
Query 1 
Indicative times of the year (i.e. months/seasons) in which each proposed site investigation survey 
will be undertaken 
 
Response 1 
The time of year and duration of the survey works will be dependent on a number of factors including 
the timing of receipt of Foreshore Licence, available weather windows and supply chain 
availability/capacity. Our current best estimate of indicative activity start/end months and durations 
are as follows: 

 

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) 

ADCP April (2023) Approx. 1-12 months April (2024) 

 
*Please note, the years provided above are indicative only, and are used to demonstrate the 
potential separation of the preliminary and interim campaigns.  
 

Query 2 
Clarification/definition of the proposed “preliminary” and “interim” geotechnical surveys referenced 
in the application. 
 
Response 2 
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.  



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.  

 
Query 3 
How they assess the breeding seabirds.  Some sections of the report suggest there is no pathway for 
effect and the sites are not considered in the screening, and other sections conclude there is no 
likely significant effect for them suggesting they have subjected them to screening.  
 
Response 3 
Reference to no impact pathway for effect within the report is made in relation to diving birds (some 
of which are breeding seabirds). Given the scale and nature of the proposed site investigation 
activities, there is no evidence to suggest that they would have any impact on diving birds. Therefore, 
they were not subject to screening and/or examined further in the report. 

 
In addition, no impact pathway is also referenced in relation to the designated feature Wetlands and 
Waterbirds [A999] which is a qualifying interest for a number of SPAs that are subject to appropriate 
assessment screening in the report. 

 
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) that are in some cases hundreds of kilometers from the Foreshore 
Licence Application (FLA) Area are also discussed where, in theory, the proposed site investigations 
may be within the mean max foraging range of some species that are Qualifying Interests of these 
SPAs. However, given that population densities associated with a specific SPA tend to decrease with 
distance, very small numbers (if any) of birds from these SPAs would be expected to be present within 
the FLA Area. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that birds from these SPAs would be affected at a species 
level. As such, this potential impact is not examined further in the report. 

 
The potential disturbance to birds should they be present within the FLA Area during site investigation 
activities from four SPAs that are much closer in proximity to the FLA Area, was examined, and the 
following was determined: 

 
“Site investigation activities may cause temporary visual and noise disturbance to individual 
birds in the immediate vicinity of the survey vessel should birds from this SPA be present within 
the Foreshore Licence Application Area while the surveys are being undertaken. However, the 
effect will be very localised and temporary in nature and temporarily displaced birds will be 
able to relocate to alternative feeding grounds nearby and are likely to quickly return to the 
area once the vessel has moved on.” 
 
In summary, while there is no impact pathway identified for some potential impacts examined 
(e.g., potential impacts on diving birds and birds from distant SPAs), potential impacts from 
disturbance to individuals that are Qualifying Interests from four SPAs in closer proximity to 
the FLA Area were identified and following examination were found to have no likely 
significant effects. 
 

Query 4 
Will they use USBL? 
 
Response 4 

Ultra Short Baseline (USBL) may be used as part of the proposed site investigations to aid accurate 

acoustic positioning of the subsea acoustic equipment and or other towed/subsea equipment. Use of 

USBL will be subject to equipment availability at the time of the proposed site investigations. Potential 



equipment that may be used includes the iXBlue GAPS, the Kongsberg High Precision Acoustic 

Positioning (HiPAP®) or similar. The inclusion of USBL will not affect the conclusions reached in the 

assessments with respect to potential impacts on marine fauna. The source levels reported by the 

manufacturers for the iXBlue GAPS (191 dB re 1μPa @ 1m (rms)) and Kongsberg HiPAP (207 dB re 

1μPa @ 1m (peak)) are lower than the sound levels assessed for the use of Sub-Bottom Profilers (SBP), 

and the typical operating frequency of USBL for the proposed surveys will be of similar frequency 

range (19 – 31 kHz).   See Section 4.2 of the report (Supporting Information for Screening of AA 

FS007261).   

 
Query 5 
What was the rationale for using Southall et al. (2007) for the injury threshold criteria rather than 
the more recent 2019 figures? 

 
Response 5 
Southall et al. 2007 is used in the report as the standard mitigation in use in Ireland is the DAHG 2014 
Guidance to Manage the Risk to Marine Mammals from Man-made Sound Sources in Irish Waters 
which uses Southall et al. 2007 thresholds. In some cases that guidance could be viewed as 
conservative, in particular in relation to drilling of the type that would be expected for offshore wind 
site investigation activities where the zone of disturbance due to noise would be very small (much less 
than the observation distance under the guidance) and likely mitigated by small scale temporary 
displacement of the survey vessels.  

 
While the Southall et al. 2007 thresholds were used in the report, international best practice will be 
followed throughout survey activities including in relation to soft-start/ramp up procedures where 
the DAHG 2014 guidance is deemed to fall below standard procedures in use in the industry 

 
Query 6 
There are no sources of information or a criterion for screening in sites for migratory fish, what was 
the rationale?   
 
Response 6  
It is not clear from the question whether clarity is sought on the rationale for which sites to examine 
in the Stage 1 Appropriate Assessment Screening (nominal distance-based rationale) or if clarity is 
sought on the reason for progressing certain sites to Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment (precautionary 
impact-based rationale). 

    
Rationale for which sites to examine in Stage 1 Appropriate Assessment Screening 
There is little information known for twaite or allis shad in relation to either their range or 
directionality of travel following outward migration from rivers, however, water depths in some of the 
FLA Area are within known ranges for these species (10-110m). Twaite shad are known to have a 
preferred depth of 10-40m (Taverny, 1991), and whilst allis shad are not resident in Irish rivers, 
individuals have been recorded in Irish rivers which indicates that they may also travel significant 
distances. In the absence of more definite ranges, a nominal distance of 200km has been adopted 
which encompasses all of the SACs designated for these species 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 
is also applied to other migratory fish species. 

 
Rationale for screening in twaite and allis shad for Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment 



Twaite and allis shad are screened in on an extremely precautionary basis. Section 4.2 of the report 
(Supporting Information for Screening of AA FS007261) addresses the subject of hearing sensitivity in 
Annex II migratory fish species. In particular, Section 4.2.2 discusses the hearing sensitivity and 
observed reactions of shad species to ultrasound. The sound frequencies that have been used in those 
studies fall within the frequency range for some of the equipment that may be used in the site 
investigation activities and may have an effect on twaite or allis shad if they are in close proximity to 
the survey equipment when it is in use.  The relevant paragraph of Section 4.2.2 is included below for 
ease of reference. 

 
From Section 4.2.2 in the report (Supporting Information for Screening of AA FS007261): 

 
“Fish species with anatomical specializations between the swim bladder and the ear generally have 
lower thresholds and wider hearing bandwidths than species without such specializations and may 
have greater ability to detect, and therefore respond to sound pressure. This is the case of fish 
belonging to clupeiform species (e.g., shad, herring, sardines, and alewives). Clupeids of the shad 
family (Alosinae) in particular, have shown sensitivity to a range of frequencies that can extend to >100 
kHz. (Mann et al., 2001). Teague & Clough (2011) recorded positive significant reactions in juvenile 
twaite shad to sound frequencies of between 30 and 60 kHz with a peak at 45kHz. Behavioural studies 
of the responses of American shad to ultrasound (Mann et al., 2001; Popper et al., 2004) demonstrate 
that they show a graded series of responses depending on the sound level and, to a lesser degree, on 
the frequency of the stimulus. Low-intensity stimuli elicit a non-directional movement of the fish, 
whereas somewhat higher sound levels elicit a directional movement away from the sound source and 
still higher-level sounds produce a ‘‘wild’’ chaotic movement of the fish.” 

 
Taverny C. 1991. Pêche biologie ecologie des Aloses dans le Systeme Gironde-Garonne-Dordogne. 
Unpublished PhD thesis, University of Bordeaux. 

 
Query 7 
We have been progressing the non-statutory environmental report (NSER) assessing the 
environmental effects of the proposed development on the receiving environment. Having reviewed 
the information provided by the Applicant and submissions/observations received during the 
consultation phase, we would like to request some additional information/clarifications to inform 
the NSER please. 

 
Underwater Archaeology/Cultural Heritage: 
It is noted that the Applicant has included Figure 3-14 of the document entitled “”Shelmalere 
Offshore Wind Farm Foreshore Licence Application: Supporting Information for Screening for 
Appropriate Assessment” highlighting 13 shipwrecks that potentially interface with the proposed site 
investigations. In their observations, the DHLGH noted that this area is characterised as an area of 
high archaeological importance within the coastal, foreshore/intertidal and subtidal environments”.   
On other projects where Arup has acted as IEC for the Department and where there are 
archaeological sensitivities, the Applicant would generally include a marine archaeology assessment 
which provides details on baseline characterisation, mitigation and impact assessment. In order to 
inform the Archaeology section of the NSER, Arup requires additional information from the 
Applicant to support the baseline characterisation of underwater archaeology and cultural heritage. 
 
Response 7 
On the 7th Point, r.e. the Marine Archaeology Assessment, we have been considering this 
further.  Could I request your consideration of our view that a Marine Archaeology Assessment 
might be more fitting as a condition of any Foreshore Licence grant, as opposed to up front for 



proposed site investigations such as these where Geophysical Survey campaign is to take place 
ahead of Geotechnical Survey campaign?  
 
I note IEC’s point that for other applications they have reviewed where there are potential 
archaeological sensitivities, the Applicant would generally include a Marine Archaeology 
Assessment.  A review of these other applications to which the IEC refers seems to show that one is 
specific to the actual installation of a cable and two are specific to dredging works.  Two 
considerations there: 
 

1. We appreciate how those applications for cable installation and dredging works would 
necessitate more substantial Marine Archaeology Assessment up front.  For our application 
FS007261, specific to site investigations, we would suggest that Marine Archaeology 
Assessment might be more fitting as a condition of any Foreshore Licence grant.  In 
particular, considering Geophysical Survey campaign to take place ahead of Geotechnical 
Survey campaign for our application FS007261. 
 

2. Of those cable installation and dredging applications, only the Cork County Council 
application for Courtmacsherry dredging appears to provide a stand-alone Marine 
Archaeology Assessment, the others appear to discuss it as a short part of their 
Environmental Report.  Again, for our application FS007261, specific to site investigations, 
we would suggest that Marine Archaeology Assessment might be more fitting as a condition 
of any Foreshore Licence grant.  In particular, considering Geophysical Survey campaign to 
take place ahead of Geotechnical Survey campaign for our application FS007261. 

 
The Foreshore Units view on the 7th point, in light of the above, would be much appreciated. 

 
 
Query 7 advice from Marine Advisors 
 
 
Hi , 
 
Ideally we might discuss the IECs RFI with the UAU before issuing. Can you please find out, from 
UAU, who on the tech side drafted the original submission. We can make contact to discuss the RFI 
and the best way to proceed. 
 
Kind regards, 

B.Eng. M.E.I. 
 
Query 7 recommendation from UAU 
 
Further to the enquiry from  below please note that in the observations made by UAU 
(Dec 2021) in relation to the Foreshore Licence Application for Shelmalere Offshore Wind Farm 
FS007261 the following was 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, etc. 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 
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, etc. Such assessment would seek to identify any cultural material 
contents, evidence for palaeo-environments, etc. 

 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. 

 
Accordingly, and in response to  query, it is acceptable to the UAU that an 
Archaeological Impact Assessment Report is undertaken as a CONDITION of foreshore licence and 
following non-invasive (and licenced as appropriate) geophysical surveys.  
Should you require any further clarification please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards 

 
 
*It was then confirmed with via phone call that we would proceed with the above 
advice and that the Report can be undertaken as a condition of the licence. 


