmental 
sites, aquaculture and fishery harbour operations. 

Submission 7 
Bord Iascaigh Mhara (BIM) 
It is Bord Iascaigh Mhara (BIM)’s view that this application is likely to have an 
impact on both fisheries and aquaculture in the survey area of the proposed site 
investigations for the reasons as outlined below:  
 
Fisheries Impacts  
The area shown in this application on the map below is predominantly fished for 
whelk through the majority of the proposed survey area. 
 

Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Ltd. has commenced engagement 
with the fishing community both through the Fisheries Liaison Officer 
appointed to the project since 2020, and via DP Energy’s Community 
& Stakeholder Liaison Manager appointed to the project since 2020. 
Initial pier meetings have taken place with engagement with 
approximately 30 fishermen and fisherwomen as well as aquaculture 
operators along the east coast. We acknowledge that there is potential 
for some disruption to fishers associated with the site investigations 
proposed under application for Foreshore Licence FS007261, but do 
not foresee disruption to aquaculture operations. Shelmalere Offshore 
Wind Farm Ltd. acknowledges the concerns of those fishers who may 
be affected by the proposed site investigations. The site investigation 
works will be short in duration and through ongoing and open 
communication, the Applicant will strive to ensure limited impact upon 
fishing operations.  
 
Potential effects on finfish will be limited to disturbance from 
underwater sound generated by the vessel and survey equipment. 
Most sound generated by the geophysical survey is likely to be at 
frequencies above the auditory capacity of finfish. It is also important 
to note that the survey tools proposed require significantly lower 
energy (and thus produce much lower noise) than larger, seismic 
surveys associated with oil and gas exploration surveys. 
 
Mobile finfish may temporarily avoid the immediate survey area once 
operations have started but will not experience a significant effect 
other than displacement from the immediate area surrounding the 
survey activity for the duration of the works. It is also important to note 
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Currently, approximately 2 boats fish the southern portion, two or three in the 
middle area and 6+ boats in the northern part of the proposed survey area. Other 
boats would fish in addition on occasion throughout the area. There is genuine 
concern about the wide range of survey methods, in particular the seismic 
investigations and extensive drilling of the seabed through the area. One 
fisherman quoted a drop in catches from 90 boxes per day before a previous 
seismic survey to 30 boxes per day on average afterwards (i.e., a reduction of 2/3 
of the initial catch rates). The fisherman has stated that he did not want to co-
operate with moving his gear to facilitate the survey as it also leads to large scale 
disruption of his fishing. 
 
The scallop fleet also fishes in the centre/middle of the proposed Shelmalere 
windfarm site.  
 

that any such temporary displacement will be relatively limited in 
spatial extent (100s of metres from the survey vessel). Loss of 
individual finfish will not arise via these survey activities as they will 
avoid any areas of temporary disturbance.  
 
Any damage to spawning and nursery areas will represent a negligible 
amount of similar habitats in the region, therefore, the effect will be 
minimal. Overall, the effects of the marine survey on commercial 
finfish will be temporary, short-term, and negligible. For context, 
similar surveys to those proposed have been undertaken on >40 OWF 
sites in UK waters in the last 15 years and there has been no 
discernible reduction in fish stocks or commercial catches after any 
such survey.  
 
Information on the sensitivity of shellfish species (including whelk) to 
noise is limited for the majority of species. As outlined above, any loss 
of individuals (adults or juvenile) is considered unlikely. However, 
Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Ltd. acknowledges the concerns of 
whelk fishers regarding the potential effects of survey activities on the 
whelk population. There have been no studies to-date which show the 
effects of similar survey activities on whelk populations. However, 
through consultation with whelk fishers in the area, DPEI is aware of 
potential effects on catch rates. From the available information, it 
would appear this is likely due to a behavioural response by whelk. 
DPEI is aware of key spawning times of whelk and proposes to use 
information supplied by the fishers to understand the distribution of the 
whelk and to design and implement the surveys to minimise potential 
impacts and undertake mitigation as appropriate. DPEI is aware of 
some overlap with some scallop fishing grounds in the area. DPEI 
proposes to use information supplied by the fishers to better 
understand the distribution of the fishery and to design and implement 
the surveys to minimise potential impacts. DPEI has reviewed iVMS 
data for razor clam fishing vessels in the vicinity. A review of iVMS 
data from 2017-2021 has shown that there is no overlap between the 
razor beds and the area subject to this application for Foreshore 
Licence. A separation of approximately 6 km is apparent from the area 
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On comparing the classified production area for razor clams downloaded from the 
SFPA website as shown below, there appears to be an overlap found on the 
location map for the Shelmalere site investigations works (west of the 730200 
north south line). 

 
  
All of the above mentioned fleets and their representative structures such as the 
ISEFPO, and the South East Razor Association would need to be consulted 
directly.  
 
Aquaculture Impacts  
This foreshore licence application has been amended slightly from the original 
one (near a Licenced aquaculture site at Kilmichael point). There would be 
significant overlap of the proposed survey area north of Rusk Channel with the 

boundary associated with the application for Foreshore Licence and 
the edge of the razor beds as delimited by iVMS data.  
 
DPEI does not envisage any impact on the razor clam fishery. DPEI is 
aware of and has reviewed the locations of current and historical seed 
mussel beds. DPEI has begun engagement with the seed mussel 
fishers. DPEI will avoid seed mussel beds where possible and will 
work with fishers to ensure access to the seed mussel beds for 
harvest. DPEI’s Fisheries Liaison Officer and DPEI’s Community and 
Stakeholder Liaison Manager are in contact with Fisheries 
Representative Organisations and local fishers. Local information 
regarding seasonality and fishing areas are informing survey design 
with a view to reducing potential impacts of the proposed survey 
activity on fisheries. Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm Ltd. will 
endeavour to minimise the duration and extent of the survey area to 
minimise any potential impacts to fisheries in the area. 
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historical beds east of Courtown (see map of seed bed locations below). Mussel 
seed bed formation is a complex process and thus hard to predict where they for 
and indeed are a very scarce and valuable resource to the national mussel 
industry. 
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From an aquaculture viewpoint we don’t envisage the exploratory methods 
generating any big problems for seed bed development as development and 
access to mussel seed beds is primarily during April to October period so any 
exploration outside that period isn’t a problem. Industry normally harvest from 
seed mussel beds during the summer to autumn period and assurances would 
have to be given that there will be no exclusion zones preventing access to the 
seed resource. As stated, before with these type of projects it is not so much the 
exploratory foreshore licences that will impact the mussel industry but rather it will 
be the laying of the cable and access to seed beds on cable corridors that will be 
crucial. 
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Table 1.2: Summary of Observations made by the Public, the Applicant’s Response, and Arup’s Response 

Public Submissions Applicant’s Response Arup’s Response 

Submission 1 
The observer is not sure if this comes under the terms 
of the current application under consultation, and 
apologises if not. 
 
In addition to the proposed windfarm, the observer like 
the applicant to identify whether tidal/wave generation 
and solar generation could also be incorporated into 
the scheme. 

The subject of this application for Foreshore 
Licence (FS007261) is to undertake site 
investigations at the site of a potential offshore 
wind farm and associated export cable route. 
The results of the proposed site investigations 
will inform the design of any proposed offshore 
wind farm project. Tidal generation, wave 
generation and solar generation are not 
currently being considered at this site by the 
applicants. However, these forms of generation 
cannot be eliminated at this early pre-site 
investigation stage of the development. As set 
out in Section 1.1. of the Application Form 
submitted with the application for Foreshore 
Licence, the applicant is a subsidiary project 
company of DP Energy Ireland (DPEI). DPEI is 
constantly investigating emerging renewable 
energy technologies.  
 
The proposed design for Shelmalere Offshore 
Wind Farm will be informed by, and so will 
follow, the proposed site investigations and will 
be presented in a separate application for 
Development Consent that will be submitted to 
An Bord Pleanála. 

The foreshore licence application is for site 
investigation works and is not an application for 
the construction of a wind farm. 

Submission 2 
The observer wishes to object to the wind farm 
FS007261 Shelmalere offshore wind farm as they 
make their living from hook head to cork harbour. The 
observer has an under 10m trawler and works in the 
area of the proposed wind farm. If the proposed wind 
farm goes head the observer will lose their lively hood, 
as their boat is too small to work off outside in the deep 
water. At certain times of the year the observer scallop 

The area subject to this application for 
Foreshore Licence (FS007261) does not 
overlap or sit adjacent to the Hook Head to 
Cork Harbour area referenced in the 
submission. The Foreshore Licence Application 
Area subject of application FS007261 ends just 
south of Wexford Town and so, the observer 
will not be impacted by the site investigations 
proposed under this application FS007261. 

The foreshore licence application is for site 
investigation works and is not an application for 
the construction of a wind farm.  The site 
investigation works will be temporary. 
 
The Marine Institute (MI) in its observations 
noted that there is commercial fishing activity 
within the proposed site investigation area so 
interaction with fishing activity may occur.  
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fishes this area and in the winter time the observer 
fishes Sprats and Herring in this area. 

However, the MI noted that such interactions 
will be limited and overall not significant.  It is 
noted by MI that the applicant proposes to 
appoint a Fisheries Liaison Officer and it is 
recommended by MI that the appointment of 
the Fisheries Liaison Officer should be a 
specific condition on any licence that may be 
granted. 
 
The MI noted that it 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.  

Submission 3 
Irish Whale and Dolphin Group 
The Irish Whale and Dolphin Group wish to make the 
following points regarding this foreshore licence: 
 
1.Table 3-1 Sound pressure levels used in the 
appraisal are for discrete noise events from Southall et 
al (2007). Southall et al (2019) states "However, it 
should be recognized that single, discrete threshold 
values for specified effects (ITS/PTS) do not capture 
all of the relevant information needed for some 
important regulatory considerations. For example, in 
establishing safety zones and estimating the total 
number of animals that might experience an effect 
within a population, failure to incorporate some 
estimates of variation and uncertainty can yield 
incorrect estimates." Therefore Table 7 of Southall et al 
(2019) may give a more up to date reflection of current 
research on TTS and PTS levels by species group. 
 

1. The Applicant notes that the 2014 DAHG 
guidance document entitled ‘Guidance to 
Manage the Risk to Marine Mammals from 
Man-made Sound Sources in Irish Waters’ 
references Southall et al (2007). However, 
IWDG’s point relating to Table 7 of Southall et 
al (2019) is also noted. And it is acknowledged 
that Southall et al (2019) evaluates Southall et 
al (2007) considering subsequent scientific 
findings and proposes revised noise exposure 
criteria to predict the onset of auditory effects in 
marine mammals. Table 7 of Southall et al 
(2019) will be referenced alongside Southall et 
al (2007) going forwards. 
 
2. The January 2014 DAHG guidance 
document entitled ‘Guidance to Manage the 
Risk to Marine Mammals from Man-made 
Sound Sources in Irish Waters’, includes 
guidance in Section 4.3.4 (ii) specific to 

See response to Submission 2.  
 
Inland Fisheries Ireland 
Inland Fisheries Ireland (IFI) noted in their 
observations that the Applicant have 
prescribed to use a “soft start” when 
undertaking geophysical surveys to give any 
Annex IV species adequate time to leave the 
area.  In addition, they noted that the proposed 
survey works will be short in duration and of a 
temporary nature and will be moving slowly (c. 
5 knots) to allow species to disperse.   
 
The IFI noted that these protocols are 
considered sufficient by the National Parks and 
Wildlife Services (NPWS) to mitigate for 
disturbance to marine mammal species. 
 
Marine Institute  
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2. Page 22. The Multi-beam and Side Scan systems 
selected have target frequencies outside the hearing 
range of animals but such sources emit side-lobes of 
energy which are audible, typically at lower source 
levels but this is not reported typically on equipment 
specifications and remains unknown at present (Lurton 
and DeRuiter, 2011)}. While the MSES and SSS 
equipment selected has probably negligible impact, no 
MSES and SSS equipment should be operated below 
with target frequencies below 200 kHz unless specified 
here. Marine Mammal Observer (MMO) should include 
details of all geophysical equipment including model 
numbers. PAM (Passive Acoustic Monitoring) should 
include a spectrogram display with noise from 
geophysical equipment detected and frequencies used 
below 200kHz. 
 

 
 
3. It should also be noted that the values for noise 
sources such as pingers are selective and not 
representative of pingers currently in use in Irish wates 
such as the Atlas Parasound with dual frequency band 
operation, with a primary of 0.5 to 6 Hz and respective 
source levels of a maximum of 45 dB re 1uPa@1m for 
the primary and 206dB re 1uPa@1m for the parametric 
frequency (Atlas Hydrographic, 2015). The Applied 

‘Multibeam, single beam, side-scan sonar & 
sub-bottom profiler surveys’.  
 
As per Section 4.3.4 (ii) ‘Multibeam, single 
beam, side-scan sonar & sub-bottom profiler 
surveys’ of the 2014 DAHG guidance 
document, full reporting on MMO operations 
and mitigation undertaken will be provided to 
the Regulatory Authority. This reporting will 
include details of all geophysical equipment, 
including model numbers.  The applicant notes 
IWDG's recommendation relating to the MBES 
and SSS equipment being operated at lower 
frequencies below 200kHz. It is unlikely the 
MBES and SSS will be operated lower then 
200kHz. However, there may be a requirement 
to operate MBES and SSS at frequencies of 
between 100kHz (if the Reason MBES or 
Geoaquatics 160/ Klein SSS is required) and 
above during the geophysical campaigns as 
they have not been commissioned. The 
applicant will seek further consultation with 
IWDG prior to commissioning of the 
geophysical campaign.  
 
The applicant notes IWDG’s recommendation 
relating to PAM and will seek further 
consultation with IWDG on PAM prior to 
commissioning of the geophysical survey effort. 
 
3. The applicant understands the ‘NPWS 
Guidelines’ to which IWDG refer to include the 
January 2014 DAHG guidance document 
entitled ‘Guidance to Manage the Risk to 
Marine Mammals from Man-made Sound 
Sources in Irish Waters’. The applicant will 

The MI noted in their observations that the 
proposed survey works will not have a 
significant impact on the marine environment.   
 
The MI recommends that all mitigation 
measures proposed within the supporting 
documentation are included as a condition to 
granting of the foreshore licence. 
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Acoustics boomers AA201 and AA301 have source 
levels of 201/2015 dB re 1uPa@1m and the S-Boom 
has a source level of 222 dB re 1uPa@1m (Applied 
Acoustics, no date). Not the 208-211dB re 1uPa@1m 
of the unnamed boomer in the risk assessment 
document. However, the sparker system chosen 
appears to cover the maximum values of source levels 
for such systems available. It would be desirable to 
refer to some examples of intended systems, though 
these can vary with vessels and geophysical 
companies used and available, therefore there is a 
need to cover all possibilities. Additionally, it is noted 
that adoption of the NPWS Guidelines requires that 
two reports are submitted within 30 days of completion 
of operations. This includes an Operators report which 
must include “Specifications and acoustic 
characteristics of all sound-producing equipment used” 
as well as details of the ramp-up (soft start). To date 
this information does appear to have been frequently 
submitted or made available, required data could be 
included in the MMO report, but it is required to be 
submitted to ensure appropriate mitigation has been 
applied for sound sources used. Given the uncertainty 
around sound sources this should be seen as 
important information and is legal requirement of 
licences. 
 
4. The risk assessment concludes that the adoption of 
the NPWS guidelines “will ensure that the proposed 
site investigation activities will not have a significant 
effect” on protected species. It should be noted in the 
MMO guidelines issued by DAHG (2014) that the 
following are stated: 
 
“General conditions for effective visual monitoring by 
MMOs are: (1) during daylights hours and (2) in good 

adhere to these guidelines, and to future 
updates to same, for all site investigations. This 
includes, but is not limited to, adherence to 
Section 4.3.4 Geophysical Acoustic Surveys.  
 
As per Section 4.3.4 Geophysical Acoustic 
Surveys of the 2014 DAHG guidance 
document, the Marine Mammal Observers 
commissioned for the proposed site 
investigations will utilise the ‘Mammal Observer 
Forms’ as publicly available on the NPWS 
website: https://www.npws.ie/marine/best-
practice-guidelines.  
 
Also, as per Section 4.3.4 Geophysical 
Acoustic Surveys of the 2014 DAHG guidance 
document, full reporting on MMO operations 
and mitigation undertaken will be provided to 
the Regulatory Authority. As per IWDG’s 
recommendation, this will include specifications 
and acoustic characteristics of all sound-
producing equipment used. As per Appendix 6 
of the 2014 DAHG guidance document, these 
reports will be submitted to the Regulatory 
Authority within 30 days of completion of the 
Geophysical Acoustic Surveys. 
 
4. The Applicant will adhere to the DAHG 2014 
guidelines, and to future updates to same, for 
all site investigations. The applicant also notes 
IWDG’s recommendation relating to PAM and 
will seek further consultation with IWDG on 
PAM prior to commissioning of the geophysical 
survey effort. 
 

https://www.npws.ie/marine/best-practice-guidelines
https://www.npws.ie/marine/best-practice-guidelines
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visibility extending 1km or more beyond the limits of 
the assigned Monitored one (see sections. 4.3.1 – 
4.3.5), while (3) sea conditions for effective visual 
monitoring by MMOs are WMO Sea State 4 (≈Beaufort 
Force 4 conditions) or less.  
Efficacy in the visual detection of marine mammal 
species improves considerably below Sea State 3 
(≈Beaufort Force 3 conditions).” 
 
The further restrictions then applied: 
 
“Sound-producing activities shall only commence in 
daylight hours where effective visual monitoring, as 
performed and determined by the MMO, has been 
achieved. Where effective visual monitoring, as 
determined by the MMO, is not possible the sound-
producing activities shall be postponed until effective 
visual monitoring is possible.” 
 
This places weather restrictions on surveys as well as 
night time restrictions on start up. There are reasons to 
argue the case that Passive Acoustic Monitoring 
(PAM) should be included in the mitigation. Visual and 
PAM approaches provide best results when combined 
(e.g., Barlow and Taylor, 2005; Clark et al., 2010; 
Gerrodette et al., 2011). Best Practice would require 
the necessity to stop operations when animals are in 
an identified injury zone. This is in order to comply with 
the EU Habitats Directive which in brief is as follows: 
Article 12(1) of that directive states: 
 
“Member States shall take the requisite measures to 
establish a system of strict protection for the animal 
species listed in Annex IV(a) in their natural range, 
prohibiting: 

5. The document entitled ‘Schedule of 
Activities’ submitted by the applicant in support 
of the application for Foreshore Licence, 
includes the following on SoundTrap 
hydrophones (please see Table 2-1 of same): 
‘SoundTrap hydrophones may be deployed 
alongside the CPODs for periods throughout 
the monitoring campaign’. The Applicant 
remains open to the use of SoundTrap 
hydrophones and acknowledges the 
recommendation from IWDG to consider the 
installation of sound traps for baseline 
underwater noise data collection and the use of 
CPODs for example to collect data on 
vocalising marine mammals in the area. The 
applicant agrees that that the presence of 
strong currents in the area may make data 
acquisition challenging and have requested 
further consultation with IWDG, including to 
determine the appropriateness of this method 
in supporting the aerial ecology survey effort 
underway since April 2021. 
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- all forms of deliberate capture or killing of specimens 
of these species in the wild; 
- deliberate disturbance of these species, particularly 
during the period of breeding, rearing, hibernation and 
migration; 
- deliberate destruction or taking of eggs from the wild; 
- deterioration or destruction of breeding sites or 
resting places.” 
 
Given that the current guidelines do not prevent injury 
during operations and only prior to operation 
commencing are effective, they cannot prevent 
deliberate injury, which can be reasonably interpreted 
as a disturbance. 
 
5. The deployment of CPODS for acoustic recording of 
marine mammals is welcomed, however CPODs 
record clicks only and therefore ignore other 
vocalisations such as thump trains from minke and 
moans from humpbacks as well as dolphin whistles. 
Therefore, it is recommended that Soundtraps or 
similar recording device be used to record the full array 
of vocalisations and species in the area. Best practice 
would require a more comprehensive acoustic 
monitoring (DCCAE, 2018) with an appropriate dataset 
that includes low frequency marine mammals such as 
baleen whales. Such recording devices can also 
provide, if calibrated, a good measurement of 
background noise levels. 

Submission 4 
National Inshore Fishermen’s Association (NIFA) & 
National Inshore Fishermen’s Organisation (NIFO) 
The observers National Inshore Fishermen’s 
Association (NIFA and the National Inshore 
Fishermen’s Organisation (NIFO) wish to make the 

Importance of area to Inshore Fishing 
Activity 
The proposed site investigations will be short in 
duration, and the area of foreshore occupied by 
survey vessels will be limited.  
 

See response to Submission 2. 
 
Inland Fisheries Ireland 
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following joint submission in relation to the foreshore 
licence application: 
 
Both observers (NIFA and NIFO) acknowledge that the 
applicant has consulted with the fishing Industry, which 
has included their members. The observers would 
always advocate that applicants consult directly with 
operators likely to be directly affected on such projects 
and commend the applicant on their efforts in this 
regards to date. The observers look forward to future 
engagement between the developer and their 
members. That said however observers have 
members that have raised, what they feel are valid 
concerns regarding this application. This submission is 
based on the same, the main point being as follows 
 
1. Importance of Area to Inshore Fishing Activity 
The area in question is important in general to Inshore 
Commercial fishing, particularly static gear fishing 
using pots targeting whelk. For some of their members 
the whelk fishery in the area relevant to this application 
accounts for 100% of their annual economic activity. 
For other members it accounts for 100% of their 
activity for a number of months every year. Their 
dependency is traditional. 
 
Members concerned operate small vessels, typically 
between seven and twelve meters in length, given the 
size of these vessels and the nature of fishing activity 
in the broader general area, operating elsewhere, to 
where the traditionally have done, is not realistically a 
viable option for them, even on short term basis. 
 
2. Likely short term disruption of activity and 
economic impact caused by the same 

The Applicant has commenced engagement 
with the fishing community both through the 
Fisheries Liaison Officer appointed to the 
project since 2020 and via DP Energy’s 
Community & Stakeholder Liaison Manager 
appointed to the project since 2020. The 
Applicant acknowledges that there will be some 
disruption to the fishers. Information such as 
seasonality of the fishery can inform the survey 
timing and area to minimise disruption to the 
fisheries. Potential effects on fish will be limited 
to disturbance from underwater sound 
generated by the vessel and survey equipment. 
Most sound generated by the geophysical 
survey is likely to be at frequencies above the 
auditory capacity of fish. Fish may avoid the 
survey area once operations have started but 
will not experience a significant effect other 
than temporary displacement from the 
immediate area surrounding the survey activity. 
Any loss of individuals (adults or juveniles) 
within the immediate area of the survey is 
considered to be unlikely and given the wider 
geographic extent of the spawning and nursery 
areas, the effect will be slight. Therefore, the 
effects of the marine survey on commercial fish 
will be temporary, short-term, and negligible.  
 
The sub bottom profiler used during the 
proposed survey will only target the top tens of 
meters of sediments. Seismic equipment used 
in the oil and gas industry is a lot more 
powerful, targeting hundreds of meters of 
sediment. Therefore, sounds generated from 
the proposed survey will be less intense and 
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While the observers appreciate this application is for 
site investigation works, their members are concerned 
that these works will disrupt their fishing operations 
and this disruption will have a negative economic 
impact on them. The extent of that disturbance is still 
unknown and will likely vary between members. Given 
the density of fishing activity, both in this specific and 
adjacent areas and the nature of the survey work, 
disruption is highly likely, and may involve static gear 
operators having to move gear, to avoid damage or 
loss to it, in advance of the survey. Previous 
experience with similar applications has proved this to 
be the case. 
 
The observers’ position is that any disruption should be 
kept to an absolute minimum. Given that avoiding this 
disruption completely is highly unlikely and given the 
principles of “avoid, minimise or mitigate” detailed in 
the National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF), the 
observers ask that consent to proceed be withheld until 
a Fisheries Management and Mitigation Strategy 
(FMMS) agreed with their relevant members. This 
FMMS needs to be designed to keep displacement of 
activity to an absolute minimum, but where 
displacement occurs and in turn has a negative impact 
on members working outside of the area, the FMMS 
and agreement needs to take these members into 
account also. 
 
3. Medium to long term economic impact 
Again, acknowledging that the application is for site 
investigation works, members have concerns that 
these works will have a negative effect that will be 
longer lasting than the duration of the works. These 
concerns are based on previous experience for similar 
site investigation works off the East Coast. The above 

less harmful than sounds generated from oil 
and gas seismic surveys.  
 
The Applicant also notes that the Marine 
Institute have stated, with respect to this 
application: “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.” 
 
Likely short term disruption of activity and 
economic impact caused by the same 
The Applicant recognises the potential for 
disruption to the fishers within the survey area 
and agrees that any disruption will be kept to a 
minimum. For disruption to be kept to a 
minimum and to help inform the survey plan, it 
is essential that correct and accurate 
information is obtained regarding fishing area 
and seasonality.  The applicant has 
commenced engagement with the fishing 
community both through the Fisheries Liaison 
Officer appointed to the project since 2020 and 
via DP Energy’s Community & Stakeholder 
Liaison Manager appointed to the project since 
2020. Engagement with all those with 
economic interests (including fishing, tourism 
and other) will be a key part of this ongoing 
stakeholder communication. To this end, an 
additional resource has been appointed to the 
project since 2021: a Community Liaison 
Officer.  
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mentioned FMMS needs to take these concerns into 
account also.  
 
In particular the observers are concerned about the 
effects of using a sub bottom acoustic profiler, in water 
as shallow as this will have on the Whelk population. In 
general the opinion of the Fishing Industry is that 
offshore seismic survey work has a negative effect on 
catch rates for some times after a survey has been 
carried out in an area. While the observers 
acknowledge the intensity of the proposed acoustic 
work is far lower than that used for offshore oil and gas 
exploration, members are concerned that the fact that 
the water is much shallower in this area will mitigate 
against this. For most members concerned, Whelk is 
the most important fishery to them and for many the 
only viable fishery available to them. Any negative 
effect on the Whelk population in the short, medium or 
long term, could be economically detrimental to them. 
 
4. Marine Traffic 
Again acknowledging that this application is only for 
site investigation work, members question the 
suitability of this area for offshore renewable energy 
development, given the density of marine traffic in the 
area. Members are concerned that restrictions on that 
traffic, that could effectively “funnel” traffic into a 
smaller area, could have serious consequences on 
their business. This would be both in terms of loss of 
gear due to entanglement of markers buoys in ships 
propellers but more importantly in terms of safety due 
to an increased risk of collision between fishing 
vessels operating static gear in the areas and vessels 
on passage through it. 
 
5. Rosslare Harbour 

This application for Foreshore Licence pertains 
only to site investigation activities which are 
temporary and short-term in nature and will not 
result in significant economic impact. The 
applicant recognises the potential for impacts 
of any future wind farm development on the 
economy (whether positive or negative) and 
will undertake a detailed appraisal of the 
potential impacts of the development to be 
proposed on socioeconomics, including on the 
fishing industry. This appraisal of potential 
impacts will be set out within the Environmental 
Impact Assessment Report to be submitted to 
An Bord Pleanála in support of an eventual 
Development Consent application. 
 
Medium to long term economic impact 
The Applicant acknowledges the concerns of 
the Whelk fishers regarding the potential 
effects of the sub-bottom acoustic profiler and 
the side scan sonar on the whelk population. 
There have been no studies to-date which 
show the effects of any survey activity on the 
Whelk population. DPEI has proposed to begin 
scientific studies of Whelk in the area of 
interest following receipt of Maritime Area 
Consent for Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm. 
DPEI proposes to use information supplied by 
the fishers to understand the seasonality of the 
whelk and to endeavour to avoid the whelk 
population as much as possible. 
 
Marine Traffic 
The vessel associated with the proposed site 
investigations will be operated in compliance 
with the rules and regulations of the Irish and 
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Members are also concerned that by using Rosslare 
harbour as a base port for operations, for this and 
other Offshore renewable energy (ORE) projects, they 
could effectively find themselves “pushed out" of 
Rosslare Harbour. While it could be argued that such a 
concern is for the Rosslare port operators to address 
and not DHLGH, the observers believe that DHLGH 
need to be mindful of the number of ORE related 
developments they licence on the East and South East 
coast, in the context of available port infrastructure, 
and the effects of increased pressure on that 
infrastructure will have on other Maritime operators, 
including members 
 
Finally to conclude, the observers would like to thank 
DHLGH for the opportunity to make this submission 
and the observers trust their concerns will be given the 
consideration they deserve. 

International navigation authorities. All 
operations into, or near, Rosslare Harbour and 
navigation/shipping channels will be advised to 
Rosslare Harbour Master. Survey operations 
will be designed to minimise any impact on the 
passage of fishing vessels and in this regard, 
the applicant has commenced engagement 
with the local fishing community. 
 
Rosslare Harbour 
At this early stage in the development process, 
it is not known what harbours and ports may be 
used to construct and service any future 
Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm. DPEI 
acknowledges the comments in this 
submission regarding Rosslare Harbour. DPEI 
have ongoing communications with Rosslare 
Harbour regarding Rosslare Harbour’s plans to 
develop an ORE facility at the existing site. 

Submission 5 
The observer is a skipper and is making a formal 
objection to DP Energy’s proposed Shelmalere 
Offshore Wind Farm. 
 
The observer would like to formally object to site 
Investigation on proposed site for the following 
reasons: 

1. Damage to their fishing gear/pots. 
2. Damage to fishing grounds. 

The observer is currently fishing the proposed site and 
has done so for 25 years. The observer is deeply 
concerned for their future and their two crew's future if 
this site investigation goes ahead. 

The subject of this Foreshore Licence 
Application is to undertake site investigation 
works at the site of a potential offshore wind 
farm. The proposed design for Shelmalere 
Offshore Wind Farm will be informed by, and 
so will follow, the proposed site investigations 
and will be presented in a separate application 
for Development Consent that will be submitted 
to An Bord Pleanála in due course.  
 
DPEI’s Fisheries Liaison Officer and 
Community and Stakeholder Liaison Manager 
are in contact with Fisheries Representative 
Organisations and local fishers. Local 
information regarding seasonality and fishing 
areas are informing survey design with a view 

See response to Submission 2. 
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to reducing potential impacts of the proposed 
survey activity on fisheries.  
 
The Applicant acknowledges the concerns of 
the fishers affected by the proposed site 
investigations. The site investigation works will 
be short in duration and through ongoing and 
open communication we will strive to have 
limited impact upon fishing operations.  
 
The Applicant will endeavour to minimise the 
duration and extent of the survey area and 
work towards a zoned approach to surveying, 
allowing a minimum of time that pots are 
removed. If pots are encountered DP Energy 
will allow a minimum 100-150m clearance from 
buoys to allow for long lead lines at low tide. 
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1.4 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.   
 
The 1992 EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EC) and Birds Directive 
(2009/147/EC) are transposed into Irish law by Part XAB of the Planning and Development 
Act 2000 (as amended) and the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) 
Regulations 2011 (as amended).  The latter 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. 

 
Relevant guidance informing the AA screening includes that at a European (European 
Commission 2019, European Commission 2021) and national (DoEHLG 2010, Office of the 
Planning Regulator 2021) level. 
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SECTION 2 - DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WORKS 

2.1 Location 

The Foreshore Licence Application Area lies within the south-western Irish Sea off the coasts 
of Counties Wexford and Wicklow, within Ireland’s 12 nautical mile limit.  The northern section 
of the Foreshore Licence application area is located around Arklow Harbour in County 
Wicklow, whilst the southern section extends to Greenore Point which is located just south of 
Rosslare Harbour in County Wexford. 
 
The total Foreshore Licence Application Area encompasses an area of 639.66km2 which 
consists of the Array Investigation Area (298.29km2) to the south and the Cable Investigation 
Area (341.37km2) to the north.  The area considered suitable for the proposed wind farm 
development is the Array Investigation Area, which at its closest point, is some 9km from shore 
at Rosslare Harbour in County Wexford.  The area considered suitable for the proposed 
inshore cable route corridor (the Cable Investigation Area), extends to the mean high-water 
mark, in parts, along the southeast coast between Arklow Harbour and Wexford Harbour. 
 
Figure 2.1 shows the total Foreshore Licence Application Area, delineated by a red line.  The 
Irish Territorial Sea 12 nautical mile limit is shown on Figure 2.1 as the dashed blue line and 
the high-water mark is indicated in green.  Figure 2.2 delineates both the Array Investigation 
Area (plain pink colour) and Cable Investigation Area (hatched pink colour).  The indicative 
locations for the site investigations are shown in Figure 2.3. 
 

2.2 Proposed site investigations 

The proposed site investigations will include: 
 

• Hydrographical and geophysical surveys; 
• Geotechnical surveys and sampling (preliminary and interim surveys); 
• MetOcean surveys (wind, wave and current measurements); 
• Bird surveys; 
• Fisheries survey; 
• Benthic ecological surveys (subtidal and intertidal surveys); 
• Marine mammals acoustic monitoring (CPODs); and 
• Underwater archaeological surveys.  

 
In response to a request for further information, definitions for “Preliminary” and “Interim” 
surveys (campaign) were provided by the Applicant as follows:  
 

• Preliminary - The preliminary geotechnical survey will be the first geotechnical 
campaign that will be widespread through the site in order to get a high-level 
understanding of the overall site characteristics.  This will allow for the preliminary 
design of Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm and will ultimately inform the design for 
which a Development Permission is sought from the Competent Authority.  Data from 
this preliminary survey will also be used to inform certain EIAR topics, in particular 
marine geology, oceanography and physical processes; and 

• Interim - The interim geotechnical survey will occur post receipt of the Development 
Permission and will be a more targeted geotechnical campaign.  The results of the 
interim survey will allow for detailed geotechnical design of Shelmalere Offshore Wind 
Farm. 
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Figure 2.1: Map of Application Area (red line) (Source: Licence Application) 
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Figure 2.2: Map of Application Area (red line) including Array Investigation Area (plain) and Cable Investigation Area (hatched) 
(Source: Licence Application – Schedule of Activities) 
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Figure 2.3: Indicative site investigation locations within the application area including boreholes, geotechnical sampling areas, 
metocean buoys and CPOD marine mammal acoustic monitoring locations (Source: Licence Application – Schedule of Activities) 
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2.3 Survey summary 

Table 2.1 outlines the survey requirements and indicative timings for the site investigations included within the FS007261 foreshore licence 
application.  The indicative locations for these surveys have been indicated in Figure 2.2 and Figure 2.3 above. 

In response to a request for additional information, the Applicant provided clarity on the indicative timings of the proposed site investigation 
surveys.  This information has been presented in Table 2.2. 

Table 2.1: Summary of surveys and indicative programme 

Activity Location Proposed Sample Numbers Vessel Size  Indicative Timings  

Hydrographic
al and 
geophysical 
surveys 

Proposed Array 
Investigation 
and Cable Site 
Investigation 
areas 

• Multibeam echosounder (MBES):  MBES is a system for collecting 
topographical data of the seabed. Typical equipment includes the R2 
Sonic 2024 and the Kongsberg EM3002D multi-beam system with 
mounting system including AML SV Smart Probe, Kongsberg EM 2040 
or similar. For these surveys the equipment will operate at a typical 
central frequency of 200 – 400kHz (700kHz optional) with sound 
pressure levels in the range of 200-228dB re 1µPa @1m.  

• Side scan sonar (SSS): SSS surveys are used to determine sediment 
characteristics and seabed features. The GeoAcoustics 160 system, 
Klein 3000 series SSS Dual Frequency or the Edgetech 4200 may be 
taken as an indicate example of an SSS device and for these surveys 
will have a typical operating frequency range of approximately 300 to 
900 kHz with sound pressure levels of 228dB re1μPa @1m. 
Frequencies of 200kHz may be used in shallower waters. 

• Magnetometer survey: A magnetometer is used to identify magnetic 
anomalies and hazard mapping for metal obstructions, shipwrecks and 
unexploded ordnance on the surface and in the shallow sub-surface. It 
is completely passive in operation (i.e. it does not emit any sound into 
the marine environment). The marine magnetometer will be of the 
Caesium Vapour type and capable of recording variations in magnetic 
field strength during survey to an accuracy of±0.5nT. The Geometrics 
G-882 can be taken as an indicative equipment example. 

• Sub-bottom profiling (SBP): SBP is used to develop an image of the 
subsurface, identifying different strata encountered in the shallow 

Typical length: 
15 – 60m and 
endurance of use 
up to 14 days; 
exact vessels to 
be confirmed. 

8-10 weeks (weather 
dependent). 
 
The survey area and in 
particular the potential 
cable routes will be 
refined prior to 
undertaking the 
geophysical survey to 
minimise the time on 
site. 
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Activity Location Proposed Sample Numbers Vessel Size  Indicative Timings  

sediments. SBP determines the physical properties of the sea floor and 
characterises the geological information below the sea floor. It is likely 
that two different systems will be used; a high-resolution profiler that will 
emphasise the top 3 to 5m of sediment with a resolution of 0.25m or 
better in a variety of geological conditions; and a system that provides 
increased penetration between 50 and 100m. Potential equipment 
includes GeoAcoustics 5430A profiling system, Edgetech 3100, 
EdgeTech 3200 XS. The Innomar SES-2000 Medium is an indicative 
example of a parametric system with a primary and secondary 
frequency range of 85-115kHz and 2-22kHz, respectively, and sound 
pressure levels of up to 247 dB (typically operated at <200dB) re1μPa 
@ 1m. The Seatronics Edgetech 3300 is an indicative example of a 
hull-mounted pinger system with an operating frequency range of 
approximately 2-16 kHz with sound pressure levels of 200dB re1μPa 
@1m. The Applied Acoustics AA301 is an indicative example of a 
boomer, with sound pressure levels in the range of 208-215dB re1μPa 
@ 1m. The Geo-Source 200 lightweight or the Applied Acoustics Squid 
500 are indicative examples of sparker systems used in sub-bottom 
profiling, with sound pressures in the range of 204-216dB re1μPa @1m. 

• High energy sound sources (sub-surface acoustic surveys): used to 
image the subsurface and categorise sediment strata. These surveys 
can create 2D or 3D images of the subsurface. The intensity of the 
source varies depending on the requirements of the survey. Higher 
energy sub-surface sources used in multi-channel surveys will only be 
used if sufficient depth data is not achieved with the use of the Sub-
bottom profiling methods. Typical Equipment includes the Applied 
Acoustics Squid 2000 Sparker system (sparker/boomer), Applied 
acoustics boomer plate AA251/AA301 or similar, Seismic Energy 
Source Applied Acoustics CSP-L or similar. Expected Frequency Band: 
2-16kHz, 4-24kHz 

Geotechnical 
surveys and 
sampling  
 

Proposed Array 
Investigation 
and Cable Site 
Investigation 
areas 

Up to 117 no. boreholes (downhole sampling) covering both preliminary 
and interim campaigns (i.e. two geotechnical survey campaigns), up to 80m 
depth (Array Investigation Area) and 20m depth (Cable Investigation Area). 
 

Typically, 55-
90m in length 
and have an 
endurance of up 
to 28 days; exact 

Up to 175 days in total 
hours for actual 
boreholes across all 
campaigns. Boreholes 
will be split between 
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Activity Location Proposed Sample Numbers Vessel Size  Indicative Timings  

(Preliminary 
and Interim 
surveys i.e. 
two 
geotechnical 
survey 
campaigns) 
(Note 5)  

 
Indicative 
locations are 
shown in Figure 
2.3. 
 

The geotechnical survey will be performed by a geotechnical drilling rig 
mobilised on board a jack-up barge or a dynamic positioning controlled 
drillship. 
 
For the landfall boreholes, a jack-up barge will be fully equipped with a 
rotary drilling rig capable of deploying various sampling and coring 
methods.  Coring through rock will require a large diameter system such as 
the Geobor S.  The jack-up will also be able to deploy downhole CPT 
equipment in a borehole adjacent to the sampling borehole.  All equipment 
will be deployed downhole and all thrust shall be top loaded.  

vessels to be 
confirmed 

campaigns with a 
preliminary campaign 
typically taking up to 8 
weeks and an interim 
campaign typically 
taking up to 16 weeks.  
 
These will take 24 - 36 
hours in any one 
location. 

Up to 113 no. cone penetration tests (CPT) as either seafloor CPTs or 
downhole borehole CPTs, covering both preliminary and interim campaign. 
 
Down-borehole CPT: 3m test stroke length; using traditional offshore rotary 
heave compensated drilling rig or drilling rigs mobilised on to jack-up 
barges. 
 
Seabed CPT: 40m test stroke length, target penetration depths of 20-40m; 
performed by mobilizing a self-contained and automated CPT test unit 
housed within a seabed frame. 
 
The jack-up will also be able to deploy downhole CPT equipment in a 
borehole adjacent to the sampling borehole. 
 

Maximum 14 days of 
actual SI time over all 
campaigns but is part 
of same campaign as 
Boreholes so 
approximately 8 weeks 
for a preliminary 
campaign and 16 
weeks for an interim 
campaign. Some 
locations will be co-
located with borehole 
locations.  
These will take 30 
minutes - 3 hours in 
any one location. 

VibroCore/Gravity Core: Up to 113 no. vibro core / gravity core and grab 
sampling covering both preliminary and interim campaigns. 
 
Downhole sampling and coring: typical diameters of 70mm up to 100mm; 
using a wireline push or piston sampler. 
 

Maximum 10 days of 
actual SI time but is 
part of same campaign 
as Boreholes so 
approximately 8 weeks 
for preliminary 
campaign and 16 
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Seabed Samplers: Vibrocoring up to 6m in length with samples typically 50-
100mm and a maximum diameter of 110mm. Gravity or piston core typically 
1m in length with maximum diameter of 120mm. 
The exact equipment to be used will be confirmed following a tender 
process to procure the site investigation contractor. 

weeks for the interim 
campaign.   
 
These will take 45 
minutes - 2 hours in 
any one location. 

Grab Sampling: Up to 128 samples. 
Day grab (single and double): 0.1m2 samples. 
Single Van Veen Grab: collection of 0.025m2, 0.1m2, 0.2m2, 0.3m2 samples. 
Double Van Veen Grab: collection of two 0.1m2 samples. 

Maximum 16 days in 
actual SI hours 
however 3 to 4 weeks 
for the campaign to 
allow for SI Prep (drop 
down camera or ROV) 
and transit between 
locations.   
 
These will take up to 3 
hours in any one 
location. 

Metocean 
Surveys 

Array 
Investigation 
Area  

Floating LiDAR (FLiDaR) survey: Up to 2 FLiDAR buoys may be deployed 
to measure the wind resource within the array investigation area. 
Deployment of these buoys will include anchor points on the seafloor. 
Typical FLiDAR units include Seawatch, which is mounted  on a buoy and 
is moored using a mooring chain and concrete anchor. 

Not specified 

12 - 24 months in any 
one location (may be 
moved to a second 
location for a further 12 
months if project 
development timeline 
allows).  
 
Actual deployment will 
include 1 day to deploy 
and 1 day to retrieve.   

Foreshore 
Licence 
Application 
Area 

Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler (ADCP) survey: Up to 5 ADCPs may be 
used to examine wave and current conditions. Typical dimensions: 1.8m 
base with 0.6m height off seabed. 

Not specified 

4 weeks - 12 months in 
any one location. 
Actual deployment will 
include 1 day to deploy 
and 1 day to retrieve.  
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This equipment is installed on the seabed and anchored with a suitable 
mooring structure. It is generally a short-term deployment used to gather 
seasonal data 

Array 
Investigation 
Area  

Waverider Bouy survey: Up to 2 wave rider buoys may be deployed to 
measure wave heights and direction to assist with the detailed design of the 
project within the array investigation area. They will be moored to the 
seabed by a suitably sized mooring structure. A typical wave rider buoy 
includes the Datawell BV. 

Not specified Not specified 

Bird Survey 

Foreshore 
Licence 
Application 
Area 

Identify bird species distribution and behaviour within the Foreshore 
Licence Application Area. This does not require a licence under the 
Foreshore Act 1933, as amended and is included for information only. 

Not specified Not specified 

Fisheries 
survey 

Foreshore 
Licence 
Application 
Area 

Survey type and methods will be dictated by engagement with relevant 
authorities such as the Sea Fisheries Protection Authority, Marine Institute 
and local knowledge where appropriate. 

Not specified Not specified 

Benthic 
Ecology 
(subtidal and 
intertidal 
surveys) 
 

Intertidal 
location: at the 
landfall for the 
windfarm 
export cable, 
once suitable 
locations for 
cable landing 
have been 
defined. 
 
A series of 
sampling 
locations in 
areas of both 
soft sediment 
and hard 
substrates. 

Walkover survey of the Cable Investigation Area and landfalls of the cable: 
area could be up to 500m wide. 
 
128 no. sampling locations with multiple samples at each location. 
 
Sample dimensions: quadrat of 0.04m2 (0.2m x 0.2m) 
 
Exact sample and survey numbers not specified. 

Not applicable  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Not specified 
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Within the 
Foreshore 
Licence 
Application 
Area 

Video and still photograph or remote operated vehicle (ROV) inspections 
Benthic sampling (grab samplers): 3 samples for benthic fauna analysis; 1 
sample for physico-chemical analysis. 
 
To minimise repetition of benthic sampling approaches, it is proposed to 
use double van Veen grab/double Day grab, where suitable. This will 
provide two samples for each grab therefore minimising the number of 
deployments needed to obtain the required four samples. 
 
Various underwater camera systems may be used for underwater video 
inspections to provide the best quality of gathered data. An underwater 
drop camera system or similar will be used for the provision of benthic 
survey video inspection. 

Not specified 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Not specified 
 

Marine 
mammal 
acoustic 
monitoring 
(CPODs) 

The exact 
locations of the 
CPODs have 
not yet been 
determined. 
The strong 
currents in 
parts of the site 
may make 
some areas 
unsuitable for 
deployment. 
Two indicative 
locations have 
been outlined in 
Figure 2.3. 

Marine mammal acoustic monitoring using CPODs deployed on the 
seabed. SoundTrap hydrophones may be deployed alongside the CPODs 
for periods throughout the monitoring campaign. Either 2 permanent sites 
will be selected, or the 2 sites will be relocated every 3 months during 
battery change. The CPOD locations are subject to archaeological survey 
results. 

Not specified 18-24 months 

Underwater 
archaeologica
l surveys 

Foreshore 
Licence 
Application 
Area 

Underwater Archaeology: Identification and assessment of metallic and 
other targets recorded if required during the marine geophysical surveys. 

Not specified Not specified 
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Table 3.2: Indicative timings of proposed site investigation survey works 

Activity 
Estimated Activity 

Start Month* 

Estimated Duration 
of site 

investigation 
survey works 

Estimated Activity 
End Month* 

Hydrographical and 
Geophysical 

April (2023) Approx. 8 – 10 weeks October (2023) 

Boreholes – 
Preliminary Campaign 

June (2023) Approx. 8 weeks October (2023) 

Boreholes – Interim 
Campaign 

June (2027/2028) Approx. 16 weeks October (2027/2028) 

CPT – Preliminary 
Campaign 

June (2023) Approx. 8 weeks October (2023) 

CPT – Interim 
Campaign 

June (2027/2028) Approx. 16 weeks October (2027/2028) 

Gravity Corer – 
Preliminary Campaign 

June (2023) Approx. 8 weeks October (2023) 

Gravity Corer – Interim 
Campaign 

June (2027/2028) Approx. 16 weeks October (2027/2028) 

Benthic Grab Samples June (2023) Approx. 3-4 weeks October (2023) 

Floating LIDAR April (2023) Approx. 12 – 24 
months 

April (2024/2025) 

Note: *The years provided above are indicative only and are used to demonstrate the potential separation 
of the preliminary and interim campaigns. 

 

2.4 Review of proposed works 

EC (2002, 2021) 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 (EC 
2021) provides an indicative list of the key parameters of the plan or project to be identified; 
OPR (2021) notes that in most cases, a brief description of the proposed development, the 
application site and its immediate environs will be sufficient. 
 
The screening information is contained in the applicant’s document, Foreshore Licence 
Application: Supporting Information for Screening for Appropriate Assessment, hereafter 
referred to as the applicant’s AA screening report. 
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Size (e.g. in relation to direct 
land-take) 

Yes. The foreshore boundary of the proposed works is detailed 
in Figures 2.1 to 2.3 above. 

Overall affected area including 
the area affected by indirect 
impacts (e.g. noise, turbidity, 
vibrations) 

Yes.  The applicant defines the ZoI for the project with 
reference to a set of evidence-based criteria (see Section 3.3 
of this report) though some detail is lacking in relation to 
migratory fish. 

Physical changes in the 
environment (e.g. modification 
of riverbeds or morphology of 
other water bodies, changes in 
the density of forest cover) 

Yes. The potential physical changes to the environment from 
the proposed works are summarised (see Section 3.2 of this 
report). 

Changes in the intensity of an 
existing pressure (e.g. 
increase in noise, pollution or 
traffic); 

Yes.  The applicant notes the temporary increase in 
underwater noise and disturbance which may be generated by 
the survey activities and their related vessels. 

Resource requirements (e.g. 
water abstraction, mineral 
extraction); 

No.  Resource requirements are not considered by the 
applicant. 

Emissions (e.g. nitrogen 
deposition) and waste (and 
whether they are disposed of 
on land, water or in the air) 

No.  Emissions are not considered by the Applicant. 

Transportation requirements 
(e.g. access roads) 

Yes.  The Applicant indicates 1-2 survey vessels will be used 
and provides a sufficient level of representative information in 
the Schedule of Activities document. 

Duration of construction, 
operation, decommissioning, 
etc. 

Partly.  Timings of how long individual operations will take is 
provided in the Schedule of Activities document, but the overall 
timing of the project, including any seasonal component, is not 
presented in any detail. 

Temporal aspects (timing of 
the different stages of a plan 
or project) 

No.  Limited information on the timing of individual aspects of 
the project is provided. 

Distance from Natura 2000 
sites and in particular from 
their designating features 

Yes.  See Section 3 of this report (Table 3.2). 

Cumulative impacts with other 
projects or plans 

Yes addressed in Section 3.5 of this 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 41, 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. 
 

3.2 Identification of possible effects 

The Applicant refers to a range of guidance in the preparation of their AA screening, but in 
particular makes reference to OPR (2021), and uses a Source-Pathway-Receptor to identify 
sources of effect and receptor groups relevant to the screening.  The report identified five 
sources of potential effect which are: 
 

• Physical disturbance to marine benthic communities 

• Disturbance from underwater noise associated with surveys 

• Injury due to collision (survey vessels and equipment) 

• Visual and noise disturbance to birds 

• Pollution event 
 

Physical disturbance to marine benthic communities 

The Applicant indicated that benthic habitats have the potential to be affected during the 
geotechnical works, directly by disturbance in the footprint of sampling equipment, by minor 
disturbance around the borehole drill sites and through smothering due to small volumes of 
sediment being displaced.  Additionally, it was noted that suspended sediment concentrations 
may be increased as a result of the geotechnical works but that this would be within the typical 
range of resuspension experienced during storm events.  No reference was made to either 
the expected increase in sediment concentration, the background levels (e.g. see Cefas 
2016), or those which could be expected in a storm event for the area.  The applicant noted 
that an area of 1-2m2 may be affected by the drilling of boreholes related to the cuttings mound 
produced, with the CPT having a footprint of approximately 8m2.  Subtidal grab sampling is 
also proposed which will have a footprint in the region of ~0.1-0.3m2 per grab sample 
depending on the selected type (refer to the Applicant’s separate Schedule of Activities 

 
1 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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document).  The Applicant notes that the effects on the seabed will be localised and widely 
distributed (~1km apart) across the Foreshore Licence application area. 
 
The Applicant noted the temporary nature of the activities, such that they will not cause 
permanent physical obstruction to the movement of sediment or organic matter.  It was, 
therefore, considered that there was no impact pathway from this source of effect for any SAC 
or related Annex I habitat. 
 

Disturbance from underwater noise associated with surveys 

The Applicant indicated that underwater noise was a source of potentially significant effect for 
marine mammals, migratory fish and diving birds. 
 
Marine mammals 
Reference was made to the DAHG (2014) guidance and the injury criteria for underwater noise 
therein based on Southall et al. (2007) for three function hearing groups of cetacean, and 
pinnipeds in water.  The applicant cited the more recent Southall et al. (2019) which sets out 
updated injury criteria, however, this does not appear to have been used in the assessment.  
While DAHG (2014) remains current, the assessment should have made use of the most 
recent scientific knowledge and reflected the updated criteria.  While the sound pressure levels 
for PTS in relation to high frequency cetaceans (including bottlenose dolphin) and pinnipeds 
in water remain unchanged, that for very high frequency cetaceans (including harbour 
porpoise) is 202 dB re 1µPa (peak); as no low frequency cetaceans are listed on Annex II of 
the Habitats Directive they are not relevant to this consideration.  Similarly, the estimated 
hearing ranges of the functional groups relevant to the species considered in the AA screening 
could have been updated for harbour porpoise (275Hz to 160kHz, greatest sensitivity between 
12kHz to 140kHz) and seals (50Hz to 86kHz, greatest sensitivity between 1.9kHz to 30kHz) – 
see Table 3.1 below. 
 

Table 3.1: Marine mammal auditory injury (PTS) and TTS onset criteria to impulsive 
and non-impulsive noise by functional hearing group 

Functional hearing group  
(species relevant to the 
proposed development area) 

Estimated 
hearing range 
(region of 
greatest 
sensitivity) 
[frequency of 
peak 
sensitivity] 

Proposed PTS and TTS onset threshold 
criteria 

Impulsive noise  
(dB re 1µPa, peak, 
unweighted) 

Non-impulsive noise 
LE,24h (dB re 1 µPa²s) 

PTS TTS PTS TTS 

High-frequency cetaceans 
Bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops 
truncatus) 

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

230 224 198 178 

Very high frequency 
cetaceans 
Harbour porpoise (Phocoena 
phocoena) 

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

202 196 173 153 

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

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

218 212 201 181 
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Source: Southall et al. (2019). 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.  LE,24h = cumulative sound exposure level over 24 hours, 
weighted according to functional hearing group. 

 
The Applicant noted that the frequencies of underwater noise produced by the multibeam 
echosounder (MBES) (200-400kHz) and sidescan sonar (SSS) (300-900kHz, with frequencies 
of 200kHz possible) were beyond the hearing range of marine mammals, and that the 
magnetometer would similarly not represent a source of effect as it is a passive device and 
produces no underwater noise.  It should be further noted that evidence has shown that MBES 
operating at greater than 200kHz do not cause behavioural responses in harbour porpoise 
(Dyndo et al. 2015). 
 
Most sound energy generated by sub-bottom profiling (SBP) will be directed towards the 
seabed and the pulse duration is very short with the survey constantly moving.  Lower 
frequencies generated by the SBP are within the hearing range of marine mammals, therefore 
this type of equipment could have localised, temporary effects on marine mammal behaviour. 
 
The applicant identified that shipping noise and the underwater noise from the SBP and higher 
energy sound sources such as sparkers (if used) would be audible to marine mammals.  The 
applicant provided a range of frequencies and sound pressure levels for the proposed survey 
equipment and activities (Table 3.2); also see the Applicant’s separate Schedule of Activities.  
These were based on indicative equipment as a survey contractor has not been selected.  
Ultra Short Baseline (USBL) is typically used in the course of such surveys to understand the 
position of towed equipment.  Additional information on this was provided by the applicant in 
response to an RFI (see Table 3.2).  In addition to the tabulated noise sources, the activities 
listed in Section 1.4 of the applicant’s AA screening included a parametric SBP (representative 
system given as Innomar SES-2000 Medium) with primary frequencies of 85-115kHz and 
secondary frequencies of 2-22kHz, and a SPL of up to 247db re1μPa @ 1m, though with a 
typical operational SPL of <200 re1μPa @ 1m).  If this equipment could potentially be used, it 
should have been considered by the applicant in the assessment of effects for marine 
mammals and other noise sensitive features.  However, the stage 2 Appropriate Assessment 
will provide consideration, if required. 
 

Table 3.2: Potential noise sources as provided by the applicant (Table 4-3 in the AA 
screening report) 

Source Frequency 
(kHz)  

Sound Pressure 
Level (dB re 1µPa 

@1m) 

Representative 
equipment/source 

Shipping noise 0.05-0.3 160-175 Not stated 

MBES 200-700 200-228 R2 Sonic 2024 or the Kongsberg 
EM2040 

SSS 200-900 228 GeoAcoustics 160 system, Klein 
3000 series SSS Dual Frequency 
or the Edgetech 4200 

Pinger (SBP) 2-16 200 Edgetech 3300 

Boomer (SBP) 2.5 208-215 Applied Acoustics AA301 
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Source Frequency 
(kHz)  

Sound Pressure 
Level (dB re 1µPa 

@1m) 

Representative 
equipment/source 

Higher Energy 
Sound Source 
(e.g. Sparker) 

2-16 200-230 Applied Acoustics Squid 2000 
Sparker system (sparker/boomer), 
Applied acoustics boomer plate 
AA251/AA301 or similar, Seismic 
Energy Source Applied Acoustics 
CSP-L or similar. 

USBL 19-31 207 Kongsberg HiPAP 

Geotechnical 
drilling (rotary) 

0.001-10 160 Not stated 

 
Fish 
The applicant distinguished fish species which primarily sense particle motion and those which 
are sensitive to sound pressure, with potential effects from the proposed survey only being 
considered possible for the latter group.  The applicant noted that fish with no swim bladder 
or small swim bladders use particle motion and cannot generally hear sounds above 1kHz.  
All species of lamprey were noted to belong to this group.  A recent study of the hearing ability 
of sea lamprey (Mickle et al. 2019) reported that, consistent with fish lacking a swim bladder, 
they showed a limited sensitivity to sound, with juveniles detecting tones of 50-300Hz, but not 
higher frequencies.  As lamprey are not sensitive to sound pressure, the applicant notes that 
they would not be affected by the survey activities. 
 
Clupeiforms (e.g. shad) are noted to have anatomical adaptations providing greater ability to 
detect and response to sound pressure.  Studies relating to shad show that sensitivity to a 
range of frequencies extending to more than >100kHz (Mann et al. 2001), with juveniles 
responding to frequencies of 30-60kHz, peaking at 45kHz (Teague & Clough 2011); American 
shad are also noted to respond to ultrasound (Mann et al. 2001; Popper et al. 2004).  Given 
the similarities between twaite, allis and American shad, the authors assume that they have 
similar sensitivities to underwater noise. 
 
Atlantic salmon have been shown through physiological studies to respond to low frequency 
sounds (below 380Hz), and are sensitive to particle motion rather than sound pressure.  The 
applicant indicated that salmon may be sensitive to vessel noise and the lower frequency SBP 
and high energy sound sources (e.g. sparker) may be detected, but a lack of sensitivity to 
sound pressure was such that the species will not be affected by the survey activities.  Indirect 
effects on the freshwater pearl mussel, which relies on Atlantic salmon as a critical component 
of its lifecycle, were not considered by the Applicant.  However, given significant effects are 
not likely with respect to salmon, survey activities are not likely to result in significant indirect 
effects on freshwater pearl mussel. 
 
The applicant referred to a number of studies cited in Popper & Hawkins (2019) which 
demonstrated that even very high intensity low and mid-frequency sonar did not cause 
mortality in fish, nor did seismic survey, with only high intensity impulsive sound generating 
barotrauma.  The applicant noted that none of the survey equipment will produce such high 
intensity sound.  It should, however, also be noted that Popper & Hawkins (2019) also refer to 
data which shows injurious effects of such impulsive noise, including tissue damage from the 
rapid oscillation of the walls of fish with swim bladders (e.g. Halvorsen et al. 2012a; Halvorsen 
et al. 2012b, Casper et al. 2013).  More generally, the authors note that there are significant 
information gaps in this area, and though fishes may not detect sound pressure there is a lack 
of information on how they respond to particle motion.  Additionally, noting the conclusions of 
the paper, the broadly applicable sound exposure criteria of Popper et al. (2014) could have 
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been applied; the criteria for mortality and potential injury from seismic survey noise for 
species lacking a swim bladder (sensitive to particle motion only) being >213dB re 1 µPa 
(peak) and for all other groups (with a swim bladder whether or not it is involved in hearing) is 
>207dB re 1 µPa (peak). 
 
Birds 
The applicant notes that there is limited information on the underwater hearing abilities of 
diving birds, but refers to a number of studies (Crowell 2014, Crowell et al. 2015, Hansen et 
al. 2017) which place their hearing range at 500Hz to 4kHz.  It is noted that very high amplitude 
low frequency noise may result in acute trauma to diving seabirds in close proximity (tens of 
metres) to explosions (Yelverton et al. 1973, Cooper 1982, Stemp 1985, Danil & St Leger 
2011) but that the proposed survey equipment would produce significantly lower noise levels, 
and that mortality has not been reported from extensive seismic survey operations in the North 
Sea and elsewhere.  Furthermore, it is noted that displacement by approaching vessels (e.g. 
Fliessbach et al. 2019, also see vessel and noise disturbance to birds, below) limits exposure 
to the highest sound pressures generated.  Despite the lack of evidence, it can be considered 
that deeper diving species which spend longer periods of time underwater (e.g. auks) may be 
most at risk of exposure, with the applicant noting that any effect would be short-term and 
temporary.  The applicant lists a number of bird species potentially vulnerable to underwater 
noise (Table 4-5 of the applicant’s AA screening) including divers and grebes, deep diving 
seabirds and diving ducks. 
 

Injury due to collision (survey vessels and equipment) 

The applicant identifies collision risk between the survey vessel and marine mammals as being 
a potential source of effect, but notes that vessel strikes are both species specific and more 
severe at higher speeds (Wang et al. 2007), noting that the survey vessel will travel at speeds 
of only ~5 knots.  It is also noted that the area is regularly used by vessels either engaged in 
fishing or shipping and that any displacement by vessels would be temporary, with collision 
risk likely to be significantly lower than commercial shipping activity.  The potential for collision 
with birds was discounted. 
 

Visual and noise disturbance to birds 

It is noted that most of the seabird species likely to forage in Foreshore Licence area have 
been judged to have a low to moderate sensitivity to disturbance by shipping traffic; these 
include northern gannet, fulmar, common guillemot, kittiwake, Manx shearwater and gulls 
(Garthe & Hüppop 2004, MMO 2018, Fliessbach et al. 2019), and that any movements in 
response to the vessel will be minor in the context of wider vessel traffic in the area.  The 
applicant identified the following species to be sensitive to physical disturbance and also 
relevant given their potential to forage in the survey area (listed below), however significant 
disturbance was considered to be unlikely in view of the level of existing shipping in the area. 
 

• Manx shearwater Puffinus puffinus 

• Gannet Morus bassanus 

• Guillemot Uria aalge 

• Razorbill Alca torda 

• Puffin Fratercula arctica 

• Black-legged kittiwake Rissa tridactyla 

• Northern fulmar Fulmarus glacialis 

• Lesser black-backed gull Larus fuscus 

• Herring gull Larus argentatus 

• Storm petrel Hydrobates pelagicus 
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Pollution event 

The survey will result in the temporary increase in the number of vessels in the survey area 
(1-2) which increases the risk of accidents and related release of fuel which could result in a 
pollution event.  All vessels used during the survey campaign will be MARPOL compliant and 
certified by the Maritime Safety Office.  As this is a legal requirement, standard practice, and 
built into project design, it is not considered to represent mitigation.  It is, therefore, not 
considered to be likely that a pollution event would occur that could directly or indirectly result 
in an effect on any SAC or SPA.  Pollution events were not considered further in the Applicant’s 
AA screening. 
 

Summary: It is concluded that the applicant correctly identifies the major potential sources of 
effects from the proposed works that could affect qualifying interests of Natura 2000 sites.  
The applicant should have ensured that the full range of equipment that could potentially be 
used in the survey was covered in the assessment (i.e. USBL, parametric SBP), and that the 
latest evidence in marine mammal injury thresholds were considered. 

 

3.3 Identification of relevant sites and features 

The applicant uses a Source-Pathway-Receptor to identify European sites relevant to the 
screening.  This includes using a number of largely distance-based screening criteria, which 
are: 
 

• Natura 2000 sites within or adjacent to the Foreshore Licence Application Area which 
may be affected by the proposed activities given the nature of the activities using the 
source-pathway-receptor model (note none are located within the site investigation 
area) 

 

• Natura 2000 sites within the likely zone of influence of the Foreshore Licence 
Application Area, following Source-Pathway-Receptor model. Considering the very 
temporary and localised nature of the effects of the proposed activities, a conservative 
zone of influence of 15 km was adopted with respect to Special Protection Areas and 
the assemblage feature, Wetlands and Waterbirds.  In addition, Natura 2000 sites with 
breeding seabirds listed as species of Qualifying Interest have been considered where 
their mean maximum breeding season foraging range (following Woodward et al. 
2019) indicates that they should be included in the screening process. 

 

• Any SAC that is designated for mobile Annex II species that have the potential to occur 
within the Foreshore Licence Application Area and be affected by the site investigation 
activities.  Foraging distances and/or management unit (Celtic and Irish Seas) has 
been used to determine relevant sites depending on the Qualifying Interests.  This may 
be in the region of 50 km for grey seals or the limits of the management unit 
(approximately 200 km) for harbour porpoise. 

 
It should be noted that, while unreferenced, two management units for Annex II marine 
mammals are relevant to this AA screening.  These are, the Celtic and Irish Sea harbour 
porpoise management unit, and the Channel, Celtic Sea and SW England management unit 
for bottlenose dolphin (see IAMMWG 2021).  No sources are provided for the distances used 
to identify relevant SACs for seals.  While 50km may be suitable for harbour seal rather than 
grey seal, 100km may be a more suitable distance-based criterion for grey seal (Jones et al. 
2015), which is also consistent with the screening in of this feature for sites including Lleyn 



Screening for Appropriate Assessment  
Hartley Anderson Limited 

September 2022 
Page 58  

 

 

Peninsula and the Sarnau SAC, Cardigan Bay SAC and Pembrokeshire Marine SAC, which 
are all greater than 50km from the site investigation area (see Section 3.4). 
 

Annex I habitats 

Eleven SACs within 15km of the site investigation area were identified, which are listed below 
and are shown in Figure 3.1.  It is noted that this does not strictly meet the screening criterion 
which would have identified SACs with Annex I habitats (above), which is any Natura 2000 
site within or adjacent to the Foreshore Licence Application Area. 
 

• Blackwater Bank SAC 

• Kilpatrick Sandhills SAC 

• Cahore Polders and Dunes SAC 

• Carnsore Point SAC 

• Long Bank SAC 

• Kilmuckridge-Tinnaberna Sandhills SAC 

• Magherabeg Dunes SAC 

• Slaney River Valley SAC 

• Raven Point Nature Reserve SAC 

• Buckroney-Brittas Dunes and Fen SAC 

• Lady's Island Lake SAC 
 
The Applicant concludes that because there is no overlap between any of the activities which 
are intrusive and SACs designated for Annex I habitats, that there will be no changes to tidal 
flows which could affect such habitats, and that any increase in suspended sediments would 
be less than that of a typical storm event, that no impact pathway exists that could cause a 
significant effect to the conservation objectives of the relevant sites.  Additionally, since all 
vessels will be compliant with MARPOL, pollution events which could affect Annex I habitats 
are considered to be unlikely.  The approach is further clarified in Section 6.1.2, which 
indicates that, since the Foreshore Licence Application Area does not overlap with any Special 
Areas of Conservation, none are included in the Stage 1 Screening in terms of their benthic 
habitats as no link exists between the proposed activities and the European site under the 
Source-Pathway-Receptor model.  Despite this, the Annex I features of SACs which are 
selected for mobile species (below) are tabulated and considered in the Applicant’s screening 
table (Table 6-2) which is not consistent with the approach outlined. 
 

Fish and marine mammals 

The applicant identified five species of mammal and four species of migratory fish to be 
associated with Natura 2000 sites of relevance to the Foreshore Licence Area.  These are: 
 

• Bottlenose dolphin Tursiops truncatus 

• Harbour porpoise Phocoena phocoena 

• Grey seal Halichoerus grypus 

• Harbour seal Phoca vitulina 

• Sea lamprey Petromyzon marinus 

• River lamprey Lampetra fluviatilis 

• Twaite shad Alosa fallax fallax 

• Atlantic salmon Salmo salar 

• Eurasian otter Lutra lutra 
 
The sites related to these features are shown in Figure 3.2 and are listed in Table 3.2.  The 
screening criteria by which the marine mammal features have been identified (excluding otter) 
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are clear, however, the only other reference to reasons for considering certain sites, in 
particular for migratory fish was, e.g. migratory routes, marine spatial distribution and preferred 
water depths.  It would have been useful to provide some relevant sources of information on 
the migratory routes, life cycles and behaviour of the relevant fish species to understand the 
potential interaction with the survey activities, including in relation to the proposed timings of 
individual elements of the survey programme.  While it is assumed that the identification of 
these sites is based on the precautionary principle, there is no rationale for their inclusion.  In 
their response to an RFI, the applicant indicated that a nominal distance of 200km had been 
adopted which encompassed all of the SACs designated for allis and twaite shad on the east 
and south coasts of Ireland where these species are known to be resident and on the west 
coast of England and in Wales.  The rationale for 200km was omitted from the Natura Impact 
Statement in error.  A 200km nominal limit was also applied to other migratory fish species. 
 

Birds 

65 SPAs were identified to be within the ZoI of the proposed survey, as defined by the criteria 
referred to above (i.e. those within 15km of the application area or the mean maximum 
breeding seabird foraging range, Figures 3.3 and 3.4).  Of these sites, only four SPAs were 
selected to be subject to screening on the basis that the proposed survey activities could affect 
the supporting habitats of the sites. 
 
The qualifying interests of the other 61 sites were considered in relation to their particular 
sensitivity to either underwater noise or disturbance from vessel traffic and included sites in 
Ireland, the UK, and adjacent Member States.  It is outlined that the assumption that seabirds 
are uniformly distributed out to some threshold distance from their colonies, such as their 
putative maximum foraging range, is unrealistic, with seabird density declining with distance 
from the colony resulting from density-dependent competition, coastal morphology and habitat 
preferences (Wakefield et al. 2017).  Distributions of seabirds are, therefore, highly non-
uniform.  The approach outlined is to have selected the SPAs on the basis of the mean 
maximum foraging range and exclude those for which an interaction would be unrealistic.   
 

Summary: It is considered that the applicant has used a robust evidence-based approach to 
defining the ZoI of the project to enable the selection of relevant sites.  The distance-based 
criteria are suitably precautionary to ensure that those qualifying interests most likely to be 
affected by the proposals have been identified for consideration in the screening, however, 
this has not resulted in a consistent set of sites or features being addressed. 
 
The rationale for including some sites for screening and excluding others is not well explained.  
In particular, marine mammals and fish are screened in using a highly precautionary approach 
(e.g. marine mammal management units or unstated criteria which mean sites >100km 
distance are relevant).  This differs from how SPAs are considered, and in particular for 
breeding seabirds, which appear to be both discounted from the screening stage, or else 
subject to Habitat Directive tests (see Section 3.4 below). 

 

3.4 Sites identified by the applicant to be screened for AA 

The sites identified by the Applicant to be within the ZoI of the works (Figure 3.1) were subject 
to screening assessment.  The high level outcome for each site is presented in Table 3.2.  The 
table lists the sources of potential likely significant effect which are considered against each 
of the relevant sites and their qualifying interests.  Where a potential for LSE has been 
identified (shaded cell) this is indicated for the relevant qualifying interest against the possible 
effect.  This table should be read in conjunction with the following text of this section, the 
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summary above in Section 3.3, and also the conclusion of this report in Section 3.7, which 
queries the rationale for SPA site selection. 
 
The applicant provides information in relation to waterbird species in Section 6.1.1.1 of their 
report, the conclusion primarily being based on the flushing distances in Fliessbach et al. 
(2019), the greatest being 3.2km for common scoter, and the relative distances between the 
proposed activities and relevant SPA sites.  While acknowledging the potential for temporary 
visual and noise disturbance to individual birds in the immediate vicinity of the survey vessel, 
should birds from relevant SPAs be present, the effect was considered to be localised and 
temporary, and LSE was discounted for all qualifying interests of the sites. 
 
The applicant indicates that the selection of breeding colony SPAs on the basis of foraging 
range is a simplistic approach to identifying sites, and that an approach has been taken to 
review the initial site selection and exclude those for which an interaction is unrealistic.  The 
applicant noted that there was no evidence to support an impact pathway given the nature 
and scale of the proposed site investigation works, and so these SPAs (as listed in Annex II 
of their AA screening) were not considered further.  It is further noted in Section 6.3.2.1 that it 
was concluded that given the scale and nature of the proposed activities that noise is not 
identified as an impact pathway that could affect the sites (as listed in Annex III, noting these 
are the same as those listed in Annex II).  However, it is indicated in Section 6.2.1 that, 
significant effects on diving birds due to underwater noise are considered to be highly unlikely, 
and, there are no likely significant effects on the SPAs from disturbance or displacement.  
Section 6.3.3 on visual and noise disturbance on birds similarly concludes, the SPA sites listed 
in Table 5-8 and Appendix III are screened out for Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment (AA), 
inferring that LSE has been discounted. 
 
It is not clear from the information presented whether the applicant has discounted an 
interaction with the above SPAs and excluded them from the screening at an early stage, or 
else has concluded there will not be a LSE for them and so has subjected them to a screening 
assessment.  When considered in relation to the approach to screening SACs for mobile 
species and how the screening is tabulated for these SACs, it is also not clear why the above 
SPA sites were not considered in the same way in Table 6-2 of the Applicant’s AA screening 
if a conclusion of no LSE is being made against them.  However, despite the lack of clarity it 
is accepted that given the nature and scale of the proposed site investigations, the potential 
for LSE with respect to breeding seabirds can be excluded. 
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Figure 3.1: SACs for Annex I habitats within 15km of the Foreshore Licence Application Area 
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Figure 3.2: SACs for relevant mobile Annex II species relevant to the Foreshore Licence Application Area 
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Figure 3.3: SPAs in Ireland relevant to the Foreshore Licence Application Area 
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Figure 3.4: SPAs in the UK and adjacent Member States relevant to the Foreshore Licence Application Area 
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Table 3.2: Sites screened for likely significant effect and the high level outcome for each site 
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Cable 
area 

SACs 

Lower River Suir 002137 56.1 58.2 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)      

Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi)      

Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis 
and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 

     

Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the montane to 
alpine levels 

     

Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles      

Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, 
Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) 

     

Taxus baccata woods of the British Isles      

Margaritifera margaritifera (Freshwater pearl mussel)      

Austropotamobius pallipes (white-clawed crayfish)      

Petromyzon marinus (sea lamprey)      

Lampetra planeri (brook lamprey)      

Lampetra fluviatilis (river lamprey)      

Alosa fallax fallax (twaite shad)      

Salmo salar (salmon)      
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Lutra lutra (Otter)      

Slaney River 
Valley 

000781 12.4 13.6 Estuaries      

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide      

Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)      

Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi)      

Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis 
and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 

     

Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles      

Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, 
Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) 

     

Margaritifera margaritifera (Freshwater pearl mussel)      

Petromyzon marinus (sea lamprey)      

Lampetra planeri (brook lamprey)      

Lampetra fluviatilis (river lamprey)      

Alosa fallax fallax (twaite shad)      

Salmo salar (salmon)      

Lutra lutra (otter)      

Phoca vitulina (harbour seal)      

002162 46 36.9 Estuaries      
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River Barrow 
and River Nore 

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide      

Reefs      

Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand      

Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)      

Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi)      

Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis 
and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 

     

European dry heaths      

Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the montane to 
alpine levels 

     

Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion)      

Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles      

Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, 
Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) 

     

Vertigo moulinsiana (Desmoulin's whorl snail)      

Margaritifera margaritifera (Freshwater pearl mussel)      

Austropotamobius pallipes (white-clawed crayfish)      

Petromyzon marinus (sea lamprey)      

Lampetra planeri (brook lamprey)      
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Site name 
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code 

Distance (km) 
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Lampetra fluviatilis (river lamprey)      

Alosa fallax fallax (twaite shad)      

Salmo salar (salmon)      

Lutra lutra (otter)      

Trichomanes speciosum (Killarney fern)      

Margaritifera durrovensis (Nore pearl mussel)      

River Boyne and 
Blackwater 

002299 120 90 Alkaline fens      

Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, 
Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) 

     

Lampetra fluviatilis (river lamprey)      

Salmo salar (salmon)      

Lutra lutra (otter)      

Blackwater 
River (Cork/ 
Waterford) 

002170 109.9 107.8 Estuaries      

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide      

Perennial vegetation of stony banks      

Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand      

Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)      

Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi)      
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Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis 
and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 

     

Old sessile oak woods with Ilex and Blechnum in the British Isles      

Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, 
Alnion incanae, Salicion albae) 

     

Margaritifera margaritifera (freshwater pearl mussel)      

Austropotamobius pallipes (white-clawed crayfish)      

Petromyzon marinus (sea lamprey)      

Lampetra planeri (brook lamprey)      

Lampetra fluviatilis (river lamprey)      

Alosa fallax fallax (twaite shad)      

Salmo salar (salmon)      

Lutra lutra (otter)      

Trichomanes speciosum (Killarney fern)      

Lambay Island 000204 105.76 73.62 Reefs      

Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coasts      

Halichoerus grypus (grey seal)      

Phoca vitulina (harbour seal)      

003000 47.57 79.68 Reefs      
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Rockabill to 
Dalkey Island 

Phocoena phocoena (harbour porpoise)      

Saltee Islands 000707 22.94 31.66 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide      

Large shallow inlets and bays      

Reefs      

Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic coasts      

Submerged or partially submerged sea caves      

Halichoerus grypus (grey seal)      

North Anglesey 
Marine / 
Gogledd Môn 
Forol 

UK00303
98 

101.92 79.94 Phocoena phocoena (harbour porpoise)      

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

UK00131
17 

75.88 78.16 Tursiops truncatus (bottlenose dolphin)      

Halichoerus grypus (grey seal)      

West Wales 
Marine / 
Gorllewin Cymru 
Forol 

UK00303
97 

40.25 44.87 Phocoena phocoena (harbour porpoise)      

67.4 73.69 Tursiops truncatus (bottlenose dolphin)      
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Cable 
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Cardigan Bay / 
Bae Ceredigion 

UK00127
12 

Halichoerus grypus (grey seal)      

North Channel UK00303
99 

157.1 186 Phocoena phocoena (harbour porpoise)      

Pembrokeshire 
Marine/ Sir 
Benfro Forol 

UK00131
16 

53.36 67.26 Estuaries      

Large shallow inlets and bays      

Reefs      

Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time      

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide      

Coastal lagoons      

Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)      

Submerged or partially submerged sea caves      

Halichoerus grypus (grey seal)      

Rumex rupestris (shore dock)      

Petromyzon marinus (sea lamprey)      

Lampetra fluviatilis (river lamprey)      

Alosa alosa (allis shad)      

Alosa fallax fallax (twaite shad)      

Lutra lutra (otter)      
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Cahore Marshes 004143 12.47 1.42 Wigeon (Anas penelope)      

Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria)      

Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus)      

Greenland White-fronted Goose (Anser albifrons flavirostris)      

Wetland and Waterbird      

The Raven 004019 8.46 8.47 Red-throated diver (Gavia stellata)      

Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo)      

Common scoter (Melanitta nigra)      

Grey plover (Pluvialis squatarola)      

Sanderling (Calidris alba)      

Greenland white-fronted goose (Anser albifrons flavirostris)      

Wetland and Waterbirds      

Lady's Island 
Lake 

004009 12.12 23.63 Gadwall (Anas strepera)      

Black-headed gull (Chroicocephalus ridibundus)      

Sandwich tern (Sterna sandvicensis)      

Roseate tern (Sterna dougallii)      

Common Tern (Sterna hirundo)      

Arctic Tern (Sterna paradisaea)      
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Wetland and Waterbirds      

Wexford 
Harbour and 
Slobs 

004076 12.72 13.30 Little grebe (Tachybaptus ruficollis)      

Great crested grebe (Podiceps cristatus)      

Cormorant (Phalacrocorax carbo)      

Grey heron (Ardea cinerea)      

Bewick's swan (Cygnus columbianus bewickii)      

Whooper swan (Cygnus cygnus)      

Light-bellied brent goose (Branta bernicla hrota)      

Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna)      

Wigeon (Anas penelope)      

Teal (Anas crecca)      

Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos)      

Pintail (Anas acuta)      

Scaup (Aythya marila)      

Goldeneye (Bucephala clangula)      

Red-breasted merganser (Mergus serrator)      

Hen harrier (Circus cyaneus)      

Coot (Fulica atra)      

Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus)      
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Golden plover (Pluvialis apricaria)      

Grey plover (Pluvialis squatarola)      

Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus)      

Knot (Calidris canutus)      

Sanderling (Calidris alba)      

Dunlin (Calidris alpina)      

Black-tailed godwit (Limosa limosa)      

Bar-tailed godwit (Limosa lapponica)      

Curlew (Numenius arquata)      

Redshank (Tringa totanus)      

Black-headed gull (Chroicocephalus ridibundus)      

Lesser black-backed gull (Larus fuscus)      

Little tern (Sterna albifrons)      

Greenland white-fronted goose (Anser albifrons flavirostris)      

Wetland and Waterbirds      
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3.5 In-combination effects 

The applicant considered a range of other projects in terms of their potential to have in-
combination effects with the Project.  Those of relevance were consider to be within the licence 
application area or within a 30km buffer.  Relevant plans and projects were described in 
Section 3.5 and assessed in Section 6.4 of the applicant’s AA screening report: 
 
Other Projects which overlap the licence application area 

• Arklow Bank Phase 2 and Sure Partners Site Investigations at Arklow Bank 
(FS007331): The proposed activities under this application (geotechnical studies and 
floating LiDAR) may result in the potential for in-combination effects on marine 
mammals and twaite and allis shad due to underwater noise, if the surveys are 
undertaken within the overlapping time period. 

 

• Hibernian Wind Power – Kilmichael Point (FS006788): The proposed activities under 
this application (geotechnical, geophysical, ecological and archaeological survey) may 
result in the potential for in-combination effects on marine mammals and twaite and 
allis shad due to underwater noise, if the surveys are undertaken within the overlapping 
time period. 

 

• Energia Site Investigation off Wexford Coast (FS007048): The proposed activities 
under this application (geotechnical, geophysical, ecological, metocean (ADCPs, 
floating LiDAR) and archaeological survey) may result in the potential for in-
combination effects on marine mammals and twaite and allis shad due to underwater 
noise, if the surveys are undertaken within the overlapping time period and depending 
on the parameters of the surveys (i.e. if geophysical works are undertaken). 
 

• Arklow Waste-Water Treatment Plant (FS006862): There is a small spatial overlap 
between the outfall pipe from the Arklow WWTP upgrade works and the proposed 
survey works (0.088km2), but no likely in-combination effects were identified given the 
nature of the activities proposed for the treatment plant (construction of a storm water 
overflow at the WWTP site, upgrading and ancillary works) and those related to the 
survey. 
 

• Latitude 52 Offshore Wind Farm Limited Foreshore Licence Application (FS007232): 
The proposed activities under this application (geotechnical, ecological (intertidal, 
benthic, CPODs and sound traps), metocean (ADCPs, floating LiDAR, wave rider 
buoys)) may result in the potential for in-combination effects on marine mammals and 
twaite and allis shad due to underwater noise, if the surveys are undertaken within the 
overlapping time period. 

 
Other Projects within 30km of the licence application area 

• Codling Wind Park (FS007045): The proposed activities under this application 
(geotechnical, geophysical, ecological (fish and shellfish, intertidal and benthic, marine 
mammal acoustic monitoring), metocean (ADCPs, floating LiDAR)) may result in the 
potential for in-combination effects on marine mammals and twaite and allis shad due 
to underwater noise, if the surveys are undertaken within the overlapping time period. 

 

• Wexford County Council (Trinity Wharf) (FS006960): There is no spatial overlap 
between the Trinity Wharf works and the proposed survey activities (~18km distance).  
No in-combination effects considered likely. 
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• Rosslare Europort Masterplan: There are no applications for development in the 
marine area at present related to the plan, and there are no likely in-combination 
effects between the master plan and the proposed survey activities.  See below in 
relation to related dumping at sea and site investigation works for Rosslare Europort. 
 

• Iarnród Eireann - Rosslare Europort (FS006506 and FS007265): There is no spatial 
overlap between the proposed dumping of dredged material at sea and the survey 
works proposed by the Applicant, and in-combination effects are not considered to be 
likely.  The proposed site investigation works (geophysical survey and boreholes) 
may result in the potential for in-combination effects on marine mammals and twaite 
and allis shad due to underwater noise, if the surveys are undertaken within the 
overlapping time period. 
 

• ESB and Equinor – Loch Garman Offshore Wind (ref. no. not yet made public): ESB 
and Equinor have indicated they have applied to undertake site investigations in an 
area overlapping the site investigation area subject to this AA screening, however, 
details are not available.  It is assumed, on a precautionary basis, that the application 
will relate to site investigation works and that geophysical survey may result in the 
potential for in-combination effects on marine mammals and twaite and allis shad due 
to underwater noise, if the surveys are undertaken within the overlapping time period. 

 

3.6 Transboundary effects 

While transboundary effects were not explicitly identified, a number of SACs and SPAs in 
adjacent Member States and the UK were either considered in the screening process, or 
screened in for AA.  These latter sites are referred to in Section 3.7 below. 
 

3.7 Screening conclusion 

Finding of no significant effects statement: 

The applicant has used a Source-Pathway-Receptor approach to identify sources of 
possible effects associated with the proposed project which have the potential to interact 
with qualifying interests of relevant Natura 2000 sites.  Given the nature and scale of the 
proposed works; the possible effects, SPA/SAC site selection and feature screening is 
deemed appropriate, and an adequate level of information has been provided to support the 
screening.  It is considered that there is a lack of consistency in the level of detail provided 
demonstrating how each relevant site and qualifying interests were subject to screening, 
considering the conservation objectives for each of the sites. 

SACs 

LSE was discounted for the following sites for all sources of potential effect: 
 

• River Boyne and Blackwater SAC 
 
Additionally, LSE was discounted for all Annex I habitats and selected Annex II species 
(freshwater pearl mussel, white-clawed crayfish, brook lamprey, sea lamprey, river lamprey, 
otter) for one or more of the following sites: 
 

• Lower River Suir SAC 

• Slaney River Valley SAC 
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• River Barrow and River Nore SAC 

• River Boyne and Blackwater SAC 

• Lambay Island SAC 

• Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC 

• Saltee Islands SAC 

• Pembrokeshire Marine/ Sir Benfro Forol SAC 
 
It is accepted that likely significant effects can be discounted for these SAC sites in relation 
to Annex I habitats and for Annex II species other than those outlined below. 

SPAs 

LSE was discounted for the following sites for all sources of potential effect: 
 

• Cahore Marshes SPA 

• The Raven SPA 

• Lady's Island Lake SPA 

• Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA 
 
It is accepted that likely significant effects can be discounted for these SPA sites and their 
qualifying interests. 

Consultation with conservation authorities 

The consultation feedback from prescribed bodies is provided in Table 1.1.  Comments 
relating to Natura 2000 aspects of the application were received from the Department of 
Housing, Heritage and Local Government’s Marine Advisor setting out the legislative 
requirements.  The Marine Institute advised that the licencing body consider the cumulative 
effects on species (marine mammals and birds, in particular) that these activities may have 
with other similar activities likely to occur in the Irish Sea.  Indicating that it would be 
important that such surveys are carried out in a co-ordinated fashion in order to avoid 
redundancy and minimise disturbance.  Similar points with respect to potential cumulative 
effects were made by the IFI and Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine.   
 
With respect to public submissions (Table 1.2), the IWDG provided useful information with 
respect to the noise sources that could be utilised during the site investigations as well as 
relevant commentary on the DAHG (2014) guidance. 

Screening determination 

SACs 

LSE on the following qualifying interests and sites could not be ruled out with respect to 
underwater noise from the proposed works: 
 

• Lower River Suir SAC (twaite shad) 

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

• River Barrow and River Nore SAC (twaite shad) 

• Blackwater River (Cork/Waterford) SAC (twaite shad) 

• Lambay Island SAC (grey seal, harbour seal) 

• Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC (harbour porpoise) 

• Saltee Islands SAC (grey seal) 
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• North Anglesey Marine SAC (harbour porpoise) 

• Lleyn Peninsula and the Sarnau SAC (bottlenose dolphin, grey seal) 

• West Wales Marine SAC (harbour porpoise) 

• Cardigan Bay SAC (bottlenose dolphin, grey seal) 

• North Channel SAC (harbour porpoise) 

• Pembrokeshire Marine SAC (twaite shad, allis shad, grey seal) 
 
It is accepted that likely significant effects cannot be discounted for these sites and 
qualifying interests and that Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment is required.  A high level of 
precaution has been used by the applicant to screen for qualifying interests which are noise 
sensitive species marine mammal and fish species. 

SPAs 

The Applicant did not identify any SPAs for which LSE could not be discounted.   
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