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15.3 Consultation  
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15.3 Consultation
15.3.1.1 A summary of consultation undertaken to date deemed of relevance to shipping and navigation

is provided in Table 15.2. Reference to where each point is addressed is included. Further details
can be found in Volume III, Appendix 15.1: NavigationNavigational Risk Assessment (Revised
March 2026).
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Figure 15.1: Overview of Study Area
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Figure 15.2: Navigational Features  
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Figure 15.3: Vessels by Type (29 Days, Summer 2023)  
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Figure 15.4: Vessels by Type (14 Days, Summer 2022)  
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has been carried out and is described within this section and in detail within Volume III, Appendix
15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment (Revised March 2026).

15.5.3.2 Consultation has indicated no known plans for expansion of the local ports at Arklow or Wicklow.
It has been raised that Dun Laoghaire Harbour is planning to expand for the purposes of
accommodating additional commercial traffic and attracting more recreational traffic (Dun
Laoghaire Harbour, 2011), but this is not anticipated to result in significant additional arrivals
relative to baseline levels at busy ports in the wider region (e.g. Dublin). Dublin Port Company
(DPC) published a 2012 to 2040 Master Plan with a goal to increase traffic volumes, which could
affect traffic passing the Array Area in future, however the 2018 Review indicates this is not
guaranteed (DPC, 2018). POCC have published their 2050 Masterplan (POCC, 2023) which
similarly indicates plans for future aspirational growth. While the Port of Cork is located on the
south coast, associated vessels to or from Dublin will likely pass in proximity to the Array Area. A
Rosslare Infrastructure Masterplan was also published in 2020 (Rosslare Europort, 2020).

15.5.3.3 In terms of fishing vessels, again future levels will depend on a number of factors, however it was
raised during consultation that the UK’s departure from the European Union (EU) may affect the
fishing patterns of Irish vessels, resulting in more activity in Irish waters.

15.5.3.4 Generally speaking, fluctuations in future commercial traffic levels are difficult to predict as they
are dependent on a number of factors (e.g. market conditions). Therefore, for the purposes of the
“Do Nothing” modelling scenario, a 10% and 25% increase in commercial, fishing and recreational
traffic has been assumed for the future case (see Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk
Assessment (Revised March 2026) for full details). The application of a range of percentage
increase values is line with best practice.

15.5.4 Data limitations
15.5.4.1 Data limitations and assumptions are summarised below, with further details presented in Volume

III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment (Revised March 2026).

Automatic identification system data
15.5.4.2 It is assumed that vessels under an obligation to broadcast information via AIS have done so,

across each vessel traffic dataset. It has also been assumed that the details broadcast via AIS
(such as vessel type and dimensions) are accurate unless clear evidence to the contrary was
identified.

15.5.4.3 The long term AIS analysis does not capture any vessel that was not broadcasting via AIS.
However, non AIS vessels were captured via the vessel traffic surveys.

Historical incident data
15.5.4.4 The RNLI incident data is not comprehensive of all incidents, as any incident to which an RNLI

resource was not mobilised has not been accounted for.

15.5.4.5 Similarly, the MCIB incident data only accounts for incidents that have been subject to a complete
investigation. In addition, coordinates are not available for every incident in the MCIB dataset

15.5.4.6 However, it is considered likely that any notable incidents will have been captured between the
two datasets, noting that the incident data has been presented to stakeholders including the RNLI
at the hazard workshops.

United Kingdom Hydrographic Office Admiralty charts
15.5.4.7 The UKHO Admiralty Charts are updated periodically and therefore the information shown may

not reflect the real time features within the region with total accuracy. Additionally, not all
navigational features may be charted, e.g. certain aids to navigation and wrecks. However, the
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15.6 Methodology for assessing the significance of effects  

15.6.1 Key parameters for assessment 
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identified navigational features have been presented to stakeholders for review including at the
hazard workshops.

15.6 Methodology for assessing the significance of effects

15.6.1 Key parameters for assessment
15.6.1.1 The assessment of significance of effects has been carried out on both of the two discrete Project

Design Options detailed in Volume II, Chapter 4, Description of Development (Revised March
2026). This approach has allowed for a robust and full assessment of the Proposed Development.

15.6.1.2 The two Project Design Options and parameters relevant to each potential impact are detailed in
Table 15.5 and Table 15.6.
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15.9.1.6 Details of the Proposed Development would be promulgated in advance of and during
construction/maintenance/decommissioning activities (as set out in Volume III, Appendix 25.7:
Vessel Management Plan), and the structures would be displayed on the relevant nautical charts.
This will facilitate advanced passage planning of third-party traffic accounting for the presence of
the Proposed Development. Positions of construction buoys will also be agreed with Irish Lights
to ensure displacement is minimal. Further details on buoyage are provided in Volume III,
Appendix 25.6: Lighting and Marking Plan (Revised March 2026).

15.9.1.7 There may also be a need for vessels to deviate to avoid the vessels associated with the
installation of the export cables within the Cable Corridor and Working Area. As above,
promulgation of information will be undertaken to alert vessels to the ongoing works, and any
interactions will also be managed by COLREGs, noting that they will likely be localised in nature
and short term in duration. Therefore, should an encounter incident occur within the Cable
Corridor and Working Area, the vessels involved are likely to be able to resume their respective
passages with no long-term consequences.

Construction phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.1.8 Based on consultation and the description of the baseline, the significant majority of vessels will
not be displaced by the Proposed Development given they already avoid the shallow depths of
the Arklow Bank, and baseline transits over the bank are rare. There is searoom to accommodate
any displacement that does occur.

15.9.1.9 Any displacement associated with the Cable Corridor and Working Area will be spatially limited
to the area immediately around the installation vessel and temporary in nature.

15.9.1.10The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Reasonably Probable, given that while
deviations are likely to occur, the vast majority would be of no perceptible impact.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.1.11 Based on the routeing assessment presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk
Assessment (Revised March 2026), any increases to commercial vessel journey distances will
be limited, noting that established vessel routeing in the area is such that the shallow water depths
of the Arklow Bank are already avoided. It is also noted that any deviations away from the Arklow
Bank will reduce grounding risk, and as such may be of benefit. Any deviation arising from the
cable installation process within the Cable Corridor and Working Area would be low in terms of
additional distance given the limited spatial area impacted.

15.9.1.12 As such there is not considered likely to be any notable adverse consequence on vessel routeing.

15.9.1.13 The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Minor.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT

15.9.1.140verall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Reasonably Probable and the severity of
consequence is considered to be Minor. The effect will therefore be of Tolerable Significance.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.1.15The impact is managed via the factored in measures including the VMP, and therefore no
additional mitigation is proposed. The impact is therefore ALARP.
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RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT 
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RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.1.16The significance of effect from changes in displacement of vessel traffic during the construction
phase is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified
in Table 15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have
been predicted in respect of vessel displacement during the construction phase.

Operational and maintenance phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.1.17 Based on consultation and the description of the baseline, the significant majority of vessels will
not be displaced by the Proposed Development given they already avoid the shallow depths of
the Arklow Bank, and baseline transits over the bank are rare. Any displacement associated with
the Cable Corridor and Working Area would be limited to periods of cable maintenance requiring
surface vessel presence which is anticipated to be a low frequency occurrence.

15.9.1.1 8The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Remote.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.1.19 Based on the routeing assessment presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk
Assessment (Revised March 2026), any increases to commercial vessel journey distances will
be limited, noting that by the operational phase it is likely that the minor deviations predicted will
be well established. It is also noted that any deviations away from the Arklow Bank will reduce
grounding risk, and as such may be of benefit.

15.9.1.20 As such there is not considered likely to be any notable adverse consequence on vessel routeing.

15.9.1.21 The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Minor.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.1.22 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Remote and the severity of consequence
is considered to be Minor. The effect will, therefore, be of Broadly Acceptable Significance,
which is not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.1.23The impact is broadly acceptable and therefore no additional mitigation is proposed.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.1.24The significance of effect from changes in vessel displacement during the operational and
maintenance phase is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that
already identified in Table 15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse
residual effects have been predicted in respect of vessel displacement during the operational and
maintenance phase.

Decommissioning phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.1.25 Based on consultation and the description of the baseline, the significant majority of vessels will
not be displaced by the Proposed Development given they already avoid the shallow depths of
the Arklow Bank, and baseline transits over the bank are rare. There is searoom to accommodate
any displacement that does occur. Any displacement associated with the Cable Corridor and
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15.9.2.3 At its closest point the Cable Corridor and Working Area is located in excess of 1 nm from the
charted Arklow Harbour pilotage and as such no associated impacts on pilotage are anticipated,
noting that pilotage is non-compulsory for Arklow Harbour.

15.9.2.4 Port access restrictions associated with the use of Arklow Port as the operations and maintenance
base are considered in the Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) presented in Section 15.12.3.

Construction phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.2.5 It is not considered likely that impacts to port access will be a regular occurrence, noting that any
such restrictions are anticipated to only be associated with offshore export cable route works and
associated vessel movements.

15.9.2.6 The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Remote.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.2.7 Given existing vessel access routes into Arklow already avoid the Array Area, the only potential
consequence is minor and temporary restriction associated with the offshore export cable route
works and associated vessel movements. However, there is not anticipated as being a scenario
whereby port access is prevented, with minor deviations or waits for non-commercial traffic the
most likely consequence.

15.9.2.8 The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Minor.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.2.9 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Remote and the severity of consequence
is considered to be Minor. The effect will, therefore, be of Broadly Acceptable Significance,
which is not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.2.10The impact is broadly acceptable and therefore no additional mitigation is proposed.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.2.11 The significance of effect from changes in port access restrictions during the construction phase
is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified in Table
15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have been
predicted in respect of port restriction during the construction phase.

Operational and maintenance phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.2.12 It is not considered likely that impacts to port access will be a regular occurrence during the
operational phase, noting that any such restrictions are anticipated to be associated with
occasional monitoring or maintenance of the offshore export cables.

15.9.2.13The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Extremely unlikely.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.2.14Given existing vessel access routes into Arklow already avoid the Array Area, the only potential
consequence is minor and temporary restriction associated with operational monitoring or
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maintenance of the offshore export cables. There is not anticipated as being a scenario whereby
port access is prevented, with minor deviations/waits for non-commercial traffic the most likely
consequence.

15.9.2.15The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Minor.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.2.16 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Extremely unlikely and the severity of
consequence is considered to be Minor. The effect will, therefore, be of Broadly Acceptable
Significance, which is not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.2.17The impact is broadly acceptable and therefore no additional mitigation is proposed.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.2.18The significance of effect from changes in port access restrictions during the operational and
maintenance phase is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that
already identified in Table 15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse
residual effects have been predicted in respect of port restriction during the operational and
maintenance phase.

Decommissioning phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.2.19 Given the potential for increased project vessel movements during decommissioning, port access
restrictions will be similar to that assessed for the construction phase.

15.9.2.20The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Remote.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.2.21 During decommissioning, there may be an increase in project vessel movements in the area
compared with those for the operational phase. However, there is not anticipated as being a
scenario whereby port access is prevented, with minor deviations/waits for non-commercial traffic
the most likely consequence.

15.9.2.22 The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Minor.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.2.23 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Remote and the severity of consequence
is considered to be Minor. The effect will, therefore, be of Broadly Acceptable Significance,
which is not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.2.24The impact is broadly acceptable and therefore no additional mitigation is proposed.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.2.25The significance of effect from changes in port access restrictions during the decommissioning
phase is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already identified
in Table 15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual effects have
been predicted in respect of port access restrictions during the decommissioning phase.
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SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.3.9 Consequences of a collision will depend on the sizes and types of the vessels involved, and their
speeds and courses. Based on the findings presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1:
Navigation Risk Assessment (Revised March 2026) (baseline and modelling), a collision between
large commercial routed vessels in transit, which have the highest potential consequences, will
not be a common occurrence. However, a higher consequence collision may still occur.

15.9.3.10The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Serious.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.3.11 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Extremely unlikely and the severity of
consequence is considered to be Serious. The effect will, therefore, be of Tolerable
Significance.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.3.12The impact is managed via the factored in measures including the VMP, and therefore no
additional mitigation is proposed. The impact is therefore ALARP.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.3.13The significance of effect from changes in collision risk during the construction phase is ALARP
and therefore not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already
identified in Table 15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual
effects have been predicted in respect of collision risk during the construction phase.

Operational and maintenance phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.3.14 Based on the modelling presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment
(Revised March 2026), in addition to consultation and the baseline description, a collision
resulting from the operational and maintenance of the Proposed Development is not considered
a likely event.

15.9.3.1 5The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Extremely unlikely.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.3.16 Consequences of a collision will depend on the sizes and types of the vessels involved, and their
speeds and courses. Based on the findings presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1:
Navigation Risk Assessment (Revised March 2026) (baseline, modelling), a collision between
large commercial routed vessels in transit, which have the highest potential consequences, will
not be a common occurrence. However, a higher consequence collision may still occur.

15.9.3.17The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Serious.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.3.1 8 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Extremely unlikely and the severity of
consequence is considered to be Serious. The effect will, therefore, be of Tolerable
Significance.
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PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.3.19The impact is managed via the factored in measures including the VMP, and therefore no
additional mitigation is proposed. The impact is therefore ALARP.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.3.20The significance of effect from changes in collision risk during the operational and maintenance
phase ALARP and therefore is not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse
residual effects have been predicted in respect of collision risk during the operational and
maintenance phase.

Decommissioning phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.3.21 Based on the modelling presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment
(Revised March 2026), in addition to consultation and the baseline description, a collision
resulting from the decommissioning of the Proposed Development is not considered a likely
event, even accounting for potential increases in project vessel activity during decommissioning.

15.9.3.22 The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Extremely unlikely.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.3.23 Consequences of a collision will depend on the sizes and types of the vessels involved, and their
speeds and courses. Based on the findings presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1:
Navigation Risk Assessment (Revised March 2026) (baseline and modelling), a collision between
large commercial routed vessels in transit, which have the largest potential consequences, will
not be a common occurrence. However, a higher consequence collision may still occur.

15.9.3.24The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Serious.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.3.25 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Extremely unlikely and the severity of
consequence is considered to be Serious. The effect will, therefore, be of Tolerable
Significance.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.3.26The impact is managed via the factored in measures including the VMP, and therefore no
additional mitigation is proposed. The impact is therefore ALARP.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.3.27The significance of effect from changes in collision risk during the decommissioning phase is
ALARP and therefore not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that
already identified in Table 15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse
residual effects have been predicted in respect of collision risk during the decommissioning
phase.
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Construction phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.4.7 Based on the modelling presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment
(Revised March 2026), consultation and baseline description, an allision resulting from the
construction of the Proposed Development is not considered a likely event.

15.9.4.8 The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Extremely unlikely.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.4.9 Noting the low likelihood of a routed vessel allision based on the modelling presented within
Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment (Revised March 2026), and based on
the baseline description and consultation indicating that vessel transits into the Array Area are
likely to be from small craft (noting such transits are rare), it is considered likely that any allision
will be low speed and low energy. However, higher consequence allisions may occur on a lower
frequency basis.

15.9.4.10The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Serious.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.4.11 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Extremely unlikely and the severity of
consequence is considered to be Serious. The effect will, therefore, be of Tolerable
Significance.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.4.12The impact is managed via the factored in measures including the LMP, and therefore no
additional mitigation is proposed. The impact is therefore ALARP.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.4.13The significance of effect from changes in allision risk during the construction phase is ALARP
and therefore not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that already
identified in Table 15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse residual
effects have been predicted in respect of allision risk during the construction phase.

Operational and maintenance phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.4.14 Based on the modelling presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment
(Revised March 2026), consultation and baseline description, an allision resulting from the
presence of the Proposed Development is not considered a likely event.

15.9.4.15The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Extremely unlikely.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.4.16 Noting the low likelihood of a routed vessel allision based on the modelling presented within
Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment (Revised March 2026), and based on
the baseline description and consultation indicating that vessel transits into the Array Area are
likely to be from small craft (noting such transits are rare), it is considered likely that any allision
will be low speed and low energy. However, higher consequence allisions may occur on a lower
frequency basis.
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15.9.4.17The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Serious.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.4.18 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Extremely unlikely and the severity of
consequence is considered to be Serious. The effect will, therefore, be of Tolerable
Significance and ALARP, which is not significant in EIA terms.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.4.19The impact is managed via the factored in measures including the LMP, and therefore no
additional mitigation is proposed. The impact is therefore ALARP.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.4.20The significance of effect from changes in allision risk during the operational and maintenance
phase is ALARP and therefore not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to
that already identified in Table 15.10 are considered necessary. Therefore, no significant adverse
residual effects have been predicted in respect of allision risk during the operational and
maintenance phase.

Decommissioning phase

FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE

15.9.4.21 Based on the modelling presented within Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment
(Revised March 2026), consultation and baseline description, an allision resulting from the
decommissioning of the Proposed Development is not considered a likely event.

15.9.4.22 The frequency of occurrence is therefore assessed to be Extremely unlikely.

SEVERITY OF CONSEQUENCE

15.9.4.23 Noting the low likelihood of a routed vessel allision based on the modelling presented within
Volume III, Appendix 15.1: Navigation Risk Assessment (Revised March 2026), and based on
the baseline description and consultation indicating that vessel transits into the Array Area are
likely to be from small craft (noting such transits are rare), it is considered likely that any allision
will be low speed and low energy. However, higher consequence allisions may occur on a lower
frequency basis.

15.9.4.24The severity of consequence is therefore assessed to be Serious.

SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECT

15.9.4.25 Overall, the frequency of occurrence is deemed to be Extremely unlikely and the severity of
consequence is considered to be Serious. The effect will, therefore, be of Tolerable
Significance.

PROPOSED MITIGATION

15.9.4.26The impact is managed via the factored in measures including the LMP, and therefore no
additional mitigation is proposed. The impact is therefore ALARP.

RESIDUAL EFFECT ASSESSMENT

15.9.4.27The significance of effect from changes in allision risk during the decommissioning phase is
ALARP and therefore not significant in EIA terms. Therefore, no additional mitigation to that
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