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Complaints Handling Secretariat,  
European Ombudsman. 
eo@ombudsman.europa.eu 
 
Complaint Number: 201801933 -  that there was maladministration by the European Commission 
in the creation of a PCI list which was proposed to the EU Parliament and voted on without any 
proper SEA 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
I have received highly relevant updated correspondence from Catharina SIKOW-MAGNY, Head 
of Unit at DG Energy dated 23/11/2018 which I am hereby forwarding to you with the following 
high-level  observations on the assertions made by DG Energy in this same letter:  
 
1. DG Energy asserts that the Union List of Projects of Common Interest (PCI) is an "act of a 

general scope of application, it can be neither considered a plan nor a programme". 
 

a. I assert that this claim by DG Energy is at best the deliberate  implementation of a 
silent policy and silent energy plan/programme to have massive European-wide energy 
projects without any document called a plan or programme - to not tell anybody that 
this is an energy plan but to go straight to individual projects.  
 

b. Like project splitting, any SEA at an individual project level is meaningless when the 
plan includes the importation of fracked gas from the US to Europe through multiple 
LNG terminals and countries. 

 
2. DG Energy asserts that the "sole purpose of the PCI Regulation is to provide guidelines in 

identifying projects that are necessary for reducing energy infrastructure bottlenecks and 
ending the energy isolation of the EU Member States". DG Energy goes on to assert that "the 
PCI Regulation does not specify or prejudge the location, routing or technology of the PCIs, it 
does not grant permission(s) necessary for the implementation of these projects, and it does 
not grant authorisation(s) to build the PCI infrastructure". 
 

a. I assert that providing "guidelines" is not the sole purpose of the PCI Regulation 
because The PCI Directive (Regulation (EU) No 347/2013) Article 7(3) clearly states 
"projects of common interest shall be allocated the status of the highest national 
significance possible and be treated as such in permit granting processes" and Article 
7(8) goes on to state "With regard to the environmental impacts addressed in Article 
6(4) of Directive 92/43/EEC and Article 4(7) of Directive 2000/60/EC, projects of 
common interest shall be considered as being of public interest from an energy policy 
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perspective and may be considered as being of overriding public interest, provided 
that all the conditions set out in these Directives are fulfilled". 
 

b. The timing of the vote by the European Parliament on the PCI list on March 14th 2018 
must now be examined in the context of no mention being made in Parliament on the 
importation of Fracked US gas at the time of the vote while less than 5 months later 
clear commitments were made in the joint European Commission-US statement of 25 
July 2018 (attached) following President Juncker's visit to the White House stating that  
"we agreed today to strengthen our strategic cooperation with respect to Energy. The 
European Union wants to  import more liquefied natural gas (LNG) from the United 
States to diversify its energy supply". 
 
I ask, how could President Juncker be able to claim that the EU "wants" to import 
more liquefied natural gas (LNG) from the United States if it was not already part of 
an energy plan?  This energy plan is even more clear in the follow-up European 
Commission press release on 9 August 2018 (attached) which stated "The EU has co-
financed or committed to co-finance LNG infrastructure projects worth over €638 
million (see list of projects in Annex 2). In addition to the existing 150 billion cubic 
meters of spare capacity in the EU, the EU is supporting 14 liquefied natural gas 
infrastructure projects, which will increase capacity by another 15 billion cubic meters 
by 2021, which could welcome imports of liquefied natural gas from the U.S., if the 
market conditions are right and prices competitive". It went on to state: "Regulatory 
restrictions by the U.S. need to be lifted. The EU has no non-market barriers for U.S. 
natural gas coming to the EU. The EU is seeking similar treatment from the U.S. side, 
in particular as regards the removal of the requirement for prior approval of liquefied 
natural gas exports to the EU".  
 

c. I assert that on March 14th 2018, the EU parliament took part in what I consider to be 
a sleight of hand which will legally force EU members to accept massive gas 
infrastructure projects (such as the proposed Shannon LNG project in Ireland), where 
all adverse impacts on climate change and impacts on the environment will have to be 
ignored for reasons of overriding public interest. No environmental screening report of 
this plan was presented to Parliament before it voted on this plan  to approve the 
Energy Programme of Projects of Common Interest (PCI) - a clear breach of the EU 
SEA Directive. I believe this took place to help the EU Commission avoid having to 
live up to the Global Paris Climate Agreement that the EU ratified in 2016 by not 
considering "reasonable alternatives" as obliged under the SEA Directive. 
 

d.  For DG Energy to assert that the "PCI Regulation does not specify or prejudge the 
location, routing or technology of the PCIs" is simply not credible because, for 
example, the Shannon LNG import terminal project on the PCI list clearly specifies the 
location and the routing. However, the technology of the Shannon LNG project to 
import fracked gas from the US by New Fortress Energy was only announced publicly 
on August 24th, 2018  once Shannon LNG was added to the PCI list.  

 
 

3. DG Energy asserts that the SEA Directive sets the obligations for the preparation and/or  
adoption of plans and programmes subject to Strategic Environmental Assessments "on the 
authority at national, regional or local level; in this case the Irish planning authority". DG 



Energy also asserts that, while projects on the PCI list "may have significant effects on the 
environment, the list of PCIs itself cannot produce such effects"; 
 

a. I assert that since the PCI list of projects is chosen by the European Commission at a 
European Regional Level which is international (e.g. Shannon LNG is grouped on the 
PCI list in the Priority Corridor North-South Gas Interconnections in Western Europe 
(NSI West Gas) along with the physical reverse flow of the Moffat Interconnector to 
Scotland and therefore the relevant "authority" is indeed the European Commission 
and European Parliament. To attempt to assert that Ireland is the relevant authority for 
the preparation of an EU energy plan is, at the least, disingenuous.  
 

b. The European Court of Justice ruling in the case of Patrice D'Oultrement and Others 
vs. Region Wallone (C-290/15) clearly rejects narrow interpretations of Plans or 
Programmes and adopts a purposeful interpretation. The Opinion of Advocate General 
Kokott delivered on 4 March 2010 in the case of Terre wallonne ASBL (C-105/09) and 
Inter-Environnement Wallonie ASBL (C-110/09) v Région wallonne highlights that an 
essential element to be considered is whether the plan or programme sets the 
framework for future development consent. I assert that since, under the PCI Directive 
(347/2013)  "projects of common interest shall be allocated the status of the highest 
national significance possible and be treated as such in permit granting processes" the 
PCI list of projects itself sets the framework for future development consent in 
Member States and should therefore have an SEA at the European level, where the list 
was created.  
 

c. The PCI Directive (347/2013) sets the criteria for projects to be accepted on the PCI 
list which includes the obligation to have a significant impact on at least two EU 
Member States. They must also contribute to the sustainability objective, e.g. by 
supporting renewable generation. Only those electricity and gas projects included in 
the latest Ten-Year-Network Development Plans prepared by the European Network of 
Transmission System Operators for gas and for electricity (ENTSOG and ENTSO-E) 
are allowed to become PCIs, as these Plans highlight the projects' socio-economic 
benefits on the EU energy system. The benefits of being on the PCI list highlighted by 
the Directive include: 

- streamlined permit granting procedures (a binding three-and-a-half-year time 
limit); 

- improved, faster and better streamlined environmental assessment; 
- a single national competent authority (one-stop-shop) coordinating all permit 

granting procedures; 
- a procedure allowing for the allocation of investment (construction) costs 

among Member States benefiting from the PCI; 
- under specific conditions, possibility of receiving financial assistance under 

the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) in the form of grants and innovative 
financial instruments. 

-  
It is therefore only logical that an SEA cannot be undertaken at a national level for 
projects added to the PCI list because the PCI list itself has to be examined in its 
totality at a European Regional level. 

  
  



4. DG Energy asserts that projects on the PCI list must "undergo a complete permit-granting 
procedure at national level whilst consulting the general public, local communities and 
stakeholders before they can be implemented".  
 

a. I assert that since, under the PCI Directive (347/2013 "projects of common interest 
shall be allocated the status of the highest national significance possible and be 
treated as such in permit granting processes", then  no meaningful consultation with 
the general public at a national level can take place because development consent 
cannot be refused.  
 

b. I also assert that Member States are already involved in agreeing to the PCI projects in 
their countries being added to the list in the first place and that this prior agreement 
takes place without any prior public consultation e.g. the proposed importation of 
Fracked US gas by US company New Fortress Energy for the proposed Shannon LNG 
project. This does not conform to integrity in Climate Action as regards the Paris 
Climate Agreement. The Member States therefore  facilitate projects getting on to the 
PCI list in the first instance without prior consideration in a plan or programme at a 
national level (e.g. fracked gas as part of the Irish Energy Mix given that it is illegal in 
Ireland to store fracked gas since 2017) and then at development consent stage in the 
Member State consent for such projects cannot be refused. In other words, we are 
going from a Policy to a Project without an official Plan/Programme if, as DG Energy 
asserts, the PCI list is not a plan or programme.   

 
 

 
This reply from DG Energy, provides, I believe, clear prima facie evidence that DG Energy is 
deliberately attempting to implement an energy plan/programme for the entire European Region 
without any SEA, simply by referring to it as guidelines. In addition, the agreement to import 
Fracked Gas from the US via projects added to the PCI list without any SEA is an indirect 
rejection of the Paris Climate Agreement by the European Commission. The US is withdrawing 
from the Paris Climate Accord, but the European Commission is now attempting to import 
Fracked US gas, the dirtiest of all fossil fuels due to leakage of  the greenhouse gas Methane 
which has the highest climate impact in the short term. The pollution caused by US fracked gas 
imported in to Europe is considered to be part of US pollution because the US is where the 
pollution is produced.  
 
In summary, the PCI list is an overarching energy plan in the Region of the entire European Union 
drawn up by the European Commission, not by national authorities, and should therefore have had 
an SEA at the European level before it was voted on by the European Parliament in March 2018. 
This is required both by the SEA Directive and the UNECE Protocol on Strategic Environmental 
Assessment. At the very least it should have had an SEA screening assessment to determine if a 
full SEA was required.  
  
 
I  await your feedback,  
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
John McElligott 
 



EUROPEAN COMMISSION
DIRECTORATE-GENERAL FOR ENERGY

Directorate B - Internal Energy Market
B.1 - Networks & Regional Initiatives

Brussels,
ENER.B.l/CS

John McElligott 
Safety before LNG 

Dear Mr. McElligott,

I am writing to you concerning your complaint no. 9481 filed on 2 November 2018 
against the European Commission for supposed maladministration in the process of the 
preparation of the 3rd Union list of Projects of Common Interest (PCIs). With this letter, I 
would like to address the allegations therein.

The third Union List of Projects of Common Interest (PCIs) has been adopted in the form 
of a Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2018/540 (PCI Regulation) as defined by 
Article 290 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) and, as a 
legal act of a general scope of application, it can be neither considered a plan nor a 
programme.

The process of identification and selection of PCIs is carried out with full respect for the 
European Union's decarbonisation plans and the agreed 2020 and 2030 energy and 
climate objectives, fully reflected in the underpinning assessment methodologies agreed 
by the regional Working Groups, that bring together a broad range of members of the 
civil society representatives, as well as , environmental and consumer stakeholders.

The sole purpose of the PCI Regulation is to provide guidelines in identifying projects 
that are necessary for reducing energy infrastructure bottlenecks and ending the energy 
isolation of the EU Member States. In this context, the PCI Regulation does not specify 
or prejudge the location, routing or technology of the PCIs, it does not grant 
permission(s) necessary for the implementation of these projects, and it does not grant 
authorisation(s) to build the PCI infrastructure. Directive 2001/42/EC, which lays down 
the conditions for the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the 
environment, sets the obligation for the preparation and/or adoption of such plans and
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programmes on the authority at national, regional or local level; in this case the Irish 
planning authority. While measures and decisions taken in the course of the 
implementation process by project promoters and national authorities may have 
significant effects on the environment, the list of PCIs itself cannot produce such effects.

Contrary to your allegations, the inclusion of a given infrastructure project on the Union 
list of PCIs does not prejudge the fulfilment of EU Environmental Law, in particular the 
provisions of Directive 2011/92/EU on the assessment of the effects of certain public and 
private projects on the environment, Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the 
effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment, Directive 2009/147/EC on 
the conservation of wild birds, Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural 
habitats and of wild fauna and flora, and Directive 2000/60/EC establishing a framework 
for community policy in the field of water. Article 7(8) of the PCI Regulation refers to 
the fulfilment of the conditions set out in Directives 92/43/EC and 2000/60/EC.

I would also like to refer to the decision of the European Ombudsman no. 240/2014/FOR 
which confirms that Regulation (EU) 347/2013 provides for safeguard measures in this 
respect, by setting the obligation on individual projects on the Union list of Projects of 
Common Interest to undergo a complete permit-granting procedure at national level, 
whilst consulting the general public, local communities and stakeholders before they can 
be implemented.

I hope that we have been able to clarify your concerns in that matter.

Yours faithfully,

—*

Catharina SIKOW-MAGNY 
Head of Unit
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Electronically signed on 23/11/2018 18:22 (UTC+01) in accordance with article 4.2 (Validity of electronic documents) of Commission Decision 2004/563



 
Joint U.S.-EU Statement following President Juncker's visit to the White
House
 
Washington, 25 July 2018 

STATEMENT/18/4687 

European Commission - Statement

We met today in Washington, D.C. to launch a new phase in the relationship between the United States
and the European Union – a phase of close friendship, of strong trade relations in which both of us will
win, of working better together for global security and prosperity, and of fighting jointly against
terrorism.

The United States and the European Union together count more than 830 million citizens and more
than 50 percent of global GDP. If we team up, we can make our planet a better, more secure, and
more prosperous place.

Already today, the United States and the European Union have a $1 trillion bilateral trade relationship
– the largest economic relationship in the world. We want to further strengthen this trade relationship
to the benefit of all American and European citizens.

This is why we agreed today, first of all, to work together toward zero tariffs, zero non-tariff barriers,
and zero subsidies on non-auto industrial goods. We will also work to reduce barriers and increase
trade in services, chemicals, pharmaceuticals, medical products, as well as soybeans.

This will open markets for farmers and workers, increase investment, and lead to greater prosperity in
both the United States and the European Union. It will also make trade fairer and more reciprocal.

Secondly, we agreed today to strengthen our strategic cooperation with respect to energy. The
European Union wants to import more liquefied natural gas (LNG) from the United States to diversify
its energy supply.

Thirdly, we agreed today to launch a close dialogue on standards in order to ease trade, reduce
bureaucratic obstacles, and slash costs.

Fourthly, we agreed today to join forces to protect American and European companies better from
unfair global trade practices. We will therefore work closely together with like-minded partners to
reform the WTO and to address unfair trading practices, including intellectual property theft, forced
technology transfer, industrial subsidies, distortions created by state owned enterprises, and
overcapacity.

We decided to set up immediately an Executive Working Group of our closest advisors to carry this
joint agenda forward. In addition, it will identify short-term measures to facilitate commercial
exchanges and assess existing tariff measures. While we are working on this, we will not go against the
spirit of this agreement, unless either party terminates the negotiations.

We also want to resolve the steel and aluminum tariff issues and retaliatory tariffs.



 
EU-U.S. Joint Statement of 25 July: European Union imports of U.S. Liquefied
Natural Gas (LNG) are on the rise
 
Brussels, 9 August 2018 

European Commission - Press release

Since the arrival of the first U.S. LNG carrier in the Portuguese port of Sines April 2016 and
today, EU imports of liquefied natural gas from the U.S. have increased from zero to 2.8
billion cubic meters.

In their Joint Statement of 25 July in Washington D.C., President Juncker and President Trump agreed
to strengthen EU-U.S. strategic cooperation with respect to energy. In this context, the European
Union would import more liquefied natural gas from the United States to diversify and render its
energy supply more secure. The EU and the U.S. will therefore work to facilitate trade in liquefied
natural gas.

European Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker said: "The European Union is ready to facilitate
more imports of liquefied natural gas from the U.S. and this is already the case as we speak. The
growing exports of U.S. liquefied natural gas, if priced competitively, could play an increasing and
strategic role in EU gas supply; but the U.S. needs to play its role in doing away with red tape
restrictions on liquefied natural gas exports. Both sides have much to gain by working together in the
energy field."

Commissioner for Climate Action and Energy, Miguel Arias Cañete, said: "Diversification is an
important element for ensuring the security of gas supply in the EU. Increasing imports of
competitively priced liquefied natural gas from the U.S. is therefore to be welcomed. This is happening
at a time when EU indigenous gas production is declining more rapidly than foreseen and there is an
accelerated phase-out of coal power plants in the EU."

The EU has co-financed or committed to co-finance LNG infrastructure projects worth over €638
million (see list of projects in Annex 2). In addition to the existing 150 billion cubic meters of spare
capacity in the EU, the EU is supporting 14 liquefied natural gas infrastructure projects, which will
increase capacity by another 15 billion cubic meters by 2021, which could welcome imports of liquefied
natural gas from the U.S., if the market conditions are right and prices competitive.

Currently, U.S. legislation still requires prior regulatory approval for liquefied natural gas exports to
Europe. These restrictions need to be addressed and U.S. rules made easier for U.S. liquefied natural
gas to be exported to the EU.

Presidents Juncker and Trump set up an Executive Working Group at their meeting in Washington,
D.C. on 25 July. Since then contacts have taken place between Presidents Juncker and Trump,
between EU Trade Commissioner Malmström and U.S. Trade Representative Lighthizer, and between
the senior advisers of President Juncker and President Trump (Commission Secretary-General Martin
Selmayr and White House Chief Economic Adviser Larry Kudlow).

It has been agreed that on 20 August the Trade Adviser of President Juncker and a senior EU trade
official will travel to Washington, D.C. to meet their U.S. counterparts to continue work on
implementing the Joint Statement. In this context, the EU and the U.S. are working within the
framework of this Executive Working Group to increase U.S. exports of liquefied natural gas to Europe.

Background
The global liquefied natural gas market is becoming increasingly fluid and competitive. Between 2017
and 2023, global liquefied natural gas trade is expected to grow by more than 100 billion cubic meters,
from 391 to 505[1]. The International Energy Agency expects liquefied natural gas imports to Europe
to increase by almost 20% by 2040 compared to 2016 levels.

The increasing gas production in the U.S. and the start of U.S. liquefied natural gas exports to the EU
in 2016 have improved the security of gas supply in Europe and globally. Europe is currently
importing around 70% of the gas it needs, and this share is expected to increase in the coming years.
Liquefied natural gas is also an important part of the EU's diversification strategy; and as the
second biggest single gas market in the world after the U.S., the EU is therefore an attractive option
for the U.S.

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_STATEMENT-18-4687_en.htm


In order to increase imports to Europe further, U.S. prices for liquefied natural gas need to be
competitive on the EU market. In addition, the following actions are key to facilitating imports:

Development of liquefied natural gas capacities in the EU and in the U.S.:

Development of liquefied natural gas capacities in the EU and in the U.S.:●

The EU has well developed liquefied natural gas import capacities, with about 150 billion cubic meters
currently spare. At the same time, given their strategic importance for diversification, current
capacities are being expanded and new capacities are being developed in the Adriatic Sea (on
the island of Krk in Croatia), in the Baltic Sea, notably in Poland, and in the Mediterranean Sea in
Greece. This would allow for a significant increase of liquefied natural gas imports to the EU.

The U.S. currently has 28 billion cubic meters of liquefaction capacity and is foreseen to add a further
80 billion cubic meters by 2023, while expanding its liquefied natural gas export terminals.

Regulatory restrictions by the U.S. need to be lifted. The EU has no non-market barriers for
U.S. natural gas coming to the EU. The EU is seeking similar treatment from the U.S. side, in
particular as regards the removal of the requirement for prior approval of liquefied natural gas
exports to the EU.

-

The current figures show that imports of U.S. liquefied natural gas to the EU have been increasing:

Since the first shipment of U.S. liquefied natural gas to the EU in April 2016, today EU imports of
liquefied natural gasfrom the United States have already reached 2.8 billion cubic meters
(bcm).

-

Since early 2016, the EU has received more than 40 liquefied natural gas cargoes from the U.S. In
2017 Europe represented more than 10% of total U.S. liquefied natural gas exports, up
from 5% in 2016.

-

For more information
EU-U.S. Joint Statement

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) – background

ANNEX
1. EU imports of Liquefied Natural Gas from the United States

2. EU support to Liquefied Natural Gas capacities

LNG terminals built in 2013-2018    

Member State Terminal Year of
start-up

Capacity
(bcm/y) EU co-financing

Italy FSRU OLT Oshore
LNG Toscana 2013 3.8  

Lithuania FSRU
Independence 2014 4.0 €27.4m (CEF) for

connecting pipelines

France Dunkerque LNG
Terminal 2016 13.0  

Poland Swinoujscie LNG
Terminal 2016 5.0

€130m awarded (EEPR)
€202m (ERDF)
€332m in total

Malta Malta Delimara LNG 2017 0.7 €0.7m for studies (CEF)

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_STATEMENT-18-4687_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/oil-gas-and-coal/liquefied-natural-gas-lng
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LNG terminals under construction    

Member State Terminal Year of
start-up

Capacity
(bcm/y) EU co-financing

Greece
Revithoussa LNG
Terminal (capacity
extension)

2018 2.0 (from
5.0 to 7.0) €50.8m (ERDF)

Spain
Tenerife (Arico-
Granadilla) LNG
terminal

2021 1.3  

Spain
Gran Canaria
(Arinaga) LNG
terminal

2022 1.3  

     

LNG terminals on the Projects of
common Interest   (PCI) list    

Member State Terminal Year of
start-up

Capacity
(bcm/y) EU co-financing

Croatia Krk LNG terminal 2019 2.6

€108m (CEF) for the
terminal €16m (CEF) for
evacuation pipeline
€124m in total

Greece LNG terminal in
Northern Greece 2020 5.5

€2m (CEF) for studies
 

Cyprus Cyprus LNG
terminal 2020  €101.2m (CEF)

Sweden Gothenburg LNG
terminal 2021 0.5  

Poland
Świnoujście LNG
terminal (capacity
extension)

2022 2.5 (from
5.0 to 7.5)  

Ireland Shannon LNG
Terminal 2022 6.2  

CEF: Connecting Europe Facility

EEPR: European Energy Programme for Recovery

ERDF: European Regional Development Fund

PCI: Projects of Common Interest

 

[1]Source: International Energy Agency.

Press contacts:
Mina ANDREEVA (+32 2 299 13 82)
Anna-Kaisa ITKONEN (+32 2 29 56186)
Iris PETSA (+32 2 299 33 21)

General public inquiries: Europe Direct by phone 00 800 67 89 10 11 or by email

mailto:mina.andreeva@ec.europa.eu
mailto:anna-kaisa.itkonen@ec.europa.eu
mailto:iris.petsa@ec.europa.eu
http://europa.eu/contact/
http://europa.eu/contact/call-us/index_en.htm
http://europa.eu/contact/write-to-us/index_en.htm
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Dear Sir/Dear Madam, 

Thank you for writing to the European Ombudsman. Your complaint has been registered under the
following complaint number:  201801933 

We will contact you again to let you know whether your complaint can be taken forward and, if so,
what the next steps will be. We would normally expect to do this within the next four weeks.

The fact that you have made this complaint to the Ombudsman does not affect the legal time limits
in any related administrative or judicial proceedings.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our Office using the contact details
below.

Yours sincerely,  
Complaints Handling Secretariat 

T. + 33 (0)3 88 17 23 13 
eo@ombudsman.europa.eu

Information note on data processing and confidentiality

Data processing

Complaints to the Ombudsman and related correspondence often contain personal data, such as
names, contact details and other information relating to identifiable individuals.  
 
There are rights and obligations under European law (Regulation 45/2001)[1] as to how personal
data is handled by EU institutions, including the European Ombudsman. These include an
individual’s right to obtain access to his or her own information held by this Office. To exercise these
rights or to find out more, please contact our Office.  
 
If a person considers that the Ombudsman has not handled his or her personal data properly, he or
she may contact the European Data Protection Supervisor. 

Confidentiality of your complaint and information

Complaint  201801933 - Acknowledgement of receipt [CMSEO]:0034122

MBX Euro-Ombudsman <EO@ombudsman.europa.eu>
Wed 14/11/2018, 10:49

To: John McElligott 

 

European Ombudsman

Acknowledgement of receipt

http://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/shortcuts/contacts.faces
http://www.edps.europa.eu/EDPSWEB/edps/site/mySite/pid/156
http://www.eowebv5dv.ep.parl.union.eu/
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Complainants are requested to identify clearly any document or information that they consider to be
confidential immediately on sending it to the Ombudsman.

Confidentiality can only apply if there would be some adverse effect if the information were to be
disclosed. It might, for example, apply to financial information, commercially sensitive information or
personal information about a private individual. Confidentiality cannot always be guaranteed. In
particular, if you submit to the Ombudsman documents that contain the personal data of someone
other than yourself, that person will most likely be able to obtain it from the Ombudsman, exercising
their data protection rights. In any event, you should expect your complaint and any supporting
documents to be shared in full with the institution or body you are complaining about, so that they
can properly understand it and respond to the Ombudsman.

 
[1] Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December
2000 on the protection of individuals with regard to the processing of personal data by the
Community institutions and bodies and on the free movement of such data, OJ 2001 L 8, p.1. 

 

Data protection Accessibility Notice to users

   

Easy to read Language policy RSS

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/dataprotection
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/accessibility
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/notice
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/easy2read
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/languagepolicy
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/rss
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Complaint about maladministration
Complaint submitted on:  Monday | 12 November 2018

European Ombudsman

First name: John

Surname: McElligo�

On behalf of (if applicable):

Address line 1:

Address line 2:

Town/City:

County/State/Province:

Postcode:

Country:

Tel.:

Fax:

E-mail address:

Against which European Union (EU) institution or body do you wish to complain?

European Commission

What is the decision or matter about which you complain? When did you become aware of it? Add annexes if
necessary.

Complaint: that there was maladministration by the European Commission in the creation of a PCI list which
was proposed to the EU Parliament and voted on without any proper SEA

 

What do you consider that the EU institution or body has done wrong?

 

The proposed Shannon LNG project in Ireland has been added to the EU list of "Projects of Common Interest"
(PCI):

 

However, we are of the legal opinion that the EU Parliament and the EU Commission should not have
approved the EU Energy Programme of Projects of Common Interest (PCI) list without any proper Strategic
Environmental Assessment or consideration of reasonable alternatives. The Trans European Energy
Infrastructure projects represent a clear European Energy Programme.

 

The PCI Directive states that All Projects on the PCI list must be "allocated the status of highest national
significance possible" and that "authorisation should be given to projects which have an adverse impact on the
environment for reasons of overriding public interest"

 

Home My account My complaint 

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/home
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/complainant-account
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On March 14th 2018, the EU parliament took part in what we consider to be a sleight of hand which will
legally force EU members to accept massive gas infrastructure projects (such as the proposed Shannon LNG
project in Ireland), where all adverse impacts on climate change and impacts on the environment will have to
be ignored for reasons of overriding public interest. No environmental screening report of this plan was
presented to Parliament before it voted on this plan  to approve the Energy Programme of Projects of Common
Interest (PCI) - a clear breach of the EU SEA Directive. 

 

We believe this took place to help the EU Commission avoid having to live up to the Global Paris Climate
Agreement that the EU ratified in 2016 by not considering "reasonable alternatives" as obliged under the SEA
Directive. 

 

We assert that the commitments made in the joint European Commission-US statement of 25 July 2018 stating
that the "European Union would import more liquefied natural gas from the United States to diversify and
render its energy supply more secure" are incompatible with the Paris Agreement and were the real,
underlying reason for voting a PCI list without an SEA. 

 

The most up-to-date scientific knowledge is categorical on the following points: The number one climate threat
in Europe is fracked gas. Cornell University's Professor Robert Howarth, a leading scientist in this area, states
that this  is no bridge fuel, that switching from coal to shale gas is accelerating rather than slowing global
warming, that methane's impact on climate is 105 times more potent than carbon dioxide, that one half of
Methane emissions in the US is coming from Shale Gas Leakage and that, to put it simply, fracked gas is the
dirtiest of all fossil fuels with a bigger climate footprint than coal. This was not the thinking over 10 years ago
when the Shannon LNG project initially obtained planning permission.

 

This up-to-date scientific knowledge should have been allowed to be assessed in an SEA and leads us to claim
that this is more than maladministration, it is totally illegal behaviour on the part of the European Commission
Energy Unit. 

 

Article 2 of the SEA Directive clearly states that " 'plans and programmes' shall mean plans and programmes,
including those co-financed by the European Community, as well as any modifications to them". 

 

Article 4(1) of the SEA Directive states that "The environmental assessment referred to in Article 3 shall be
carried out during the preparation of a plan or programme and before its adoption or submission to the
legislative procedure".

 

Article 5 of the SEA Directive obliges the environmental assessment to consider "reasonable alternatives" to the
plan.

 

By not considering the overall environmental impact of the PCI plan in its totality with all the combined
projects in the plan (especially the gas projects grouped together) strategic environmental assessment of
individual split projects within the plan when they are going through the permi�ing process is meaningless -
especially since the PCI Directive forces national planning authorities to ignore all these environmental
concerns because the projects must be considered to be in "the public interest".

 

The PCI Directive (Regulation (EU) No 347/2013) Article 7(3) clearly states "projects of common interest shall
be allocated the status of the highest national significance possible and be treated as such in permit granting
processes". 
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Article 7(8) goes on to state "With regard to the environmental impacts addressed in Article 6(4) of Directive
92/43/EEC and Article 4(7) of Directive 2000/60/EC, projects of common interest shall be considered as being of
public interest from an energy policy perspective and may be considered as being of overriding public interest,
provided that all the conditions set out in these Directives are fulfilled".

 

We believe that the first-ever approval of the PCI list by the EU parliament without any proper environmental
report, strategic environmental assessment, or consideration of reasonable alternatives is therefore illegal
under EU Directives and ask you to kindly inform us how you propose to address our complaint from this
perspective.

 

What, in your view, should the institution or body do to put things right?

A new PCI list to be presented to parliament with an SEA which clearly considers the most up-to-date
scientific information.

 

The most up-to-date scientific knowledge is categorical on the following points: The number one climate threat
in Europe is fracked gas. Cornell University's Professor Robert Howarth, a leading scientist in this area, states
that this  is no bridge fuel, that switching from coal to shale gas is accelerating rather than slowing global
warming, that methane's impact on climate is 105 times more potent than carbon dioxide, that one half of
Methane emissions in the US is coming from Shale Gas Leakage and that, to put it simply, fracked gas is the
dirtiest of all fossil fuels with a bigger climate footprint than coal. This was not the thinking over 10 years ago
when the Shannon LNG project initially obtained planning permission.

 

This up-to-date scientific knowledge should have been allowed to be assessed in an SEA and leads us to claim
that this is more than maladministration, it is totally illegal behaviour on the part of the European Commission
Energy Unit. 

 

Have you already contacted the EU institution or body concerned in order to obtain redress?

Yes (please specify and submit copies of the relevant correspondence)

 
This complaint was already addressed directly to the the Energy Unit of the European Commission as per the
a�ached and the reply (which only came once I had wri�en directly to Commissioner Miguel Arias Cañete) 
was to fill out a complaint form in order to have the complaint officially registered (but the link provided only
deals with complaints about a Member State, not about the Commission itself) as follows:
 
 
From: Catharina.Sikow@ec.europa.eu 
Sent: Monday 8 October 2018 19:50
To: 
Cc: Oana.LANGA@ec.europa.eu; Martina.DOPPELHAMMER@ec.europa.eu; agheorghiu@fweurope.org
Subject: Re: Formal complaint on the Shannon LNG project and the 2018 PCI list voted by the EU Parliament
both being approved without any proper Strategic Environmental Assessment
 
Dear Mr McElligo�,
 
Thank you for your mail. I would like to ask you to fill in the complaint form, if you wish to have the
complaint officially registered. 
Please find here the link to the form: h�ps://ec.europa.eu/assets/sg/report-a-breach/complaints_en/index.html
 
Yours sincerely,



12/11/2018 European Ombudsman | My complaint

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/complaint-show/26243 4/6

Catharina Sikow Magny 
Head of Unit Networks & Regional Initiatives 
DG energy, European Commission
 
From: Safety Before LNG SLNG 
Sent: Monday 8 October 2018 11:
To: cab-arias-canete-archives@ec.europa.eu 
Cc: catharina.sikow@ec.europa.eu 
Subject: Commissioner meeting with Shannon LNG on October 10th,2018
 
 

 

John McElligo�,

www.SafetyBeforeLNG.ie
October 8th, 2018
Commissioner Miguel Arias Cañete,
Commissioner For Climat Action & Energy
 
cc: Ms. Sikow-Magny, head of Unit, DG Energy
 
By Email only
 
Re: Commissioner meeting with Shannon LNG on October 10th,2018
 
Dear Commissioner,
 
I note from your calendar that you are due to meet representatives of Shannon LNG on Wednesday October
10th 2018. I would be grateful if you take on board the following issues before this meeting:
 
1. Shannon LNG has not yet obtained full development consent to construct any LNG import terminal in
Ireland due to an appeal lodged in the Irish Member State High Court. Any public comment by you on this
ma�er at this stage may be interpreted as an a�empt to interfere with ongoing court proceedings in the Irish
Member State.
 
2. Shannon LNG has announced an agreement with New Fortress Energy/American LNG to import LNG to
the proposed Shannon LNG terminal in Ireland. This represents the direct importation of Fracked US gas into
an EU Member State. Fracked gas is now accepted by the most up-to-date scientific studies as being the dirtiest
of all fossil fuels due to unburnt Methane leakage which has extreme Climate Change impacts. Methane is
now acknowledged as a greenhouse gas 86 times worse than CO2 over a 20 year period by none other than the
InterGoverrnmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). It is therefore now no longer acceptable for the
European Commission to claim to be implementing its Climate Change Commi�ments of 2015 while at the
same time signing up to importing Fracked US gas.
 
3. There is now the a�ached current formal complaint lodged by me with the EU Commission - DG Energy on
the 2018 PCI list (which includes the proposed Shannon LNG project) being voted on by the European
Parliament without any Stategic Enviornmental Assessment (SEA). I ask you to take account of the issues



12/11/2018 European Ombudsman | My complaint

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/complaint-show/26243 5/6

raised in this complaint in your discussions with the Shannon LNG representatives on Wednesday.
 
4. In 2017, Ireland not only banned the fracking of gas onshore in Ireland, but also the "searching for [...]
ge�ing, raising, taking, carrying away, storing and treating" of fracked gas situated in Ireland was declared
illegal. In other words it is now illegal in Ireland to store fracked gas imported by ship into the proposed
Shannon LNG terminal (c.f.
h�p://www.safetybeforelng.ie/pressreleases/pressrelease20180917ImportingFrackedGasToIrelandIsIllegal.html
).  Furthermore, any person who searches for, stores or treats fracked gas in Ireland shall be guilty of an
offence. I  wonder if any members of the EU Commission searching for fracked US gas to store in Ireland
would also be, by consequence,  guilty of an offence under the Irish Member State law. 
 
5. While I understand that one of your responsibilities as Commissioner on Climate Action & Energy is
increasing Europe energy security by diversifying sources of energy imports, you have equal responsibility in
the implementation of the 2030 Climate and Energy framework, the steering of negotiations with the European
Parliament and national governments along with the development of EU policy for renewable energy.
Importing high-climate-impact fracked US gas into the European Union is simply not compatible with these
responsibilites. Your mission le�er from President Jean-Claude Juncker clearly mandates and obliges you to
"contribute to establishing a European Energy Union with a forward-looking climate change policy". Having
been asked by the President to "ensure that the EU plays a leading role in international climate policy" is it not
now time for the EU Commission on Climate Action & Energy to reassess its entire policy on the importation
of Fracked gas?
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require further information.
 
Yours sincerely,
John McElligo�
 
 

Safety Before LNG,

If the complaint concerns work relationships with the EU institutions and bodies: have you used all the possibilities
for internal administrative requests and complaints provided for in the Staff Regulations? If so, have the time limits
for replies by the institutions already expired?

Not applicable

Has the object of your complaint already been settled by a court or is it pending before a court?

Please confirm that you have read the information below

You have read the information note on data processing and confidentiality

Do you agree that your complaint may be passed on to another institution or body (European or national), if the
European Ombudsman decides that he is not entitled to deal with it?

Yes

Attachments:

Name Size
Formal SEA Complaint Against Shannon LNG and PCI Approval -- John McElligo�.pdf  89.78 KB
Formal SEA Complaint Against Shannon LNG and PCI Approval -- John McElligo�.pdf  89.78 KB

1, avenue du Président Robert Schuman

CS 30403

F - 67001 Strasbourg Cedex

T. +33 (0)3 88 17 23 13

F. +33 (0)3 88 17 90 62

www.ombudsman.europa.eu
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Your complaint form has been successfully submitted

ec-fp-internet-services-do-not-reply@ec.europa.eu
Thu 01/11/2018, 23:5

Thank you for having completed the form. The European Commission will process it promptly.

Are you
submitting this
complaint on
your own
behalf?

yes

Representative
Businesses or
organisation
Title
Representative
first name
Representative
last name
Representative
E-mail
Representative
street and
number
Representative
postcode
Representative
town
Representative
country

-- select --

Representative
telephone
Businesses or
organisation:

Safety Before LNG

Title Mr
Firstname John
Surname McElligott
e-mail
Language English
Street and
number
Postcode
Town
Country
Telephone
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official contact
for all
correspondence
Authority
complained
about name

European Commission - DG ENERGY

Authority
complained
about contact
person

Catharina SIKOW-MAGNY, Head of Unit, ENERGY

Authority
complained
about email

catharina.sikow@ec.europa.eu

Authority
complained
about
Authority
complained
about
telephone

+32 2 296 21 25

Authority
complained
about address

Unit Internal Market I: Networks & Regional Initiatives DM24 06/145

Authority
complained
about postcode

B-1040

Authority
complained
about town

Brussels

Authority
complained
about country

Belgium

National
measures
suspected to
infringe Union
law

On July 13th 2018, Ireland approved the extension of planning for the proposed
'Shannon LNG' import terminal , which is now on the PCI list, without requiring
an SEA. 
 
Since Shannon LNG is a Trans European Energy Infrastructure project in a clearly
new European Energy Programme, an SEA would clearly have been required
before giving development consent. However, we assert that maladministration
by the European Commission occurred in the creation of a PCI list which
included the proposed Shannon LNG project, proposed to the EU Parliament
and voted on without any proper SEA. 
 

EU law you
think has been
breached

The SEA Directive (2001/42/EC) and the Paris Climate Agreement: 
 
Complaint: that there was maladministration by the European Commission in
the creation of a PCI list which was proposed to the EU Parliament and voted on
without any proper SEA 
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The proposed Shannon LNG project has been added to the EU list of "Projects
of Common Interest" (PCI): 
 
However, we are of the legal opinion that the EU Parliament and the EU
Commission should not have approved the EU Energy Programme of Projects of
Common Interest (PCI) list without any proper Strategic Environmental
Assessment or consideration of reasonable alternatives. The Trans European
Energy Infrastructure projects represent a clear European Energy Programme. 
 
The PCI Directive states that All Projects on the PCI list must be "allocated the
status of highest national significance possible" and that "authorisation should
be given to projects which have an adverse impact on the environment for
reasons of overriding public interest" 
 
On March 14th 2018, the EU parliament took part in what we consider to be a
sleight of hand which will legally force EU members to accept massive gas
infrastructure projects (such as the proposed Shannon LNG project in Ireland),
where all adverse impacts on climate change and impacts on the environment
will have to be ignored for reasons of overriding public interest. No
environmental screening report of this plan was presented to Parliament before
it voted on this plan - the first time ever the EU Parliament got to approve the
Energy Programme of Projects of Common Interest (PCI) - a clear breach of the
EU SEA Directive.  
 
We believe this took place to help the EU Commission avoid having to live up to
the Global Paris Climate Agreement that the EU ratified in 2016 by not
considering "reasonable alternatives" as obliged under the SEA Directive.  
 
Article 2 of the SEA Directive clearly states that " 'plans and programmes' shall
mean plans and programmes, including those co-financed by the European
Community, as well as any modifications to them".  
 
Article 4(1) of the SEA Directive states that "The environmental assessment
referred to in Article 3 shall be carried out during the preparation of a plan or
programme and before its adoption or submission to the legislative procedure". 
 
Article 5 of the SEA Directive obliges the environmental assessment to consider
"reasonable alternatives" to the plan. 
 
By not considering the overall environmental impact of the PCI plan in its
totality with all the combined projects in the plan (especially the gas projects
grouped together) strategic environmental assessment of individual split
projects within the plan when they are going through the permitting process is
meaningless - especially since the PCI Directive forces national planning
authorities to ignore all these environmental concerns because the projects
must be considered to be in "the public interest". 
 
The PCI Directive (Regulation (EU) No 347/2013) Article 7(3) clearly states
"projects of common interest shall be allocated the status of the highest
national significance possible and be treated as such in permit granting
processes".  
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Article 7(8) goes on to state "With regard to the environmental impacts
addressed in Article 6(4) of Directive 92/43/EEC and Article 4(7) of Directive
2000/60/EC, projects of common interest shall be considered as being of public
interest from an energy policy perspective and may be considered as being of
overriding public interest, provided that all the conditions set out in these
Directives are fulfilled". 
 
We believe that the first-ever approval of the PCI list by the EU parliament
without any proper environmental report, strategic environmental assessment,
or consideration of reasonable alternatives is therefore illegal under EU
Directives and ask you to kindly inform us how you propose to address our
complaint from this perspective. 
 

Problem
description

As descibed above:  
we assert that there was maladministration by the European Commission in the
creation of a PCI list which was proposed to the EU Parliament and voted on
without any proper SEA 

Does the
Member State
concerned
receive EU
funding
relating to the
subject of your
complaint

yes

Does your
complaint
relate to a
breach of the
EU Charter of
Fundamental
Rights?

no

Please explain
how EU law is
involved and
which
fundamental
right has been
breached

 

List of
documents

Formal letter of complaint sent on 22nd September 2018  
to Catharina SIKOW-MAGNY 
Head of Unit 
European Commission 
ENERGY 
Unit Internal Market I: Networks & Regional Initiatives 
DM24 06/145 
B-1040 Brussels/Belgium 
+32 2 296 21 25 
catharina.sikow@ec.europa.eu 
Re: Formal complaint on the Shannon LNG project and the 2018 PCI list voted
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by the EU Parliament both being approved without any proper Strategic
Environmental Assessment 

Have you
already taken
action in the
Member State
concerned to
try to solve this
problem?

yes

What action
have you
already taken in
the Member
State
concerned to
tackle the
problem?

What type of
decision(s)
resulted from
your action.

I formally objected to the extension of planning permission for the proposed
Shannon LNG project in Ireland without a strategic environmental assessment
(http://www.pleanala.ie/casenum/PM0014.htm ). However, the planning
authority focussed on the fact that the Shannon LNG project had already been
added to the EU list of Projects of Common interest.  
 
 

Has your action
has been
settled by a
court or is
pending before
a court.

 

Why didn't you
take any action
to tackle your
problem in the
Member State
concerned?
Indicate why
you are not
eligible for
particular
remedy

 

Other reason
for not taking
action in the
Member State
concerned

This complaint was already addressed directly to the the Energy Unit of the
European Commission and the reply was to fill out this complaint form in order
to have the complaint officially registered as follows: 
 
 
From: Catharina.Sikow@ec.europa.eu  
Sent: Monday 8 October 2018 19:50 
To:  
Cc: Oana.LANGA@ec.europa.eu; Martina.DOPPELHAMMER@ec.europa.eu;
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agheorghiu@fweurope.org 
Subject: Re: Formal complaint on the Shannon LNG project and the 2018 PCI list
voted by the EU Parliament both being approved without any proper Strategic
Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Mr McElligott, 
 
Thank you for your mail. I would like to ask you to fill in the complaint form, if
you wish to have the complaint officially registered.  
Please find here the link to the form: https://ec.europa.eu/assets/sg/report-a-
breach/complaints_en/index.html 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Catharina Sikow Magny  
Head of Unit Networks & Regional Initiatives  
DG energy, European Commission 
 
 

Have you
already
contacted EU
institutions or
other services
dealing with
problems of
this nature
Petition to the
European
Parliament
European
Ombudsman
European
Commission
correspondence
European
Commission
complaint
SOLVIT
Other (please
specify)

 

Are you aware
of any action in
the Member
State
concerned
covering the
issue you raise

no

Please specify
action you are
aware of in the
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Member State
concerned
Do you
authorise the
Commission to
disclose your
identity

yes

Submission made: 2018-11-02 12:59 AM



 

  
 
Safety Before LNG 
Protecting the Shannon Estuary and its people 

 
John McElligott, 
Safety Before 
LNG, 

 
Telephone: +
Email: 

www.SafetyBeforeLNG.ie     
 
 

              22 September 2018  
Catharina SIKOW-MAGNY 
Head of Unit 
European Commission 
ENERGY 
Unit Internal Market I: Networks & Regional Initiatives 
DM24 06/145 
B-1040 Brussels/Belgium 
+32 2 296 21 25 
catharina.sikow@ec.europa.eu 
 
 
cc. Adam.ROMANOWSKI@ec.europa.eu,  
Adina.CRISAN@ec.europa.eu, 
Oana.LANGA@ec.europa.eu, 
Martina.DOPPELHAMMER@ec.europa.eu, 
agheorghiu@fweurope.org 
 
Re: Formal complaint on the Shannon LNG project and the 2018 PCI list voted by the EU 
Parliament both being approved without any proper Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Ms. Sikow-Magny, 
 
In response to your letter dated 17 May 2018 to Andy Gheorghiu attached we are deeply concerned 
by the misleading information provided to you on this matter by the Irish Competent Authority ('An 
Bord Pleanála') on the process and steps taken. We are therefore hereby formally complaining to 
you at the European Commission  

1. that the Irish Competent Authority ('An Bord Pleanála') allowed  the extension of the PCI-
listed expired Shannon LNG permission without an SEA and   

2. that there was maladministration by the European Commission in the creation of  a  PCI list 
which was proposed to the EU Parliament and voted on without any proper SEA.  
 

Complaint 1: That the Irish Competent Authority ('An Bord Pleanála') allowed  the extension 
of the PCI-listed expired Shannon LNG permission without an SEA 
 

1.  You state that the Irish Competent Authority informed you that: 
"The Kerry County Development Plan 2015-2021 has been subject to a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA). Further the Plan has been subject to an Habitat 
Directive Assessment. The Strategic Integrated Framework Plan for the Shannon Estuary 
2013-2020 was also subject to SEA." 

This Kerry County Development Plan 2015-2021 had nothing to do with the LNG project granted 
permission 7 years earlier without an SEA. Likewise, the Strategic Integrated Framework Plan for 
the Shannon Estuary 2013-2020 could not and did not assess in any way the proposed Shannon 
LNG project because the project had already been granted planning permission several years earlier. 

http://www.safetybeforelng.ie/�
mailto:catharina.sikow@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:Adam.ROMANOWSKI@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:Adina.CRISAN@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:Oana.LANGA@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:Martina.DOPPELHAMMER@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:agheorghiu@fweurope.org�


We therefore conclude that stating that these two plans were "subject to an SEA" is an attempt to 
mislead you because  the Energy Plan that was embodied by Shannon LNG, before, during or after 
the planning consent process was never subjected to an SEA in any shape or form whatsoever. 
 

2. You state that the Irish Competent Authority informed you that: 
"In 2012, the Competent Authority concluded that no appropriate assessment issues arose 
in relation to the request by the developer to provide for the option for the initial 
construction of one storage tank instead of two (out of a total of four) as initially planned." 

This statement is another attempt by the Irish Competent Authority to imply that because no 
appropriate assessment issues arose in 2012 with  a modification to an existing planning permission 
for the Shannon LNG project, the same could be concluded for this current planning application 
reference PM0014. However, in this current case, planning permission for the Shannon LNG 
project has expired and is therefore, obviously, a completely different case.  
 

3. The response from you to the Irish Competent Authority has been: 
"Against this background, we do not see any indication for a breach at this point of the 
process." 

This reply from you has now become part of the file examined by the Irish Competent Authority 
('An Bord Pleanála') when it decided to grant  Shannon LNG an extension of its planning 
permission which had expired.  
 
However, the means by which your reply became part of the file PM0014  assessed for an extension 
of the Shannon LNG planning consent now raises the serious issue of the essential lack of 
transparency in the planning process.  
 
A misleading report by 'An Bord Pleanála' to you at the Energy Unit of the European Commission 
(implying that the required Strategic Environmental Assessment  - SEA - was undertaken for the 
Shannon LNG Energy Plan when this was clearly not the case) has lead you to conclude that there 
is no indication for a breach at this point of the process. Your conclusion was subsequently used by 
that same Irish Competent Authority to decide on a planning application in which that same Irish 
Competent Authority provided you with misleading information.  
 

4. We urge you to clarify this issue as soon as possible with 'An Bord Pleanála' because the Energy 
Unit of the European Commission has now been dragged in to what we consider to be an essential 
lack of transparency of the Irish planning process as regards the proposed Shannon LNG project.  

 
5. The European Union List of Projects of Common Interest1

a) Physical reverse flow at Moffat interconnection point (IE/UK) 

  has grouped the proposed Shannon LNG 
project in the Priority Corridor North-South Gas Interconnections in Western Europe (‘NSI West 
Gas’) which includes:   

b) Upgrade of the SNIP (Scotland to Northern Ireland) pipeline to accommodate physical 
reverse flow between Ballylumford and Twynholm  

c) Development of the Islandmagee Underground Gas Storage (UGS) facility at Larne 
(Northern Ireland)  

d) Shannon LNG Terminal and connecting pipeline (IE) 

The proposed final maximum regasification capacity of at least 10 billion cubic meters (bcm) per 
year would equal the European Union’s most ambitious gas project, the Southern Gas Corridor, and 

                                                           
1 5.1 and 5.3 on THE UNION LIST OF PROJECTS OF COMMON INTEREST  https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2018.090.01.0038.01.ENG&toc=OJ:L:2018:090:TOC   



supply Ireland‘s fossil gas needs twice over. Fracked hydrocarbons would be tankered in from the 
United States, processed and much of it then sent to Europe. The fracked hydrocarbons could, we 
fear, also be used for plastic and petrochemical production2

We argue that The Board should require an appropriate  Strategic Environmental Assessment of the 
cumulative impacts of the joint projects of the reverse flow at Moffat, the upgrade of the Scotland to 
Northern Ireland pipeline to accommodate physical reverse flow along with the Shannon LNG 
Terminal and connecting pipeline as these projects are all intertwined and grouped by the EU 
Commission into the Priority Corridor North-South Gas Interconnections in Western Europe.  

. 

6.  Article 19 of the PCI Directive states: 

"For projects of common interest in the permit granting process for which a project 
promoter has submitted an application file before 16 November 2013, the provisions of 
Chapter III shall not apply"3

 
 

Chapter III deals with Permit Granting and Public Participation.  
The 'An Bord Pleanála'  Inspector's Report  (on December 4th, 2017)4

 

 asserted that Article 19 
allowed  the Board to forego the obligations of Chapter III of the Regulation  but the new 
application PM0014 to extend the Shannon LNG planning permission  was made on September 
22nd 2017 which was after November 2013 so the PCI procedural steps should have been taken 
by the Board (and which would require an SEA, for example).  

7. The Competent Authority for communicating with EU Commission Energy Unit as regards PCI-
listed projects ('An Bord Pleanála') and overseeing the PCI procedural steps in the Irish Member 
State is the same authority that gave an extension of planning permission and we believe that this 
issue requires clarification as regards transparency. In other words, the same authority for 
overseeing the PCI procedural steps in the Irish Member State for the benefit of Shannon LNG gave 
development consent to Shannon LNG. Was there not a conflict of interest there? 

 
8. With the confirmation that US fracked gas exporter, New Fortress Energy, is attempting to bring 

fracked US gas into Ireland via the proposed Shannon LNG project, the fact must be highlighted 
that it is illegal under Irish Member State law to search for, take or carry away, store or treat fracked 
gas that is situated in Ireland. 'An Bord Pleanála' did not consider this issue when giving 
development consent.  On May 11th 2018, in our submission to An Bord Pleanála on PM0014 I 
requested the Board to confer with the owner of the land as follows: 

 
" Request to confer with the owner of the land 
The site of the proposed Shannon LNG project is owned by Shannon Commercial 
Properties (formerly known as Shannon Development), a state-owned company5

There are currently very persistent  rumours locally of a US company about to sign a deal 
for a gas-related project on the site. We therefore ask that An Bord Pleanála request 
information on this matter from Shannon Commercial Properties under the precautionary 
principle in order to  assess the cumulative impacts of any such deal before it reaches a 
decision. We cannot emphasise this point enough because it will give true visibility to An 

. 

                                                           
2 'The Trans-Atlantic Plastics Pipeline: How Pennsylvania's Fracking Boom Crosses the Atlantic' Food and Water 
Watch, Issue Brief May 2017, https://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/sites/default/files/ib_1705_pipelinesustoeu-
web.pdf.   
3 PCI Directive: Regulation (EU) No 347/2013 http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:115:0039:0075:en:PDF  
4 http://www.pleanala.ie/casenum/PM0014.htm  
5 https://www.shannongroup.ie/companies/shannon-commercial-properties/  
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Bord Pleanála of the latest Shannon LNG business model. This assessment must also 
include the cumulative impacts on the proposed Gas-fired power station adjacent to the 
Shannon LNG site for which a related company to Shannon LNG also owns the planning 
permission." 

 
'An Bord Pleanála' was therefore already informed by us that a US company was involved in the 
Shannon LNG project before it decided to give planning consent and this involvement was only 
publicly announced when planning permission was given.  

 
However, the Irish Member State Prohibition of Onshore Hydraulic Fracturing  Act 20176

  
Any LNG ship in the Shannon Estuary is allowed to bring in  fracked US gas but it will be illegal 
for anybody in the country to "search for", "take" or "carry away" any of this fracked gas from the 
ship or be involved in "storing" or "treating" the Fracked Gas.  

 not only 
banned onshore fracking in Ireland but it also made it illegal for any person to "take" or "carry 
away" any fracked gas situated in the State and its internal waters. 

 
The Act states: 

 
"Notwithstanding anything in this Act or any other enactment or rule of law it shall not be 
lawful for a person to search for, get, raise, take, carry away or work petroleum by means 
of hydraulic fracturing". 

 
Fracked gas in the Act is referred to as "petroleum by means of hydraulic fracturing" which means 
that the Act can be read simply as: 

 
"Notwithstanding anything in this Act or any other enactment or rule of law it shall not be 
lawful for a person to search for, get, raise, take, carry away or work Fracked Gas " 

 
The ban and boycott:  

"shall apply in respect of petroleum that is situated in the State including the internal 
waters" 

 
Once LNG tankers are in the Shannon Estuary, they are in Internal Waters. If any of these ships 
contain fracked gas then it will be illegal to store, treat or transport this gas into the Irish network 
because the transportation ban makes no distinction on where that fracked gas came from 
originally .  
 
The fracking ban in Ireland came about due to strong scientific evidence on the pollution risk to 
water, the pollution risk to the atmosphere contributing to climate change and the Precautionary 
Principle and the rights of future generations to healthy and safe environments.  
 
The ban on the transport of fracked gas within Ireland makes the country one of the toughest anti-
fracking regimes in the world, outlawing the creation of a dependency on fracked gas bringing 
harm to powerless communities in America and elsewhere and sending a clear environmental 
message around the globe.  
 
 
 
  
                                                           
6 http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2017/act/15/section/1/enacted/en/html 

http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2017/act/15/section/1/enacted/en/html�


The actual words in the Act (Prohibition of Onshore Hydraulic Fracturing  Act 2017 ) are as 
follows: 
 
Prohibition of hydraulic fracturing 

5B. (1) Notwithstanding anything in this Act or any other enactment or rule of law it shall not be 
lawful for a person to search for, get, raise, take, carry away or work petroleum by 
means of hydraulic fracturing. 

(2) The prohibition in subsection (1) — 

(a) shall apply in respect of petroleum that is situated in the State including the internal waters  
and 

(b) shall not apply in respect of petroleum that is offshore. 

Offence and penalty 

5C. A person who contravenes section 5B shall be guilty of an offence and shall be liable, on 
summary conviction, to a class A fine or imprisonment for a term not exceeding 6 
months or both.”. 

The Principal Act (Petroleum and Other Minerals Development Act 1960) has the following 
relevant definitions: 
 
petroleum” includes any mineral oil or relative hydrocarbon and natural gas and other liquid or gaseous 
hydrocarbons and their derivatives or constituent substances existing in its natural condition in strata 
(including, without limitation, distillate, condensate, casinghead gasoline and such other substances as 
are ordinarily produced from oil and gas wells) and includes any other mineral substance contained in oil 
and natural gas brought to the surface with them in the normal process of extraction, but does not 
include coal and bituminous shales and other stratified deposits from which oil can be extracted by 
distillation 
 
“working” when used in relation to petroleum, includes digging, searching for, boring for, getting, 
raising, taking, carrying away, storing and treating petroleum, and cognate words shall be 
construed accordingly. 
 
Since Shannon LNG, a Trans European Energy Infrastructure project in  a clearly new European 
Energy Programme would be directly in conflict with the Irish Member State's ban on fracked gas, 
an SEA would clearly have been required  and we ask why did 'An Bord Pleanála' not inform you 
of these facts? 
 

9. Finally, on July 13th 2018, 'An Bord Pleanála' approved  the extension of planning for Shannon 
LNG7

 

, which is now on the PCI list, without even requiring an SEA on what is already a split 
project in the Priority Corridor North-South Gas Interconnections in Western Europe (‘NSI West 
Gas’). Our view is very clear that on this point alone, there is a clear example of the breach of EU 
law by Ireland and we hereby formally ask you at the EU Commission to investigate this 
complaint.  

                                                           
7 http://www.pleanala.ie/casenum/PM0014.htm 
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Complaint 2: that there was maladministration by the European Commission in the creation 
of  a  PCI list which was proposed to the EU Parliament and voted on without any proper 
SEA 
 

 The proposed Shannon LNG project has been added to the EU list of "Projects of Common Interest" 
(PCI): 

However, we are of the legal opinion that the EU Parliament and the EU Commission should not 
have  approved the EU Energy Programme of Projects of Common Interest (PCI) list  without any 
proper Strategic Environmental Assessment or consideration of reasonable alternatives. The Trans 
European Energy Infrastructure projects represent  a clear European Energy Programme. 

The PCI Directive8

On March 14th 2018, the EU parliament took part in what we consider to be a sleight of hand which 
will legally force EU members to accept massive gas infrastructure projects (such as the proposed 
Shannon LNG project in Ireland), where all adverse impacts on climate change and impacts on the 
environment will have to be ignored for reasons of overriding public interest. No environmental 
screening report of this plan was presented to Parliament before it voted on this plan - the first time 
ever the EU Parliament got to  approve the Energy Programme of Projects of Common Interest 
(PCI) -  a clear breach of the EU SEA Directive.  

 states that All Projects on the PCI list must be "allocated the status of highest 
national significance possible" and that "authorisation should be given to projects which have an 
adverse impact on the environment for reasons of overriding public interest" 

We believe this took place to help the EU Commission avoid having to  live up to the Global Paris 
Climate Agreement that the EU ratified in 2016 by not considering "reasonable alternatives" as 
obliged under the SEA Directive.  

Article 2 of the SEA Directive9

Article 4(1) of the SEA Directive states that "The environmental assessment referred to in Article 3 
shall be carried out during the preparation of a plan or programme and before its adoption or 
submission to the legislative procedure". 

 clearly states that " 'plans and programmes' shall mean plans and 
programmes, including those co-financed by the European Community, as well as any 
modifications to them".  

Article 5 of the SEA Directive obliges the environmental assessment to consider "reasonable 
alternatives" to the plan. 

By not considering the overall environmental impact of the PCI plan in its totality with all the 
combined projects in the plan (especially the gas projects grouped together) strategic environmental 
assessment of individual split projects within the plan when they are going through the permitting 
process is meaningless  - especially since the PCI Directive forces national planning authorities to 
ignore all these environmental concerns because the projects must be considered to be in "the public 
interest". 

                                                           
8 PCI Directive: Regulation (EU) No 347/2013 http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:115:0039:0075:en:PDF  
9 SEA Directive: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32001L0042  
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The PCI Directive Article 7(3)10

 
Article 7(8) goes on to state "With regard to the environmental impacts addressed in Article 6(4) of 
Directive 92/43/EEC and Article 4(7) of Directive 2000/60/EC, projects of common interest shall be 
considered as being of public interest from an energy policy perspective and may be considered as 
being of overriding public interest, provided that all the conditions set out in these Directives are 
fulfilled". 

 clearly states "projects of common interest shall be allocated the 
status of the highest national significance possible and be treated as such in permit granting 
processes".  

We believe that the first-ever approval of the PCI list by the EU parliament without any proper 
environmental report, strategic environmental assessment, or consideration of reasonable 
alternatives is therefore illegal under EU Directives and ask you to kindly inform us how you 
propose to address our complaint from this perspective. 

 
We await your feedback 
 
Yours sincerely,  
John McElligott 
 

  

                                                           
10 PCI Directive: Regulation (EU) No 347/2013 http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:115:0039:0075:en:PDF  
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Von: Catharina.Sikow@ec.europa.eu 
An: agheorghiu@fweurope.org 
Kopie: Adam.ROMANOWSKI@ec.europa.eu,Adina.CRISAN@ec.europa.eu,Oana.LANGA@ec.
europa.eu,Martina.DOPPELHAMMER@ec.europa.eu 
Datum: 17-May-2018 09:43:09 +0200 
Betreff: RE: PCI List - Shannon LNG-T: Urgent Formal Complaint on Double Decisioning 

Dear Mr Gheorghiu, 
  
Following my below mail, we have now received the information from the Irish Competent 
Authority on the process and steps taken. 
To summarise, the current state-of-play can be summarised as follows: 
 -       The consent for the construction of the LNG terminal was initially granted in 2008; 
 -      The Kerry County Development Plan 2015-2021 has been subject to a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA). Further the Plan has been subject to an Habitat Directive 
Assessment. The Strategic Integrated Framework Plan for the Shannon Estuary 2013-2020 was 
also subject to SEA; 
        In 2012, the Competent Authority concluded that no appropriate assessment issues arose in 
relation to the request by the developer to provide for the option for the initial construction of one 
storage tank instead of two (out of a total of four) as initially planned; 
-        In September 2017, in relation to the developer's request to extend the consent beyond the 10 
years initially granted. The Competent Authority has assigned an inspector to report on this 
request and in January 2018 the Competent Authority decided to involve the public in the process 
on whether or not the request would constitute the making of a material alteration of the terms of 
the development. This matter is currently under consideration. 
  
Against this background, we do not see any indication for a breach at this point of the process. We 
will continue to monitor the situation closely. 
I would also like to encourage you to directly engage with the national authorities in the further 
process. 
Best regards, 
Catharina SIKOW-MAGNY 
Head of Unit 
  
European Commission 
ENERGY 
Unit Internal Market I: Networks & Regional Initiatives 
DM24 06/145 
B-1040 Brussels/Belgium 
+32 2 296 21 25 
catharina.sikow@ec.europa.eu 

 

mailto:Catharina.Sikow@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:agheorghiu@fweurope.org�
mailto:Adam.ROMANOWSKI@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:Adina.CRISAN@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:Oana.LANGA@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:Oana.LANGA@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:Martina.DOPPELHAMMER@ec.europa.eu�
mailto:catharina.sikow@ec.europa.eu�


1 
 

 
 

Irish Forum on Natural Capital  

Response to the Public Consultation on the  

Draft National Marine Planning Framework 

 

30th April 2020 

 

 

Dear Mr McCabe, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft National Marine Planning 

Framework. We are glad to see that your work is helping to bring the concepts of 

Natural capital to the area of marine policy in Ireland.  

 

Please find below some observations from the Irish Forum on Natural Capital. Due to 

our limited resources and the current restrictions, we are not in a position to develop 

a more comprehensive response, but hope nonetheless that our submission may 

inform your Department’s future thinking on this very important topic. The Irish Forum 

on Natural Capital would welcome the opportunity to help government agencies and 

departments build capacity and knowledge on natural capital issues. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Professor Jane Stout 

Chairperson, Irish Forum on Natural Capital 
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Summary of recommendations 
 

To deliver on the ambition of the draft National Marine Planning Framework, the Irish 

Forum on Natural Capital recommends that the Department of Housing, Planning 

and Local Government:  

 

 

1. Take a whole-of-government approach to the marine, and embed the natural 

capital approach as a core decision-making tool across government. 

 

2. Call for the establishment of an Irish equivalent to the UK’s Natural Capital 

Committee. 

 

3. Call for the establishment of a cross-departmental working group, such as the 

Senior Officials Group on SDGs, to deliver a national natural capital asset 

register. 
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Embedding the Natural Capital approach in Marine and across 

government policy 

 

The EU Green Deal states that “all EU policies should contribute to preserving and 

restoring Europe’s natural capital by integrating ecosystems and their services into 

decision-making”.1 As such, the Irish Forum on Natural Capital (IFNC) strongly 

welcomes the inclusion of natural capital language and concepts in the Draft National 

Marine Planning Framework  (DMPF), referencing relevant national policies such as 

the Biodiversity Action Plan and the Biodiversity Sector Climate Change Action 

Plan. 

 

However, ensuring the conservation and restoration of Ireland’s (marine) natural 

capital requires a whole-of-government approach. Marine planning touches on a 

wide range of policy areas including economic development, fisheries, culture and 

heritage, sport and recreation, tourism and biodiversity. Each of these areas 

generate policy pressures, that force decision-makers to trade-off between, for 

example, the creation of new Marine Protected Areas, regional economic 

development plans and tourism.  

 

As such, the DMPF represents a good opportunity to embed the natural capital 

approach as a core decision-making tool across government. The natural capital 

approach can support the work and policies of almost every Department – see Table 

1 below. 

 
Table 1: The Natural Capital approach can benefit a range of departments 

Department name 
Example of a work or policy area that could benefit from a 
cross-departmental natural capital approach 

Department of Agriculture, Food 
and the Marine 

Biodiversity Sector Climate Change Action Plan, FoodWise 
and its successors to 2030, GLAS payments and their 
successors to 2030 

Department of Business, Enterprise 
and Innovation 

CSR Forum, Competitiveness Challenge, the work of the 
Enterprise Strategy, Competitiveness and Evaluation Division 

Department of Communications, 
Climate Action and Environment 

Implementation of the SDGs in Ireland; Climate Action Plan; 

National Adaptation Framework 

Department of Culture, Heritage 
and the Gaeltacht 

National Biodiversity Action Plan 

Department of Finance Green Budgeting 

Department of Health Healthy Ireland 

Department of Housing, Planning 
and Local Government 

Marine Spatial Planning Framework, MSFD, OSPAR and 
Water Framework Directive (Catchments services) 

Department of Public Expenditure 
and Reform 

The work of the Expenditure Policy and Reporting Division, 
including oversight of infrastructure investment 

Department of Rural and 
Community Development 

Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies 

Department of the Taoiseach The work of the Climate Change Unit 

Department of Transport, Tourism 
& Sport 

The development of Greenways, Blueways and Peatways, as 
provided for under the National Development Plan 

We welcome the commitment in the draft MPF to support the Department of 

Communications, Climate Action and Environment in “implementing the Sustainable 

                                                           
1 https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/european-green-deal-communication_en.pdf  
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Development Goals in Ireland, by incorporating relevant SDGs into marine planning 

and policy”. However, Goal 14 to Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas 

and marine resources for sustainable development, cannot be implemented in 

isolation from the other SDGs, for example, SDGs 13 

  

 
Figure 1: The "wedding cake" diagram of Sustainable Development Goals, showing 
that goals relating to healthy natural capital underpins the delivery of all other goals. 
Source: Stockholm Resilience Centre, 2016. 

 

The DMPF largely relies on more “traditional regulatory mechanisms” such as SEA, 

EIA and AA to integrate environmental considerations into decision-making. In our 

view, the DMPF should call for measures and tools to embed natural capital into 

marine decision-making. This should be underpinned by a commitment to ensure 

investment in natural capital – both in developing and applying the approach at 

national and local authority levels nationwide, and in actual maintenance and 

enhancement of natural assets– in order to move us beyond the current regulatory 

regime and towards an integrated system of marine management. 
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Establishing a Natural Capital Committee for Ireland 

As the government begins to embed natural capital concepts in several national 

policies, such as the National Planning Framework, the National Biodiversity Action 

Plan, and the Biodiversity Sector Climate Change Action Plan, the IFNC 

recommends the establishment of an Irish equivalent to the UK’s Natural Capital 

Committee.  

 

The UK government established a Natural Capital Committee in 2012. The 

Committee of experts provides advice to all of the government departments on the 

sustainable use of natural capital.2 The NCC has provided advice to the UK 

government on a range of policy areas including: 

 Advice on how to use natural capital to appraise and evaluate policies, 

projects and programmes (HM Treasury’s “Green Book”); 

 Advice on establishing an environmental baseline census of natural capital 

stocks; 

 Advice on marine management; 

 Advice on improving cost benefit analysis of projects that affect the natural 

environment. 

 

The IFNC believes that the establishment of a similar Natural Capital advisory group 

would support the Irish government in balancing environmental, social and economic 

considerations in its decision-making. Ideally, this Natural Capital Committee would 

be housed or sponsored in either Roinn an Taoisigh or in one of the lead 

environment Departments. 

 

Establishing a Natural Capital Asset Register for Ireland 

The DMPF states that: 

 

“Our marine environment is a national asset that yields multiple commercial 

and non-commercial benefits from sectors such as seafood, tourism, 

recreation, renewable energy, petroleum, cultural heritage, and biodiversity.” 

 

Furthermore, with reference to biodiversity, we welcome the reference that the DMPF 

states that planning proposals should “seek to enhance marine or coastal natural 

capital assets where possible.” 

 

However, in order to enhance an asset, the state of that asset before the intervention 

must be understood. In other words, to determine whether planning decisions 

enhance or degrade natural assets, a baseline must be established. 

 

The DMPF could be strengthened by articulating the need for a natural capital asset 

register that would assess marine assets, understand their risk status, measure the 

value they provide to the economy, and develop investment mechanisms to lock in 

long-term benefits.  

 

                                                           
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/groups/natural-capital-committee#role-of-the-group  
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As stated in the DMPF, the National Biodiversity Action Plan includes a 

commitment “to develop a natural capital asset register and national natural capital 

accounts by 2020”. The development of such a register will require the cross-

departmental cooperation described above. The IFNC recommends the 

establishment of a cross-departmental working group, such as the Senior Officials 

Group on SDGs, to ensure a strong understanding and balanced application of 

natural capital across departments. 

 

Building Capacity on Natural Capital in Ireland 

The IFNC acknowledges the Department’s assertion that Ireland is currently “at a 

time of early thinking in relation to Natural Capital in Ireland” and welcomes the 

recognition that “it is important that the concept is given a sound footing in 

regulation to enable the understanding it provides to play its part in an 

ecosystem approach to marine management.” 

 

The Irish Forum on Natural Capital would welcome the opportunity to work with the 

Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government, as well as other 

government departments, to build capacity on natural capital topics.  

 

The IFNC has a strong history of education and awareness-raising on such topics, 

having co-hosted the sold-out National Biodiversity Conference in 2019, with over 

500 attendees and speakers including President Michael D. Higgins and Minister for 

Heritage, Josepha Madigan.3 Furthermore, the Forum has over 600 members 

nationwide, including some of the foremost national experts on biodiversity, 

economics and planning. We have and continue to work closely with Bord Iascaigh 

Mhara (BIM) to support them in developing a natural capital approach for the 

seafood sector in Ireland.  We supported BIM in developing their understanding of 

natural capital concepts, made key introductions with global experts and co-hosted a 

Marine Natural Capital workshop with them in November 2019. The IFNC welcomes 

the opportunity to provide these educational and capacity building services to 

government agencies and departments. 

 

The IFNC is also involved in the pioneering INCASE project- Irish Natural Capital 

Accounting for Sustainable Environments.4 This four-year project is funded by the 

EPA and will demonstrate how to prepare natural capital accounts at catchment 

scale. It is recognised that ecosystem accounting can provide important input to 

decision-making at macro-level, and estimate the contribution of ecosystems to the 

economy. In the INCASE project, accounts will be developed for four catchments 

across Ireland, including two coastal ones, integrating ecosystem extent, condition, 

services and benefits from land-to-sea. Creating standardised, repeatable accounts, 

based on principles in other accounting approaches including the System of National 

Accounts, allows for the monitoring of changes over time, the development of better 

indicators/metrics of sustainable use, and more informed decision-making. While the 

INCASE project is focused on ecosystem services at the river catchment scale, these 

                                                           
3 https://www.biodiversityconference.ie/  
4 https://www.incaseproject.com/  
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concepts are very transferable to marine ecosystems and in the assessment of 

Marine Protected Areas. 

 

Brief Overview of key Natural Capital concepts  

The natural capital concept is fundamentally about natural assets, for example 

wetlands, rivers, coasts and forests. These assets deliver a flow of services that 

economies depend on, from food, fuel and fibre that are traded on markets, to non-

market services like flood mitigation, air and water purification, and carbon 

sequestration, as well as less tangible benefits such as physical and mental health, 

inspiration and wonder. In order to ensure the ongoing flow of these services and the 

benefits they provide for free to society and the economy, it is imperative to manage 

the asset. This is what the natural capital approach aims to do.  

 

This approach aims to support a better understanding of the flows of 

benefit/disbenefit between the five main forms of capital: financial, built, human, 

social and natural (below, Figure 1). By assessing natural assets in terms of their 

biophysical condition, their risk of being run down, and, where possible and practical, 

their value to society in economic terms, we are in a better position to understand 

trade-offs and make resource allocation decisions that enhance the value of these 

natural assets rather than degrade it. 

 
Figure 1: The Five Capitals: manufactured, financial, social and human capital 

are embedded in natural capital 
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Figure 3: Ecosystem Services (note that the supporting services are 

fundamental to the delivery of regulating, provisioning and cultural services) 

Source: WWF Living Planet report. 
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Background to the Irish Forum on Natural Capital 

The Irish Forum on Natural Capital (IFNC) is a group of organisations and individuals 

from academic, public, private and NGO sectors, interested in the development and 

application of the natural capital agenda in Ireland. It is structured as a non-profit 

Company Limited by Guarantee, governed by a Board, led by a Steering Committee 

and administered by a Secretariat. As of 2020, we have over 600 members. 

 

Our vision is for an Ireland in which natural capital and ecosystem goods and 

services are valued, protected and restored. 

 

Our mission is, through the collaboration and leadership of our diverse members, to 

help to value, protect and restore Ireland’s natural capital and ecosystem services. 

We will do this by supporting the adoption of natural capital concepts in public policy 

and corporate strategy, promoting informed public and private sector decision-

making and assisting in the establishment of a national natural capital accounting 

standard. 

 

We are supported by the National Parks and Wildlife Service, under the 

Department of Heritage, Culture and the Gaeltacht, as well as the Department for 

Agriculture, Food and the Marine. In the past, we have received funding from the 

Environmental Protection Agency and the Department for Communications, 

Climate Action and the Environment.  

 

The IFNC is grateful to all its funders and supporters who have enabled the Forum to 

grow from a four-person initiative in 2014, to a network of over 600 people 

nationwide today.  

 

The IFNC will continue to work closely with government departments to implement 

the natural capital agenda in Ireland. We welcome the positive inclusion of Natural 

Capital in the draft Framework and we look forward to building a sustained dialogue 

with your Department in the progressive roll-out of Marine Spatial Planning in Ireland. 



 

 

Introduction 

Codling Wind Park Ltd welcomes the opportunity to comment on the draft National Marine Planning Framework 

(NMPF). Codling Wind Park Limited (CWPL), a joint venture between Fred Olsen Renewables Ltd and EDF 

Renewables is currently developing the Codling Wind Park (CWP) offshore wind farm project.  CWPL currently has 

over 1 GW consented under the Foreshore Act (1933) and a further 1 GW in application in Irish waters and our 

Project Team with significant experience in developing commercial scale renewable energy projects in Ireland and 

Internationally.  

 

We strongly believe that offshore wind projects can help Ireland meet the climate action targets set by the 

Government in addition to EU and International commitments to combat the climate change emergency. In the 

absence of a robust modern marine planning regulatory regime, Ireland has been unable to capitalise on its offshore 

wind potential to date. In general, we are supportive of the reform and the approach to plan-led management and 

the support provided for offshore wind within the draft NMPF e.g. Offshore Renewable Energy (ORE) 1 supporting 

the development of at least 3.5 GW offshore wind by 2030. To make commercial scale offshore wind viable and cost- 

effective Ireland needs long term policy objectives, a robust regulatory regime appropriate for the timely delivery of 

offshore and onshore development and a route to market. 

 

We need the NMPF to provide the necessary framework for marine planning within Ireland’s maritime area, to 

effectively manage marine resources and to support the successful delivery Ireland’s offshore wind projects through 

such policy objectives, and the publication of key legislation.  

 

Ireland has an opportunity through its Marine Planning Framework to set out the roadmap for marine development 

over the next two decades. As a national plan the NMPF provides an opportunity to implement a modern marine 

planning system for multiple uses and to develop offshore wind in keeping with the objectives of Ireland’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP), recognising the needs of other marine users and enhancing the quality of the marine environment. 

 

We note that the NMPF sits at the top of a hierarchy of plans and sectoral policies – a significant undertaking to 

introduce suite of interacting objectives and policies. Our response to this consultation is focussed primarily upon the 

parts of the NMPF specifically relating to ORE, but we also touch upon other areas that have bearing because it is 

critical that the Overarching Marine Planning Policies (OMPPs) and Sectoral Marine Planning Policies (SMPPs) do 

not conflict. 

 

Offshore wind energy is at the heart of the Climate Action Plan’s ambition to cut CO2 emissions in the electricity 

sector by two-thirds and increase the renewable energy share of electricity demand to 70 per cent by 2030 from its 



 

 

current 35 per cent. Already Ireland has an offshore wind energy pipeline of more than 12 GW at various stages of 

development off its coast, enough to supply more than all of Ireland’s electricity needs as well as creating economic 

stimulus and long- term job creation in coastal communities and beyond. 

 

It is stated on page 21 of the draft NMPF that the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill (MPDM) “will 

be a cornerstone of the future marine planning system in Ireland”. We welcome that through the NMPF, strong 

recognition is given to the MPDM’s important role in the future of marine planning in Ireland. When enacted, the 

MPDM will pave the way for this sector to thrive in the years to come.  

 

It is important that the NMPF is finalised and the MPDM legislation enacted as soon as possible to provide the 

necessary building blocks for offshore wind farm project delivery. Projects, such as CWP, which have the ability to 

make a significant contribution to the CAP 2030 target (and rely on significant ‘at risk’ investment by the developer), 

need to have certainty that the necessary regime is in place to enable them to secure planning permission before 

2025 and be in a position to compete in the Renewable Energy Support Scheme (RESS) auction in order to be built 

in time to meet the 2030 targets.   

 

It is generally acknowledged that offshore wind will not be able to meet the qualification requirements for RESS 1. 

However, the industry understand that offshore will have a significant role in later auctions which are expected to 

take place in the years from 2021 as set out in the Climate Action Plan and that they will facilitate a specific technology 

cap solely for offshore wind. This makes it essential that the MPDM is enacted and all secondary legislation 

implemented as soon as possible.  

 

CWPL is concerned that delays, relating to the formation of a new Government are impacting upon deadlines for the 

NMPF and the MPDM Bill outlined in the Climate Action Plan 2019 and that this will impact the delivery of offshore 

renewable energy projects to meet the CAP targets. The Bill is already at least a full three months delayed against 

its Climate Action Plan target and slipping every day. At the current rate of progress, there is no possibility of meeting 

the CAPs deadline for enactment of the MPDM Bill and a serious risk that we will soon be approximately one year 

behind the plan’s envisaged timeline. 

Relevant Projects in the NMPF 

The NMPF does not clarify how it envisages the management of ongoing applications and ‘Relevant Projects’ as 

described under the transitional provisions in the MPDM legislation. This may lead to uncertainty and potential delay 

for these projects. Further delays will certainly affect the delivery of many offshore wind projects, not only the 

‘Relevant Projects’ (as defined within Appendix 4, Proposed Transition Protocol for relevant offshore wind projects; 



 

 

General Scheme of the MPDM, Frequently Asked Questions, 2020) but also for the enduring projects which are also 

under significant pressure to deliver for 2030.  

 

The risk of legislative delay is, arguably, the single biggest risk to achieving Ireland’s target of at least 3.5 GW of 

offshore wind by 2030. We therefore request that the NMPF sets out how the Relevant projects are envisaged to fit 

within the framework, in line with action 25 of the Government’s Climate Action Plan for the development and 

management of Transitional ORE projects, and which would facilitate the stated objective to develop ‘a transitional 

protocol to enable focus on applications within the scope of emerging policy,’ with the associated supply chain and 

strategic investment. 

 

In the following sections we present our key comments and recommendations in relation to the policies set out in the 

NMPF:  

General Policy Comments 

The OMPPs apply to all potential proposals and Section 3.4 outlines the common approach to Plan policy structure 

e.g. avoid, minimise, mitigate adverse effects.  Whilst we are broadly supportive of this hierarchical approach further 

clarity is requested. Please confirm that while attempts must be made to mitigate significant adverse impacts, the 

inability to mitigate impacts so that they are no longer significant doesn’t mean the absence of compliance with the 

policy, and that projects should still be able to proceed?  A number of policies have additional wording “if it is not 

possible to mitigate adverse impacts then proposal should state the case for proceeding”, however, not all of the 

proposed policies have such wording.  

 

Clarity on the inconsistency of approach across different policies should be provided. 

 

Furthermore, we note that a number of polices (i.e. Underwater Noise, Heritage, Seascape and Landscape, and 

Commercial Fish) include a requirement to demonstrate that the public benefit of the proposal outweighs the 

significant impacts of the proposal.  It is not clear why these policies include such wording, whilst others include a 

requirement that ‘if it is not possible to mitigate adverse impacts then the proposal should state the case for 

proceeding.’ We consider that the former (e.g. public benefit approach) is more concerning when considered in light 

of the text describing ‘public benefit’ in the glossary which is ambiguous and subjective, and in the absence of more 

detailed guidance (for decision makers and proponents).  

  

In general, the policies refer to significant adverse impacts. We consider this should be amended to refer to 

‘significant adverse effects.’  Focus should be on the resultant effects of the impact, not the impact itself.  



 

 

The table on P88/89 appears useful signposting for developers to refer to relevant and key policies.     

Offshore Renewables Energy (ORE) Plan Policies (Chapter 11) 

CWPL as one of the offshore wind projects that are actively in development off the East Coast supports strongly the 

objectives for Offshore Renewable Energy set out in section 11.0 of the Consultation Draft of the NMPF. 

 

The commitment to ORE Development within the Plan, including the provision of eleven policies is welcomed, 

including in particular ORE 1 which supports the development of at least 3.5 GW of offshore renewable energy by 

2030 to support decarbonisation, enhance security of supply and ensure good regulatory practices for the 

development of ORE. CWPL is ready to play a significant part in delivering 3.5 GW by 2030. 

 

It is noted that ORE 2 identifies that projects within zones designated for offshore wind will be given preference, but 

such zones have not yet been identified. We have several concerns about this Policy as it stands: 

 

Firstly, we wish to make sure this policy will not hinder the progression of existing projects such as Codling Wind 

Park which, together with our relevant enabling projects, we consider to be essential to make substantive progress 

to meeting the offshore wind 2030 target. Significant investment is currently being made in enabling projects which 

are well advanced in the planning process, so to have the additional risk of an unknown process to designate 

Strategic Marine Activity Zones (as part of the MPDM Bill) is a major concern. The NMPF does not indicate how 

these projects will be treated under the Transitional Protocol arrangements in the MPDM heads of bill (and General 

Scheme). Given the potential contribution that these projects can make towards meeting Ireland's offshore renewable 

targets in the short to medium term greater clarity is required. 

 

Secondly, we have reviewed Spatial Designation Process in Appendix D which provides a high-level approach to 

this activity. While it proposed that consultation on future spatial zones will be undertaken, we consider that it is vital 

that CWPL and the wider industry is involved at the earliest opportunity, along with key advisors and government 

departments including the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government (DHPLG) and Department of 

Communications Climate Action and Environment (DCCAE), as part of the process to identify potential zones of 

OREs.  This will help not only identify zones with reduced consenting risk and associated potential effects from ORE 

projects, but also that the zones identified are commercially viable, and thus will facilitate achievement the target 

outlined in ORE 1. 

  

Spatial designations should also take account of areas already identified in the Offshore Renewable Energy 

Development Plan (OREDP) as being suitable for offshore shore wind development such as the East Coast (North), 



 

 

East Coast (South) and South Coast. Developers have already identified sites on the basis of the signal provided in 

the OREDP.  It is critical that spatial designations take account of areas already identified in the OREDP Plan as this 

is essential if the target of 3.5 GW is to be delivered by 2030. Ireland’s approach to zoning needs to be developed 

carefully.   

 

Cross referencing to the General Scheme for the MPDM Bill provides little comfort, as the designation of Marine 

Activity Zones will be determined if the Government sees that a specified activity is of economic, social or 

environmental importance of the State it can make an order to designate any part of the maritime area as a strategic 

zone to facilitate such activity. However, there is little information as to how this will be decided and conducted in a 

timely manner with sufficient industry consultation so as not to frustrate or delay current development activity. The 

general Scheme also refers to the fact that the marine planning scheme will determine the overall design of the 

proposed development, including maximum heights and appearance. This is of particular concern to developers such 

as CWPL as it is unclear as to how a Rochdale (design envelope) approach can be adopted enabling a developer to 

construct the most optimal project using the best available technology for that project. 

  

We therefore recommend that relevant projects are not affected by the absence of designated renewables 

zones or delayed by a new zoning process. The designations as outlined in the OREDP identifies suitable 

areas that can be progressed as part of the Relevant Projects as this is essential if the target of 3.5 GW is to 

be delivered by 2030. We would appreciate the opportunity for early, meaningful and ongoing engagement 

on issues relating to future spatial designations and zoning. 

 

We are supportive of the intentions of ORE 3, i.e. to prevent hindrance to the development of ORE proposals which 

are consented or in planning.  We, however, consider that policy ORE 3 should be further strengthened by including 

the requirement that non-ORE proposals must also undertake consultation with ORE developers on how they might 

be affected by such proposals and this should be included within their submitted applications.  This will ensure that 

ORE developers are adequately consulted about other proposals at an early stage; this would lead to front loading 

and issue resolution prior to application submission.  Such an approach is followed for Ports, Harbours and Shipping 

Policy 10, which could be used as an example, although ORE 3 doesn’t need to be so prescriptive.   

 

It is not clear how ORE 4 will be implemented, what it means in practice, and what exactly this means for decision 

making, especially in relation to the spatial designation process.  We assume that the policy falls away once spatial 

zonation for nationally important activities has been undertaken, but this needs clarification as in its current form it is 

not clear how this will be applied, and what it means for ORE proposals.  

 



 

 

We request that further clarity is needed, including further justification and re-drafting of the ORE 4 policy 

to avoid ambiguity. 

 

ORE 5 provides protection for ORE test sites from impacts from other proposed activities.  Further clarity is required 

if this protection also applies to commercial OREs e.g., they must not adversely impact test sites? The importance 

of test sites for floating wind, wave and tidal are noted but prioritisation of these sites, rather than commercial scale 

ORE projects which can be deployed now and at a very cost competitive price to the consumer, is not considered to 

be beneficial for increasing the transition from fossil fuel energy generation to renewables, and to meet proposed 

targets including ORE 1.  

 

Further clarity and potential redraft would be welcomed so that protection is provided to commercial ORE 

projects based on proven technology at commercial scale.  

 

ORE 6 supports infrastructure for local use of excess electricity generated from energy technology.  It is assumed 

that this is to allow local communities benefit from smaller scale generation.  However, it would be beneficial for ORE 

Policies to include support for onshore infrastructure including grid, supply chain and related infrastructure.  While 

this is included to an extent in ORE 10, the policy appears to only relate to terrestrial plans and polices to support 

this.   

 

CWPL believe it would be beneficial to strengthen the ORE policies so that marine elements of the key 

infrastructure are supported. This will aid delivery of ORE developments to meet the ORE 1 target.  

 

Similarly, ORE 7 highlights the importance of ports in the delivery of ORE development and seeks to influence port 

planning to facilitate ORE development.  Whilst this is welcomed, given the importance of port infrastructure for 

fabrication, construction and operation / maintenance activities, it would be beneficial to build upon this policy by 

supporting or providing preference for marine elements of port development where it is to allow for ORE development 

e.g. increasing quay areas to aid construction activities, new pontoons for crew transfer vessels etc.  

 

The importance of robust visual impact assessment and community consultation is highlighted in ORE 9.  This policy 

relies on the production of new guidance (also detailed in Appendix F; supporting actions) but there appears to be 

no timings for its production, or detail on process of how this will be produced. The current wording is ambiguous as 

it includes community consultation as follows: “Visualisation assessments must demonstrate consultation with 

communities that may be able to view any future ORE development at a given site with the aim of minimising impact.”  

“Any future ORE” may refer to the specific project, which is the subject of the application. Alternatively, it may mean 



 

 

future projects, other than the specific project; clarification is required as to the intention and of this statement along 

with further information indicating how CWPL can become involved in the drafting of this and other guidance 

documents e.g. statutory marine planning guidelines (appendix F; action 2). 

 

ORE 9 advises that in the absence of the new guidance ‘related policy and good practice’ should be followed; 

however it does not provide clarity about which related policies and good practice this refers to; for example, we are 

not aware that a National Landscape Character Map has been produced, and how this will be considered in the 

drafting of new guidance? CWPL believe this should be spelled out such that the offshore wind industry, and the 

Relevant Projects in particular, can understand the requirements in developing their projects. 

 

We also have further queries regarding the detail of the policy wording. The policy requires ‘inclusion of a visualisation 

assessment that supports conditions on any development in relation to design and layout’ – however, it does not 

provide any reference towards the assessment of a range of different turbines and site layouts, and for design 

envelope / Rochdale envelope approach be followed for the project EIA and planning permission application?  

 

Similar to ORE 6, ORE 10 should provide preference not only for land- based infrastructure that supports the ORE 

development but for marine projects / elements of projects which facilitate ORE developments.  

Overarching Plan Policies  

Biodiversity Policies  

Table 1 identifies four biodiversity policies but page 31-32 seems to present five (as denoted by bullet points).  

We request that confirmation is given as to the actual number of policies.  

 

With respect to Biodiversity policy for coastal habitats it is not clear how it is proposed that developments will mitigate 

for the net loss of coastal habitat, when considering that avoidance and minimisation of net loss are required in 

advance of mitigation. Further clarity on this is required and to the extent whether it is intended that this covers net 

gain of habitats, the practicalities of doing so in marine environment needs to be carefully considered, and sufficient 

and robust guidance produced in collaboration with advisors and stakeholders including the ORE industry. 

  

Biodiversity Natural Capital policy: 

Natural Capital (NC) principles are becoming a more widely accepted concept for managing the environment.  

However, considerable work will be required to implement a NC approach such as establishing a natural capital 

baseline / assets register, accounting and reporting, and the production and implementation of robust guidance 

documents. It is noted that the National Biodiversity Plan 2017 – 2021 includes a commitment to produce a NC 



 

 

register by 2020.  We therefore request information on the status of this register as we consider that this is one of 

the first steps required in establishing a NC approach. We recommend that this policy should not be included 

until further progress on the NC approach is provided and the policy can be successfully implemented.  

 

Marine Protected Area Policies 

The final MPA policy requires proposals to avoid, minimise and mitigate possible adverse impacts on habitats that 

may be required to complete the MPA network.  It is difficult to understand how this policy will be implemented. We 

acknowledge that avoidance of adverse impacts on features that may be required to complete the network is required, 

but it is unclear how developers will know which habitats may form future designations.  It is important that there is a 

clear evidence and documentation on which habitat types still need to be included and the plan for the designation 

process is, so that this policy can be implemented successfully.  

  

Underwater Noise  

Further clarity is required regarding the proposed detail of the Noise Abatement Report.  The policy states that should 

it not be possible to prevent an adverse impact on mobile species (again, we consider impact should be replaced 

with effect), then a Noise Abatement Report is required, and it should illustrate the public benefit(s) outweigh the 

significant impacts identified.   

 

While this wording is similar but distinct from the requirements of HRA derogations process i.e. needing to 

demonstrate imperative reasons of overriding public interest (IROPI).  Further clarity is required as to how this relates 

to and dovetails with existing EIA and HRA processes in order to avoid confusion. Furthermore, as highlighted 

previously, it is not clear how public benefit should be considered or weighed up against possible effects of the project 

so  further clarity and guidance is required.  

 

Air Quality  

The second Air Quality policy requires action where it is likely to result in any increase in air pollution.  This should 

be amended to significant increase.  

 

Heritage Policy  

The policy requires that where it is not possible to minimise or mitigate harm, then the public benefits for proceeding 

with the proposal must outweigh the harm to the significance of the heritage assets.  However, the supporting text 

does not provide any guidance or framework on how this should be undertaken or the process for doing such an 

assessment.  In order to ensure that the policy is implementable further clarity on the process. We would hope at the 



 

 

very least, that the proposed planning guidance adequately covers this aspect of the assessment but consider 

“stating the case for proceeding’ is preferable wording.  

   

Seascape Policy  

Again, this policy requires that demonstration of public benefit outweighs adverse effects.  However, there is no 

additional detail or guidance provided within the plan.  It is important that developers bringing forward proposals have 

clear guidance at the earliest opportunity regarding the process to be followed and how benefits and impacts should 

be considered and demonstrated.  We would hope at the very least, that the proposed Visual Assessment guidance 

(referenced in ORE9) adequately covers this aspect of the assessment. 

  

Fisheries Policies 

Fisheries 5 provides details of requirements to produce a Fisheries Management and Mitigation Strategy where 

significant impacts to fisheries is predicted. This is similar to a commonly adopted approach in the UK to produce a 

Fisheries Coexistence Plan where Offshore Wind Farms may result in significant effects to the fishing industry, and 

the principle to cooperate and reduce possible effects is accepted. 

  

CWPL will continue to undertake meaningful engagement with fishing interests early in the planning process to help 

refine proposals to reduce possible conflict and effects.  However, further clarity is needed regarding the need to 

demonstrate how public benefit outweighs the impacts to fisheries. This potentially implies that greater weight is 

being given to fishing activities when compared to other marine activities, including offshore renewables; further 

guidance is required regarding methodologies for undertaking the assessment, and the level of detail that is required.  

Again, our recommendation is that this wording is replaced with the need to ‘state the case for proceeding’.  

 

Marine Aggregate Policies 

Policy 2 requires proposals to avoid, mitigate and minimise possible impacts on high aggregate resource area.  The 

location of these resource areas is illustrated in the figure on Page 140 of the NMPF and shows a large spatial extent 

within the marine area, and we consider it more appropriate that a hierarchical approach is followed where greater 

weight is given to licensed extraction areas than those subject to leasing / identified as part of a spatial zonation 

process and then less weight to broader areas of aggregate resource potential.  

 

Telecommunications Policy  

Telecommunications 2 does not clearly explain what adverse impacts are being referred to.  The policy seems to 

illustrate a preference to bundling or coordinating installations of cables and pipelines, but where it is not possible, to 



 

 

avoid, minimise and mitigate effects. However, it is not clear what impacts are being referred to so further clarity 

is required.  

 

We welcome Telecommunications Policy 3 in the fact that it provides flexibility for a risk based approach when 

considering removal of redundant cables.  It would be helpful to know whether there are any proposals to produce 

guidance regarding cable and wind farm decommissioning guidance.   

Marine Planning and Development Management Bill 

Section 2.43 outlines that the MPDM Bill will provide powers for the production of statutory marine planning 

guidelines. While the production of the guidance is welcomed, we wish to make to the following specific points (in 

addition to issues raised in the introduction section of our response);  

 

An indication of the timing for the production of key guidance including statutory marine planning guidance 

is necessary along with information as to which guidance or best practice should be used while this is being 

produced.  

 

In order to ensure achieving key plan policies are met e.g. ORE1 requires at least 3.5GW of offshore renewable 

electricity by 2030, a clear understanding is required of what guidance should be adhered to, and what the timeframes 

are implementing new guidance etc. This will allow us to work constructively with consultees, stakeholders and 

regulators in order to produce a robust application.  

 

This relates not just to the statutory marine planning guidance but other aspects relevant to the renewables energy 

development in including Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) (2017 guidance is still in draft), visualisation 

guidance (see ORE9), Habitat Regulation Assessments, Water Framework Directive Assessments, survey design 

and protocols, and detailed guidance on the proposed new Development Management Process for the maritime 

area. 

 

The Codling Wind Park Project Team has significant experience in the planning and constructing of renewable energy 

projects and seeks to engagement with Irish Government and relevant stakeholders to help produce relevant 

guidance and best practice documents.  This will help ensure that such guidance is fit for purpose, proportional and 

effective in supporting offshore wind projects, while helping to protect other stakeholder interests. 

 

Section 2.43 also includes that the MPDM Bill will implement a new maritime consenting system.  Further 

information on the new planning system is required to understand how this will be implemented and 



 

 

how onshore and offshore planning regimes will be streamlined and considered in the planning process. 

   

We strongly recommend that meaningful engagement is undertaken prior to its design and implementation to ensure 

that it will be able delivery of the Plan objectives and policies and an efficient and timely manner.  The Codling Project 

Team has extensive experience in the consenting of offshore wind farms and consider this knowledge and experience 

would allow lessons learnt from other planning systems to be considered early e.g. in England and Wales, the 

Planning Act 2009 was adopted in 2010 to merge onshore and offshore planning systems for Nationally Significant 

Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs).  There have been many changes to this planning system in the proceeding ten years 

to make the process more effective which could be considered prior to the implementation of the maritime planning 

regime.  

 

In order to formulate a robust consenting strategy for our project we also seek further detail and discussion on a 

number of key matters including but not limited to: 

• Timing for implementing the Maritime Area Consent (MCA) process.  

• The pre-application and application process including the use of design envelope / Rochdale envelope as 

part of the planning process. 

• More detail on EIA Scoping – e.g. when will we be able to scope our EIA under the new consenting system 

and what transitional measures are there to help transition from pre-application activities undertaken under 

the Foreshore / Terrestrial planning systems to the new MCA system?  The MPDM General Scheme does 

not cover EIA Scoping for example.  

Plan Review Cycle 

We note that the current proposal is that the Marine Planning Policy Statement (published in Oct 2019) is reviewed 

on a 6- yearly cycle.  We also seek clarity regarding the review cycle for the National Marine Plan i.e. is it also to be 

reviewed on a 6- yearly cycle? How will the review of both policy documents be coordinated?  As an established 

renewable energy developer, we consider it is important that adequate opportunity is provided for engagement and 

feedback from users of these policy documents to ensure future iterations of marine policy builds upon previous 

iterations and considers views of stakeholders who use such policy. 

  

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)   

We note that monitoring requirements have been considered within the SEA in order to monitor the effectiveness of 

the Plan.  We are encouraged to note that there does not appear to be any significant monitoring requirements placed 

on the offshore renewables industry to undertake specific monitoring requirements for Plan purposes i.e. the majority 

of the proposals are for government bodies to report / collate information which they are currently required to do.   

 



 

 

We consider that it is important that no additional significant financial or resource requirements are placed upon 

renewables developers who are helping to achieve the Irish Governments ambitious renewables energy targets.  It 

is however, understood that site / project specific monitoring requires may be imposed through planning conditions 

on a case by case basis. 

  

The Draft document makes multiple references to the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD), and we request 

further information and consideration how these may affect renewable energy developments, including reporting and 

governance. This seems particularly relevant to descriptors such as Descriptor 11 (underwater noise). 

Conclusions 

Whilst CWPL welcomes the publication of the National Marine Planning Framework there are several key challenges 

regarding the draft NMPF and the publication of the final NMPF which CWPL would like to bring to the attention of 

the DHPLG.  

 

We respectfully ask that the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government (DHPLG) consider our 

comments and recommendations when finalising the NMPF so that CWPL can, through the development of Codling 

Wind Park, help Ireland develop a successful offshore wind sector and meet its 70 by 30 targets.  

 

As members of NOW Ireland and the Irish Wind Energy Association (IWEA) we also support the response and 

recommendations submitted by our sector’s trade bodies. 

 

We recognise that, given the current Covid 19 public health emergency, as well as the need to establish the next 

Dáil there is inevitably a resource challenge; however, tackling the climate change emergency and ensuring 

sustainable economic development for the long term continues to be a priority. Facilitating the progression of the 

NMPF and MPDM Bill is therefore critical. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Dr Carolyn Heeps 

Project Director, Codling Wind Park 



Bantry Bay -Protect Our Native Kelp Forests is a 

diverse community of people who have come together 

to protect the marine ecosystems of Bantry Bay by 

preventing the mechanical extraction of kelp from this 

vibrant and unique environment; we are creating 

solutions to protect, nurture and sustain our future and 

the future of Bantry Bay. 

 

We would like to take this opportunity to thank the Department of 

Housing, Planning, and Local Government for allowing us to make a 

submission to the National Marine Planning Framework Consultation 

Draft. Yet, we are deeply disappointed that the Department’s Marine  

Spatial Planning Team, who traveled to Bantry to engage with our local 

community in regards to the National Marine Planning Framework 

Baseline Report last year, did not follow through on their plans to 

continue their engagement with our local community in the on-going 

development of the NMPF. We understand that Covid-19 has regretfully 

interfered with many plans, but it may have been possible to create virtual 

public engagement events if the intent to consult our local community 

was genuine. 

 

As a sincerely interested community, we have read and discussed the 

NMPF Consultation Draft thoroughly, and one of the major concerns that 

continue to appear is how the importance of healthy ecosystems isn’t 

given adequate priority. The seas around our coasts, and our ocean 

waters, are areas of immense biodiversity, with complex, intricate, and 

interlocking ecosystems, which are very poorly understood. It would be 

rash, and could be disastrous, to rush into these waters in pursuit of short-

term goals, and so we appeal, once again, to the Government to ensure 

that ecological integrity is central to our NMPF. Understanding our 

marine environment, and the complete ecological consequences of our 

human use and development of that environment, are essential to 

maintaining our ocean’s health. As most of our designated habitats were 

recently assessed as being in “inadequate” condition, it is no longer 

possible for marine activities to be planned for without first considering 

how we will be able to restore our fragile habitats to “favourable” 

condition. It is no longer sufficient to leave aside the environmental 

issues as if they can be dealt with in parallel by other directives. Each and 

every marine use needs to be planned for in terms of its interaction with 

the need to restore habitats and, indeed, whole ecosystems. 

 

Another pressing area of concern is the designation of Marine Protected 

Areas. There is an unarguable need to designate a great number of Marine 



Protected Areas within the near future. But it is worrisome to consider 

how this designation process may proceed. We would implore the 

Government to fully engage with the public during this designation 

process in order to allow future MPAs to be embraced and celebrated by 

local stakeholders. MPAs should be seen as a means of protecting the 

future viability of many marine activities rather than as an added 

competitor vying for marine space.  

 

As a campaign, we are dedicated to engaging and working with all the 

varied communities and stakeholders who make use of our Bay: from 

inshore fishermen to tourists and tourism providers, from restaurateurs 

and artisan food producers to commercial and passenger shipping 

operators. We recognise that our kelp forests provide the foundation for 

an ecological system which supports not just the marine life in our Bay, 

but all the human life which occurs upon its waves and upon its shores. 

Therefore, it is through our experience that we recommend that Ireland’s 

coastal communities be placed at the very heart of the NMPF 

implementation and management, as well as for any future zoning 

designations. We, in Bantry Bay, have had previous experience of a 

community-based model, where all local stakeholders were connected in 

the management and stewardship of our marine environment: the Bantry 

Bay Coastal Zone Charter (see https://bantrybaycharter.ucc.ie/); and we 

would recommend this model as a paradigm which could be followed for 

all of Ireland’s coastal communities. 

 

 

Prepared by Julia Cooper, Dolf D’hondt, and Tomás O’Sullivan on behalf 

of Bantry Bay -Protect Our Native Kelp Forests 

 

 

Bantry Bay –Protect Our Native Kelp Forests 

www.bantrybaykelpforest.com/ 

info@bantrybaykelpforest.com 
 

https://bantrybaycharter.ucc.ie/
http://www.bantrybaykelpforest.com/
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Our Ref: 003569280-01
Your Ref:

Wednesday 30th April 2020

National Marine Planning Framework Consultation Draft – innogy Renewables Ireland Ltd Submission

Dear Sir / Madam,

Innogy Renewables Ireland Limited was established in 2016 and is owned by innogy SE, a leading European
energy company, with revenue of around €36.9 billion (2018), more than 42,900 employees and activities in
15 countries across Europe including Ireland. innogy has a current renewable generation capacity of over
3.9GW, including over 1.9GW of onshore wind and over 1GW of offshore wind, producing over 9.6 billion kWh
per annum, across ten European Countries. innogy has recently expanded into new European and global
markets, including, Ireland, the USA, Australia and Asia.  innogy constructed (and continues to operate and
maintain) the first commercial scale offshore wind project in the UK – North Hoyle (60MW) off the north
Welsh coast.  Triton Knoll (860MW) is our latest offshore wind farm and it is currently under construction off
the English coast adjacent to Lincolnshire. We wish to bring our leading experience to the Irish offshore wind
market and play a key role in delivering the offshore wind Climate Action targets.  As a key action to deliver on
this objective, innogy acquired an equal share in the Dublin Array Offshore Wind Farm Project in March 2018,
partnering with another Irish company, Saorgus Energy.

innogy welcomes the publication of the National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF) Consultation Draft1.  We
recognise the extensive work completed by the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government
(DHPLG) in preparing the Consultation Draft and are happy to have the opportunity to participate in the
consultative process.  In particular we welcome the clear Offshore Renewable Energy planning policies set out
in Section 11.0 – Energy-Offshore Renewable Energy. Having regard to the national and strategic nature of the
NMPF it is important to ensure that it  clearly integrates with, and makes specific references to the European
Green Deal2 and its roadmap to climate neutrality by 2050.

Key supplementary observations are included below.

1 National Marine Planning Framework Consultation Draft, Department of Housing Planning and Local
Government, 2019.
2 https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal_en
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Endorsing the Importance of the Plan as a key enabler for the National Climate Action Plan

Issue

The National Climate Action Plan (Government Plan to Tackle Climate Breakdown3) published by the
Department of Communications, Climate Action and Environment in 2019, has set out an ambitious target for
70% of Ireland’s final demand to come from renewable energy by 2030.  Of particular note is the conclusion in
the National Climate Action Plan that the introduction of additional onshore and significant offshore wind
capacity are the most economical options from the Marginal Abatement Cost Curve 4for the power generation
sector to deliver Ireland’s 2030 decarbonisation target.  The National Climate Action Plant targets delivering at
least 3.5GW of offshore wind5 from almost zero by 2030 with phased introduction from 2023.

The National Climate Action Plan highlights the critical role of marine planning in the national climate efforts
with particular reference to realising our renewable energy targets and the delivery of offshore renewable
energy.  This is also addressed in the Marine Planning Policy Statement6  which clearly identifies the need for
the NMPF to support the realisation of the relevant measures contained in the National Climate Action Plan,
including the delivery of at least 3.5GW of offshore wind by 2030.

Specifically the  importance of implementing this decarbonisation policy to the marine environment needs to
be emphasised, and the inclusion of the risks to the marine environment in Section 3.147 to 3.150 of the
NMPF is welcomed.  These risks have been clearly identified not only in the National Biodiversity Action Plan
2017-2021 but also by the Marine Institute in their publication Ocean Acidification: An Emerging Threat to our
Marine Environment7. This publication identifies that the oceans have absorbed nearly a third of
anthropogenic CO2 emissions since the industrial revolution. This is altering the equilibrium of inorganic
carbon in seawater and reducing the pH (ocean acidification).  The consequences of ocean acidification have
been identified to include; exacerbating global warming, influencing climate processes, broad ecosystem
impacts including significant damage to economically important fisheries.

It is recognised that the marine planning policies included in the NMPF address a wide variety of sectors,
activities and stakeholders.  However equally it is emphasised that the NMPF will be reviewed on a six yearly
cycle – in this context competing demands must be assessed in the context of their criticality for delivery of
priority Government Actions, such as targets set out in the National Climate Action Plan.

In May 2019 Climate Action Minister Richard Bruton said climate change has been “rightly” described as the
greatest challenge facing humanity. “We’re reaching a tipping point in respect of climate deterioration,” he
said. “Things will deteriorate very rapidly unless we move very swiftly and the window of opportunity to do that
is fast closing.” He added that urgency had been injected into the debate by the protests by school students
calling for action from parliaments around the world. “It is justified that a level of urgency be injected into this
debate,” he said. “When we speak of an emergency people often think of something unexpected that can be
resolved through a sustained effort for a relatively short time.This is not an emergency of that sort. This is a

3 https://www.dccae.gov.ie/en-ie/climate-action/publications/Documents/16/Climate_Action_Plan_2019.pdf
4 Section 4.2; A Marginal Abatement Cost Curve (MACC) has been developed to provide a solid analytical
foundation on the most cost-effective pathway to reduce emissions in line with Ireland’s decarbonisation targets.
5 Table 7.2 Targets, Climate Action Plan 2019
6 Marine Planning Policy Statement, Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government, October 2019
7 https://www.marine.ie/Home/site-area/areas-activity/marine-environment/nutrients-and-ocean-acidification-oa



Page 3/10

much more challenging emergency in that we must change our behaviour in profound ways and do so on a
sustained basis.”

On this basis, all policies within the NMPF related to climate action should receive priority attention.
Specifically in the case of the Dublin Array project (and other offshore wind development sites which hold a
permission or are the subject of an ongoing permitting or consenting process for renewable energy
generation) we particularly welcome the inclusion of ORE Policy 3 prioritising the ORE proposals at these
locations. With particular reference to the figure entitled Marine Renewable Energy and Infrastructure8we
would recommend that for this first cycle of the NMPF, that this figure is updated and renamed to include only
those projects which are the subject of an existing Foreshore Lease or ongoing Foreshore Lease application
process.  We understand  that the inclusion of all sites, some of which are solely the subject of a Foreshore
Licence application for survey, may convey information which could be inaccurately interpreted as being what
the Department envisages to be the geographical range and number of sites intended to secure Planning
Interest (under MPDM legislation in the future).  It is our view that the NMPF should prioritise (and future
iterations be informed by the learning from) the delivery of the successful Relevant Projects following
completion of their development consent and Maritime Area Consent processes.

Recommended Action

This first cycle of the NMPF should emphasise the criticality of the delivery of at least 3.5GW of offshore wind
by 2003 as a priority climate action in the overarching marine planning policies (Section 3.0).

Criticality of Timelines

Issue

The key projects to the delivery of this target, are the legacy projects, included within what is now envisaged
to be the ‘Relevant Projects’ under the General Scheme of the MPDM Bill.  Originally, the final version of the
General Scheme of the MPDM Bill was due to be submitted to the Joint Oireachtas Committee on Housing,
Planning and Local Government before the end of September 2019. The Bill itself was intended to be
published, according to the Climate Action Plan, before the end of Q4 2019.  It is now the start of Q2 2020 and
there is no clarity on the programme for the publication of the Bill (or the intermediate steps of pre-legislative
scrutiny by the relevant Oireachtas Committee and potentially additional public consultation) with the real
possibility  that delivery of the legislation could be significantly delayed beyond the programme as envisaged in
the Climate Action Plan.  There are concerns about the programme for the finalisation of the NMPF and the
MPDM legislation and the implications for the delivery of the 2030 offshore wind targets.

To be in a position to deliver at least 3.5GW of offshore wind by 2030, the NMPF and MPDM legislation need
to be in place in early 2021 to enable the first of the Relevant Projects to submit their development consent
applications to An Bord Pleanála as soon as possible thereafter.  The process of securing a development
consent from An Bord Pleanála, participating in a RESS auction, securing a Maritime Area Consent (as
envisaged by the MPDM legislation), reaching Final Investment Decision (FID), manufacturing, installation,
commissioning and achieving Commercial Operation Date (COD) is likely to be between seven and nine years –
meaning a 2027-2029 delivery time frame – for the first of the Relevant Projects. The key dates for the delivery
of these first projects are included in the figure below (courtesy IWEA).

8 Page 125, National Marine Planning Framework Consultation Draft
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Recommended Action

It is critical to delivery of the 2030 offshore wind target that the National Marine Planning Framework and the
Marine Planning and Development Management (MPDM) legislation (primary and secondary) are finalised and
approved by the Government as soon as possible to enable projects to make additional meaningful progress
with their development programmes.

Development Consent

The Issue

innogy welcomes the proposal for a single development consent application for both the land and marine
based elements of an offshore wind farm project as envisaged under the Marine Planning and Development
Management Bill and believes that this approach will ensure that the associated Environmental Impact
Assessment and Appropriate Assessment processes will be more resilient.  Innovation in thinking however
must be brought to the development consenting process due to the rapid changes in turbine technology which
are bringing down the costs of renewable energy across Europe.

Fixed numbers, locations and heights of turbines within a development site limit the ability of a developer to
use the latest technology which may be available to the market at the construction stage  – this is a result of
the duration of the development consent application preparation and decision-making processes, which
unfortunately has proven to take an extended period of time in numerous cases historically.

The ‘Rochdale Envelope’ approach is employed where the nature of the Proposed Development means that
some details of the whole project have not been confirmed (for instance the precise dimensions of structures)
when the application is submitted, and flexibility is sought to address uncertainty. Such an approach has been
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used under other consenting regimes including Development Consent Order applications for offshore wind
project (such as the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and the Electricity Act 1989 in the United Kingdom)
where an application has been made at a time when the details of a project have not been resolved. This
approach can be applied whilst still achieving assessment obligations under the EIA and Birds and Habitats
Directives.

Recommended Action

The application of a ‘Rochdale Envelope’ model of consenting envelope for projects and a policy objective
concerning this is recommended.

Technology Considerations

The Issue

innogy welcome the inclusion of the statement in section 11.7 of an acknowledgement that floating offshore
wind is still at pre-commercial scale.  There are significant aspirations associated with the opportunities and
benefits that floating offshore wind farms may bring.  In fact, innogy (as one of the leading offshore windfarm
developers globally) with our partners Shell and Stiesdahl Offshore Technologies A/S, are currently developing
and testing a floating offshore wind turbine installation (using ‘TetraSpar’ technology) at the Marine Energy
Test Centre demonstration site near Stavanager in Norway.  We are actively exploring how to deliver projects
using floating technologies. Equally it should be noted that such technologies are more expensive to deliver
and commercially unproven at scale.  The offshore wind industry has driven significant reductions in costs
since the original commercial scale projects were delivered and these savings are being realised with fixed
turbine technology.  Specifying preferential (such as floating) technologies for offshore wind installations
either in general, or at specific locations, in the current version of the NMPF may impede the industry from
delivering projects of a scale, and cost, to maximise their efficiency (and therefore minimise costs of energy)
for the Irish electricity consumer.

Recommended Action

There should be no emphasis on delivery of particular forms of offshore wind technology either in the section
on Offshore Renewable Energy within other sectors‘ sections or in overarching marine planning policies –
projects should be optimised on a location by location basis.

Societal Benefits from Offshore Wind

The Issue

With specific reference to Section 3.0 Overarching Marine Planning Policies in in particular the section of Social
Benefits, there is no clear linkage or reference to the benefits the offshore renewable energy sector (and
specifically the offshore wind industry) brings.

Offshore wind development and its enabling land-based infrastructure will pave the way for attracting and
securing additional investment in harbours and coastal communities.  Jobs within the installation and
commissioning, operation and maintenance and decommissioning supply chain areas are predominantly based
in the vicinity of the host port. In addition to this, there is potential for local employment in the manufacturing
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supply chain area as it is common practice for offshore wind manufacturers to locate their plants in proximity
to the wind farm port.

The supply chain also has potential to result in indirect employment opportunities within the local area to
benefit the local community. This relates to employment generated through the purchase of supplies and
services in the local area by the offshore wind contractor. This can include industries such as generic
manufacturing, construction, utilities, business services, finance, insurance, motor trades, accommodation and
health.

The development of offshore wind farms also brings benefit to local communities through local infrastructure
upgrades required to facilitate the supply chain work. The most significant of these upgrades are typically to
the local ports and port infrastructure. As well as this, there are potential requirements for upgrades to local
road and rail infrastructure, enabling new and improved transport connections.

innogy welcomes the acknowledgement in section 11.16 of the NMPF of the positive socio-economic benefits
that offshore renewable energy can bring to coastal communities. We are enthusiastic about the possibilities
of working with Government departments such as DHPLG, DCCAE, DBEI and DAT to ensure that communities
see long-term benefits from the development of offshore wind energy.

Recommended Action

The NMPF should enhance cross-linkages between sectors to emphasise areas of mutually beneficial
collaboration.

Visualisation/Seascape

The Issue

innogy welcome the inclusion of ORE Policy 9 which includes a requirement for development consent (referred
to as ‘permission’) to be informed by an inclusion of a visualisation assessment. Visual impact and the visual
acceptability of a proposed development is a subjective matter influenced by location of a project, design of a
project and personal opinion.  Changes to the seascape and landscape happen through natural and human
activities on a dynamic basis over time.  Infrastructure provision in the natural environment can result in a
significant change to a particular view – persons can conclude this view as being a positive or negative
depending on their personal opinion concerning the acceptability of change, protection of the natural
landscape or admiration of industrial architectural design and advances in technology and engineering.  The
Tourism Trends and Features figure9 may be misinterpreted as a ‘heat map’ for the acceptability of offshore
renewable energy projects adjacent the coastline and is too coarse in nature to guide a decision-making
process concerning ORE, or any other marine development.  The decision to exclude a buffer zone from the
coast-line for offshore renewable technology provides the flexibility for projects to be identified, designed and
developed in locations which by virtue of their location offer significant technical advantages.

Seascape and coastal landscapes are by their nature heterogenous and views towards/from the sea from a
fixed point can vary significantly in different directions and over differing distances in terms of the potential for
impact on same.  Key to guiding a decision on the magnitude of visual impact from an offshore wind project,

9 pager 174 of the draft National Marine Planning Framework
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and the acceptability of this impact, is the application of objective evaluation criteria and visualisation support
tools (such as photomontages).  Key for the offshore wind industry is clarity on the evaluation criteria which
should be integrated into the design development process and the standards to be applied when developing
visualisation tools.  Some of the guidance which has been used previously in the offshore wind industry
internationally include, for example,

• The Landscape Institute with the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (2013). Guidelines
for the Assessment of Landscape and Visual Impacts. Third Edition;

• Natural England and the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (2014). Landscape and
Seascape Character Assessments;

• Scottish Natural Heritage (2012). Assessing the Cumulative Impact of Onshore Wind Energy Developments;

• Scottish Natural Heritage (2017). Visual Representation of Wind Farms: Version 2.2;

• Department of Trade and Industry (2005). Guidance on the Assessment of the Impact of Offshore Wind
Farms: Seascape and Visual Impact Report; and

• Planning Inspectorate (April 2012) Advice note nine: Rochdale Envelope (version 2).

Recommended Action

The NMPF should emphasise the importance the of the assessment of visual impact on a site specific and
project by project basis.

Linkage to Terrestrial Planning

The Issue

The NMPF is envisaged to be a parallel document to the National Planning Framework (NPF).  The NPF with the
National Development Plan sets the context for each of Ireland’s three regional assemblies in developing their
Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies, taking account of and coordinating, local authority County and City
Development Plans in a manner that will ensure national, regional and local plans align.  In accordance with
the requirements as set out in the Planning and Development Act, 2018, national, regional and local terrestrial
plans are required to be consistent with the NMPF10. The NPF also includes a specific national policy objective
reflecting this obligation;

National Policy Objective 38
Regional, metropolitan and local development plans will take account of and integrate relevant maritime
spatial planning issues

Whilst it is anticipated that future new or revised development consent applications for significant offshore
windfarm developments will submitted to An Bord Pleanála under the future MPDM legislation, it is clear that
local authorities will continue to play an instrumental role in informing any such decisions on development

10 Section 2.0, Section 2.3 of the National Marine Planning Framework, consultation draft November 2019
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consent.  Specific planning policies relevant to Offshore Renewable Energy are set out in ORE Policies 1 to 11
11.  Particular attention is drawn to ORE Policy 3 which underpins the importance of ensuring that there are no
proposals or policies promoted which ‘could affect sites held under a permission or that are subject to an
ongoing permitting or consenting process for renewable energy generation’. This could arise for example
through the inclusion of conflicting land-use zoning, land-use development or land-use/amenity protection
policies in the CDP when considered in the context of the ORE policies outlined above.  It is suggested that
significant emphasis is placed on the requirement for holistic integration of the policies and objectives of both
the NPF and the NMPF by the Regional Assemblies and coastal Planning Authorities (Local Authorities) in their
plan-making processes (Regional, County/City and where appropriate Strategic Development Zones and Local
Area Plans).  In these plan making process full consideration should be given not only to the presence of
offshore wind farms adjacent relevant coastlines from a visual impact perspective but all consider the
associated land-based infrastructural requirements from a tourism, transport, buildings and energy
transmission perspectives.

Recommended Action

The NMPF should emphasise the requirement as set out in the Planning and Development Act, 2018, that
national, regional and local terrestrial plans are required to be consistent with the NMPF12. Plan-making
authorities should ensure that due consideration is given tot he development policies and infrastructural
requirements associated with ports, harbours, transport and energy transmission needs of the offshore wind
industry through effective consultation with stakeholders and infrastructure planning organisations such as
EirGrid and the Department of the Marine.

Ports and Harbours

The Issue

ORE Policy 713 states that where potential for ports to contribute to ORE is identified, plans and policies related
to this port must encourage development in such a way as to facilitate ORE and related supply chain activity.  It
should be noted that offshore wind farm developments need to be serviced from construction bases during
their construction phases.  However post-construction ,offshore windfarm developments need to be serviced
from operational and maintenance bases.  The scale of base required for the construction phase of projects is
significantly greater than the operational and maintenance phases.  Operation and maintenance bases need
not be exclusively located within ports and there are opportunities for various harbours around the coast to
accommodate (and benefit from) such bases.

Recommended Action

It is recommended that ORE Policy 7 is expanded to include not only ports but also harbours having regard to
their potential suitability for use dependent on project specific considerations.

11 Section 11.0, pages 119 to 120, National Marine Planning Framework, consultation draft November 2019
12 Section 2.0, Section 2.3 of the National Marine Planning Framework, consultation draft November 2019
13 Section 9.0, page 120 of the National Marine Planning Framework, consultation draft November 2019
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Energy Transmission

The Issue

The section in the NMPF on Energy-Transmission14 places significant emphasis on interconnectors to permit
the export and import of electricity to and from other jurisdiction.  In addition attention is drawn to the Irish-
Scottish Links on Energy Study (ISLES) study15, led by the Department of Communications, Climate Action
and Environment which concluded that the development of an interconnected transmission network
would help drive further growth in the renewables sector, create jobs, generate revenues and ensure
future sustainable energy supplies by better connecting and exporting electricity. Recognition too should
be given to the EU’s North Seas Energy Cooperation 16(NSEC), of which Ireland is a member. The
NSEC’...supports and facilitates the development of the offshore grid development and the large
renewable energy potential in the region’.

Significant emphasis also needs to be placed on the importance of the role of EirGrid in the planning and
development of the national electricity transmission network (both onshore and in due course offshore) to
accommodate connections from offshore wind farms.  The final version of the NMPF should make specific
reference to integrated consideration of EirGrid’s  transmission network development plans and/or planning
process for integrating offshore renewable energy, including the All Ireland Ten Year Transmission Forecast
Statement, the Transmission Development Plan, Tomorrow’s Energy Scenarios (TES) and the associated TES
System Needs Assessment report.

Recommended Action

It is recommended that Section 9.0-Energy Transmission of the NMPF be supplemented with specific reference
to EirGrid’s transmission development plan as it relates to the offshore wind industry as well as other key plans
such as the ISLES and NESC programmes.

Stakeholder Engagement

The Issue

One of the key principles which is repeated in multiple locations in the NMPF is initially introduced in Section
3.0 Overarching Marine Planning Policies17 which is the hierarchy of mitigation – avoidance of significant
adverse impact, minimisation of impact and mitigation of impact.  Critical to the effective implementation of
this hierarchy is meaningful and timely engagement and information sharing between parties wherever
possible.  It is suggested that the most effective way for offshore wind development projects to facilitate co-
existence, cooperation and partnership, identify and deliver opportunities, avoid, minimise and mitigate
significant adverse impacts, is through early consultation with other marine stakeholders and communities.

14 Section 9.0 of the National Marine Planning Framework, consultation draft November 2019
15 http://www.islesproject.eu/ and www.merrionstreet.ie/en/Category-Index/Economy/Energy/irish-scottish-
offshore-renewable-energy-grid-2.html
16 www.ec.europa.eu/energy/topics/infrastructure/high-level-groups/north-seas-energy-cooperation_en?redir=1
17 Specifically Section 3.4 page 25 of the National Marine Planning Framework, consultation draft November 2019

http://www.islesproject.eu/
http://www.merrionstreet.ie/en/Category-Index/Economy/Energy/irish-scottish-offshore-renewable-energy-grid-2.html
http://www.ec.europa.eu/energy/topics/infrastructure/high-level-groups/north-seas-energy-cooperation_en?redir=1
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Recommended Action

It is recommended that Section 3.0 Overarching Marine Planning Policies emphasises the importance of
effective communication and collaboration cross-sectorally to successfully implement all levels of the
hierarchy of mitigation.

Regulatory Resources

The Issue

Increased technical and regulatory resource is required to delivery successful outcomes in the development of
the Irish offshore wind (and wider offshore renewables) industry.  Key entities who have a significant
regulatory and planning role to deliver include organisations such as the Department of Housing, Planning and
Local Government, Department of Communications, Climate Action and Environment, An Bord Pleanála,
Geological Survey of Ireland, Marine Institute, Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland, the National Parks and
Wildlife Service and the National Monuments Service. As a priority sector with the potential to deliver a
significant step-change in the integration of renewable energy and bring significant direct economic
advantages, these resources are required to ensure the effective development and implementation of
regulatory processes in addition to ensuring sustainable and timely project delivery.

Recommended Action

The NMPF in Section 21.0 Implementation Arrangements, should include a specific policy objective regarding
the provision of sufficient resources within the relevant Government Departments and agencies to implement
the regulatory processes to effectively deliver an offshore wind industry in Ireland.

In conclusion we thank the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government for the opportunity to
contribute through responding to the ‘National Marine Planning Framework Consultation Draft’ document. If
you have any questions regarding our submission, or are seeking further information in relation to our
knowledge and experience of the delivery of offshore wind internationally, please do not hesitate to contact us

Paul Kelly
Ireland Offshore Development Manager
Innogy Renewables Ireland Limited.
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30 APRIL 2020 

 

National Marine Planning Framework 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this further phase of the 

National Marine Planning Framework process. In the introduction to our 

submission to the launch of the Baseline Report we cited the following 

comment from Minister Damien English:  

“(Ireland is) a nation whose economy, culture and society is inextricably 

linked to the sea. We are interested in this because we believe Ireland’s 

rivers, lakes and coast are a wonderful natural resource which must be 

carefully protected from pollution and poor development.” 

It is disturbing to note how Minister English has moderated his approach in 

drafting the introduction to the latest report: 

“Ireland has been defined through history by its relationship with coast, 

sea and ocean around us. Voyages have begun, seafood has been 

gathered and cultured, and technological advancements like the first 

transatlantic telegraph have been made. The essential nature of these 

functions in shaping Ireland hold true today and will shape our future as 

we explore an increasingly diverse range of opportunities in the maritime 

area including offshore renewable energy.” 

Gone is the commitment to protecting this wonderful resource (the sea) 

from pollution and poor development. In its place is the industrial 

argument – “…an increasingly diverse range of opportunities in the 

maritime area including offshore renewable energy”.  

From protecting our ocean from pollution and poor development, Minister 

English has shifted his priority to offshore windfarms! The challenge, as 

always, is to balance the demands of diametrically opposed interests, and 

we understand that, but we are also dismayed at the dilution of the core 
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environmental message to a vague mission of exploring “an increasingly 

diverse range of opportunities in the maritime area”. 

For Ireland’s coastal zone, the most effective and far-reaching development 

in many years has been the Wild Atlantic Way concept. It has breathed life 

into coastal areas on Ireland’s west coast, and is an example of the 

economic value of sustainable tourism in rural Ireland. 

Our submission focuses primarily on the aquaculture sector, which we 

believe has at times been under-supervised and at other times over-

regulated.  

The aquaculture sector’s grasp on the attention of the guardians of our 

marine resource is astonishing. With little or no reference to the value of 

the resource this industry is using, it is given extensive and exclusive access 

to thousands of hectares of marine real estate, and has little oversight over 

their ensuing stewardship of these areas. 

One example is the rapid expansion of Pacific oyster (crassostrea gigas) 

farming. Pacific oysters are recognised as an invasive specie (section 3.72 of 

the Consultation Draft): “Invasive species, such as the Zebra Mussel and 

Pacific Oyster, may displace native species and considerably alter 

biodiversity, and subsequently, ecosystem processes and services.” And 

yet, according to the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine 

(DAFM), the Pacific oyster is exempt from most provisions of the (EU) 

Regulation controlling the introduction of alien species. Why would Europe 

identify Pacific Oysters as an invasive specie, and then exempt it from 

regulation on invasive species? The answer is lobbying from the 

aquaculture industry, resulting in ubiquitous licensing by the DAFM, 

regardless of local opinion. 

Experience in Co. Donegal is that Pacific Oyster licences have been granted 

by DAFM with little or no regard for encroachment into sensitive native 

oyster habitats or to their impact on tourism or marine safety.  

Questionable tactics used by the aquaculture sector, clearly supported by 

the licensing authority, have seen widespread abuse of best practice, both 

in the licensing process and in lax enforcement. An obvious example in Co. 

Donegal has been the systematic advertising of licensing decisions in 

newspapers circulating only in communities unaffected by the 
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developments. Consultation has typically been ad hoc, and supportive of 

the industry rather than objective. 

First, some general comments: 

3.107 Marine litter is defined as “any solid material which has been 

deliberately discarded, or unintentionally lost on beaches and on shores or 

at sea. OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: Aquaculture is a major 

source of marine litter, obvious examples being oyster trestles near Ray in 

Lough Swilly, and an even more egregious example of waste at 

Trawbreaga Bay, both examples being abandoned sites. 

3.149 The Irish shellfish aquaculture industry plays an important role in the 

Irish coastal economy. Commercially important farmed shellfish such as 

mussels and oysters may be at risk from ocean acidification (OA) and 

increased ocean temperatures. OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: Why 

no reference or recognition of native/wild shellfish? 

3.173 Space is essential for activities to function, for example, shipping 

requires room for transit and anchorage and fishing requires access to 

grounds. Some activities operate in the same space, such as recreational 

activities in a protected site (depending on site objectives). Others require 

either temporary or long-term exclusive use of an area, for example, 

navigational safety of shipping. OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: 

Unlike shipping or fishing, aquaculture occupies space exclusively, over 

prolonged periods, and as such must be held to a much higher standard of 

compliance than activities transiting areas. 

3.220 Proposals should identify adverse impacts in terms of both space 

(physical exclusion or removal from an area) and/or in time (preventing an 

activity taking place at certain times of day or year). OBSERVATION/ 

RECOMMENDATION: The DAFM’s uncommunicative style typically places 

aquaculture above all other interests, including fishing and tourism. 

Adverse impacts are minimized/ignored. 

11.17 Offshore renewable energy projects can have a wide range of 

positive and adverse impacts for other activities or marine sectors. 

OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: Why no mention of static fishing, 

such as lobster pots? 
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12.0       Fisheries  

Objectives  

 Deliver a sustainable, growth driven seafood sector focused on 

competitiveness and innovation driven by a skilled workforce 

delivering value added products in line with market demands. 

 Promote a sustainable, profitable and self-reliant industry that 

protects and enhances the social and economic fabric of rural coastal 

communities, dependent on the seafood sector. 

 Manage utilisation of sea-fisheries resources in consultation with 

stakeholders to promote environmental sustainability and the 

development of the sector’s economic and social contribution to 

rural and coastal communities. 

OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: We hope this wish-list can be 

fulfilled. In fact, this is aspirational and does not reflect the current 

approach to managing and husbanding the fishing resource. 
 

 

12.5 The value of seafood landed and cultivated in Ireland in 2018 

decreased by 10% to €546m (including aquaculture), while the volume 

decreased by 5% to 343,000 tonnes. This performance was largely 

attributable to a reduction in the production of Organic Salmon, though 

production is expected to return to previous levels in 2019. OBSERVATION/ 

RECOMMENDATION: The gross figures for “seafood landed and 

cultivated” distorts both sectors, which have totally different impacts and 

have totally different participants. The cost and benefit of each sector 

should be examined separately and transparently. Typically, the DAFM 

overstates the financial scale of aquaculture, and of the jobs the industry 

supports. Seasonal workers are treated as full-time employees, and 

generally the data do not provide an accurate picture of the sector. 
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13.0    Marine Aggregates and Mining.  

Objectives 

 Support sustainable mineral exploration to enable the discovery and 

development of economic deposits. 

 Maximise the contribution of the mining sector to the economy, 

having regard to its social and environmental impact. 

 Promoting Ireland’s marine mineral potential, to meet medium to 

long-term future market demands. 

 Support Ireland’s decarbonisation journey through the sustainable 

extraction and processing of minerals and metals to secure supply for 

clean energy technologies. 

OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: We need to tread VERY carefully 

here. Locations with extensive experience of exploiting the seabed for 

aggregates have had extensive unforeseen negative consequences, not 

least on bio-diversity. 

 

We now address the aquaculture sector. 

Section 5.0 Aquaculture  

 

Objectives 

 To support a diverse, compliant, growing aquaculture sector that 

operates in a modern licensing and enforcement system to produce 

high quality food, protects and enhances the social and economic 

fabric of rural coastal and island communities, and conserves 

biodiversity around our coasts. OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: 

Licensing and enforcement must be separated from promotion. The 

DAFM and associated bodies, such as the Marine Institute (MI) and 

Bord iascaigh Mhara (BIM), are conflicted. They have a professed 

advocacy for the advancement and expansion of aquaculture, and 

as such set themselves in direct and at times antagonistic posture 

towards those concerned about the untrammeled expansion of the 

aquaculture industry.  
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 To maintain a best practice aquaculture licensing system that 

promotes the efficient use of space, protects water quality and 

supports the future potential of aquaculture. 

OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: As above, the DAFM is not a 

neutral or objective player, and its role as promoter of aquaculture 

is in direct conflict with its obligations to the wider community for 

objective assessment of aquaculture proposals. An independent 

licensing and enforcement body is essential. 

 To further enhance the aquaculture licensing system so that it is 

characterised by the highest levels of legislative, administrative and 

scientific expertise and promotes the fullest possible trust in the 

regulatory system by aquaculture operators, environmental Non-

Government Organisations (NGOs) and the general public. 

OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: The DAFM’s tactics, and 

obviously intimate relationship with the aquaculture industry, has 

destroyed its credibility as a reliable arbiter in licensing disputes, as 

well as in lax enforcement.   

 To develop enforcement strategies that deliver the best possible 

outcomes by achieving full compliance while keeping costs and 

administrative burdens to a minimum. 

OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: Establish a transparent and 

independent enforcement authority, ensuring that aquaculture 

operators adhere rigorously to licence conditions. 

 To develop responsive regulation principles designed to enable a 

differential response to diverse operator behaviours in a 

proportionate manner. OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: Open a 

genuine line of communication with interested parties. Systematic 

encroachment of wild mussel beds by aquaculture licencees; poor 

maintenance of aquaculture operators – rusting oyster trestles; 

drifting mussel buoys; detritus from salmon farms; blatant over-

production – none of this appears to be subject to checks and 

balances. 

 To ensure that the aquaculture licensing system has regard not only 

for the commercial value of the food provided under licence but, 

crucially, the social dividend for coastal communities arising from 

aquaculture activity. OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: 

Transparency in the revenues earned and how they are distributed 
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is a starting point. Who owns Ireland’s aquaculture sector? Where 

are the profits going? The system is so obviously skewed towards 

the aquaculture industry that issues apparent to local communities 

are either ignored or not even recognised by the Dublin authorities. 

The Irish-owned shellfish and finfish farming sector is now 

comprehensively foreign-owned. Local people apply for licences 

and then sell on.  

 

5.1 Aquaculture is an integral part of the coastal economy in Ireland and co-

exists in various locations with other marine sectors such as ports, marine 

leisure and tourism. Aquaculture includes the culture or farming of fish, 

aquatic invertebrates, aquatic plants or any aquatic form of food suitable 

for the nutrition of fish. OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: Give local 

people appropriate status in consultation, with clear imaging of the site 

after installation. Aquaculture does co-exist, but endowed with special 

status. 

 

5.3 The licensing process takes account of issues such as hydrodynamic 

conditions, visual impact, impacts on Natura 2000 sites, other marine users 

and native fish stocks. The licensing process therefore involves 

consultation with a wide range of scientific and technical advisers as well as 

various Statutory Consultees. The legislation also provides for a period of 

public consultation. In addition to the above legislation the Department 

must adhere to a wide range of regulatory requirements and other 

legislation which impact on the licensing process. OBSERVATION/ 

RECOMMENDATION: Locations of intensive aquaculture in County 

Donegal, such as Lough Swilly, Mulroy Bay and Inver Bay, have suffered 

extensive depletion of native fish stocks since the introduction of 

aquaculture. Species ranging from wild salmon and sea trout to native 

oysters, lobsters and scallops have been severely compromised to the 

point of extinction. The existing State bodies – DAFM; MI; BIM – have 

presided over this decimation of indigenous stocks, and cannot be relied 

on to protect what remains of these species.  

 

Separately, consultation has been a “tick-box” exercise. The Statutory 

Consultees are not obliged to comment, nor are they resourced to 

conduct effective consultation. The interpretation of “public consultation” 
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is ludicrous, and for the most part limited to a single advertisement 

following the award of the licence. Genuine consultation would take place 

PRIOR to licences being awarded, and in a proactive way. Witness the 

hundreds of local residents shocked by the industrial expansion of 

aquaculture in areas such as Ballyness Bay and Linsfort Beach. Ask these 

people about the consultation process! 

 

5.9 As all industry stakeholders and the EU Commission have, for different 

reasons, identified the elimination of the licensing backlog as the 

overriding priority in the reform of the licensing system, the Department’s 

response has focused on this issue while continuing to have regard to the 

other recommendations in the Report. It should also be noted that the 

elimination of the licensing backlog will have an immediate beneficial effect 

on every individual aquaculture operator. OBSERVATION/  

RECOMMENDATION: The statement “elimination of the licensing backlog 

as the overriding priority in the reform of the licensing system” contains 

within it the essence of the problem as we see it. The backlog is a product 

of the problem, it is not the problem itself. The root cause of the backlog 

is the failure of DAFM to adhere to Natura 2000 requirements for 

Appropriate Assessments (AA) in aquaculture licensing. 

 

5.10 Reflecting the key priority attached to the elimination of the licensing 

backlog by industry representatives, the Department immediately put in 

place a two-year programme to eliminate the backlog of shellfish licence 

applications. This two-year programme involves the achievement of 300 

licence determinations in 2018 and again in 2019. A total of 305 licence 

determinations were achieved in 2018 and DAFM is on target to achieve 

the required further 300 licence determinations for 2019. OBSERVATION/ 

RECOMMENDATION: There should be little/no doubt that these licences 

have been ushered in without appropriate consultation. At an average of 

more than one application per working day, it is inconceivable that these 

licences have been considered with due diligence by the DAFM itself, not 

to mention consultees with limited resources.  
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5.12 Aquaculture has the potential to interact with a number of other 

sectors: 

 

Wild salmon and migratory fish: The extent and nature of the effects of 

interactions with wild salmonids is the subject of ongoing research in 

Ireland and other jurisdictions. OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: For 

many years Ireland’s official science on this has been at odds with 

international independent research, and even among many government 

scientists. It is true that lice from salmon farms is not the only pressure on 

migrating salmonids (or indeed on non-migratory fish), but it is a 

significant factor, consistently minimized by the Marine Institute. 

 

Inshore fisheries: The location of fish farms potentially restricts access to 

existing fishing grounds by inshore fisheries vessels. There are also 

concerns about the potential for sea lice treatments to affect inshore 

shellfish stocks. These are among the issues addressed through 

consultation during the licensing process. OBSERVATION/ 

RECOMMENDATION: In Lough Swilly, the livelihood of an entire industry 

(inshore lobster fishing) has been virtually eliminated since the 

establishment of salmon farming. The DAFM remains in denial. 

 

Recreation and Tourism: The risk that fish farm cages and mussel lines 

pose as potential hazards to navigation is managed through consultation 

during the licensing process and mitigated by conditions attached to 

licences. While there can be competition for space with recreational 

boating and shipping, for instance in approaches to moorings and 

anchorages, the industry’s own requirements for marine infrastructure 

such as harbours and slipways helps retain these facilities locally. 

OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: The notion that aquaculture’s 

interaction with tourism interests is managed through consultation is not 

borne out by facts. Operators aggressively protect their area, to the point 

where private foreshore ground at Anny Point in Lough Swilly has been 

annexed by an aquaculture operator, while the DAFM has stood by.  

 

While some tourism interests are concerned about the visual impact of 

aquaculture infrastructure on the landscape and seascape, there is also 

evidence that tourism businesses can benefit from the presence of a fish 
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farm because it may provide a good point of interest for wildlife tours and 

supply local high quality produce. OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: 

There is zero evidence of salmon farms being a tourist attraction, and 

instead they represent eyesores on the pristine seascape – no advertising 

collateral for the Wild Atlantic Way features industrial salmon cages, long 

lines of mussel buoys or rusting oyster trestles. A particularly egregious 

example is a pile of mussel-farming equipment on the roadside between 

the road and Mulroy Bay, near Kerrykeel. It is beyond unsightly. This point 

is NOT justified, and should be eliminated. 

 

 

Eutrophication: Eutrophication can have adverse impacts on aquaculture in 

the form of toxic algal blooms and a resultant reduction of oxygen in the 

water. The main activities potentially contributing to eutrophication in 

Ireland’s marine waters are land-based sources such as agriculture, 

wastewater treatment, and discharges from unsewered areas and industry. 

OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: “(Fin) Fish-farming is thought to 

contribute to eutrophication and the worldwide growth of this industry is 

of concern. Faeces and uneaten food pellets from fish farms alter the 

organic matter in the sediment, which can change the consumption of 

oxygen and cause local eutrophication.” (The EU Marine Strategy 

Framework Directive 2008/56)  

5.14 The carrying capacity of bays places limits on aquaculture in terms of 

adequate site selection and areas having sufficient nutrients to support the 

cultivation of shellfish, seaweed etc. Carrying Capacity studies can 

determine in a technical and scientific manner whether existing and 

proposed aquaculture activity is likely to have a detrimental effect on 

overall farmed fish growth due, for example, to a reduction in water flow or 

a reduction in plankton for the fish. OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: 

If carrying capacity studies are carried out, the results are not publicized, 

nor are they available alongside licence decisions. This should form part 

of the documentation available during consultation. 

 

5.15 This draft NMPF, together with the National Strategic Plan for 

Sustainable Aquaculture Development and existing licensing and regulatory 

controls, aim to achieve the sustainable growth of the industry while 
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minimising and mitigating environmental impacts through a range of 

measures, including: 

 

- Screening and assessment of proposals in accordance with 

requirements of the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive and 

the Birds and Habitats Directives; 

- Adopting an ecosystem-based approach to the assessment of 

proposals and taking into account carrying capacity of bays to ensure 

that appropriate siting, scaling, phasing and design of farms 

minimises impacts on ecosystems, protected sites, and protected 

species; 

- Taking account of potential impacts for Good Environmental Status 

descriptors of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive; 

- Considering wider biodiversity interests, heritage assets, seascape, 

landscape, and visual impacts; 

- Employment of best industry management practices in relation to 

sea lice controls, disease management, prevention of escapes, and 

avoiding the introduction of non-native species. 

OBSERVATION/ RECOMMENDATION: While all of these measures are 

desirable (“Motherhood & Apple Pie”) they have all-too-often been 

observed in the breach. The attitude of the aquaculture industry and of 

the DAFM is “what can we get away with” and decades of our experience 

inform that view. Efforts to improve communication; to institute genuine 

consultation; to ensure strict and transparent enforcement, have all fallen 

on deaf ears. It may be that the ultimate “will of the people” is to tolerate 

the environmental damage caused by the aquaculture sector, but the 

baseline needs to be an objective and honest assessment of the true 

nature and extent of these pressures. The DAFM’s failure to adhere to 

European environmental regulation, such Natura 2000 (Birds & Habitats 

Directives, among others) has already created a seismic crisis in the 

aquaculture sector, but the response is to accelerate licensing, having 

papered over the cracks. It is simply unacceptable that the same 

governance hierarchy is responsible for the promotion and advocacy of 

aquaculture, on the one hand, and for its appropriate regulation and 

environmental compliance, on the other hand. The “Aquaculture-DAFM 

Industrial Complex” is notoriously opaque in its activities, and is widely 

known to be so. Our recommendation is that the Department of Housing, 
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Planning and Local Government be given responsibility for aquaculture 

licensing and regulation, leaving DAFM with promotion and advocacy. At 

a minimum, the ACTUAL process of consultation and the ACTUAL 

enforcement regime need to be independently reviewed and overhauled. 

 

 

 

 

CONCLUSION  
 

Save The Swilly appreciates the genuine consultative approach that has 

characterized the process undertaken by the Department of Housing, 

Planning and Local Government. 

 

Our experience leads us to conclude, especially in relation to aquaculture, 

with some key aims: 

 Licensing of marine aquaculture is a mechanism by which public 

space is made available to private operators for profit. An 

appropriate level of concern for the environment and application of 

the Precautionary Principle: It is the responsibility of an activity-

proponent to establish that the proposed activity will not (or is very 

unlikely to) result in significant harm. 

 

 Honesty in communication: Examples abound where coastal 

communities had no idea about developments such as trestle-based 

oyster farms until the equipment was being installed. Be honest 

about intentions and accept the outcomes of consultation. 

 

 

 Believe the experience: Gigas/Pacific oysters are destroying Ireland’s 

native oyster resources. Government officials see the ocean as fertile 

land ready for exploitation. A genuine recognition of eco-systems 

would not tolerate the introduction of invasive species that 

demonstrably endangers indigenous species. 

 

 Appropriate enforcement: There have been numerous examples of 

licensed aquaculture operations exceeding production limits, 
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operating outside licensed areas, applying illegal presticides and/or 

other chemical treatments without sanction. 

  

Finally, we endorse the comprehensive submission from the Sustainable 

Water Network (SWAN) and specifically the following contribution from the 

SWAN document: 

Marine Planning & Development Management (MPDM) Bill   

MSP/NMPF cannot be addressed on its own without considering the draft 

underpinning legislation, the Marine Planning and Development 

Management Bill (MPDM). The Bill as currently written does not include 

aquaculture and fisheries (i.e. functions under the remit of the Department 

of Agriculture, Food and the Marine). This flies in the face of the integrated 

approach to marine spatial planning envisaged in the Marine Spatial 

Planning Directive and is very concerning, particularly for such a spatially 

defined activity as aquaculture. Both environmental NGOS and aquaculture 

operators alike are of the strong opinion that the licencing of aquaculture 

needs to be included in the MPDM framework, otherwise the sector will be 

excluded from the modernisation of marine development management and 

enforcement systems, and a fragmented marine management system will 

persist. The industry fear that they will be left behind while other sectors 

benefit from zoning and sectoral planning, while environmentalists are 

concerned that the current inadequate licensing and enforcement regime 

will persist without adequate legal mechanisms to ensure an integrated 

approach, including to the assessment of cumulative impacts of aquaculture 

and of aquaculture in combination with other activities.  
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We strongly advocate the introduction of Natural Capital (the world’s stock 

of natural resources, first coined in 1973) as a founding principle. Ireland 

has been too willing to relinquish the value of publicly owned space – the 

marine environment – without careful custody. We need to establish the 

true value of our Natural Capital, and ensure that users of that Natural 

Capital compensate adequately for its use. 

 

 

We look forward to further rounds of consultation in this process. 

 

John Mulcahy     

Spokesperson 

Save The Swilly 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
 

1. The continued recognition of POC, as a port of international standing, is critical in facilitating the 
continued improvement of port infrastructure nationally in Ireland. The NMPF must recognise POC and 
Cork Harbour as a huge opportunity for the Southern region and Ireland by virtue of its deep waters 
which are unrivalled in a national and European context  

 
2. The NMPF must identify Cork Harbour, its ports and future development as a significant economic 

driver and transport corridor in the region. It must recognise Cork Harbour as an asset within the 
Southern region and the potential of that asset to strengthen and grow by attracting substantial private 
sector port related investment.  

 
3. The NMPF must support and integrate into the National Planning Framework and recognise the 

importance in supporting the Port of Cork Strategic Development Plan and put in place mechanisms 
that can address barriers to the continued expansion of operations as envisaged in the Governments 
National Ports Policy 2013.  
 

4. Given the socio-economic importance of the Port of Cork there is a need to instil a high level of 
protection to existing and future port activities from competing land and marine uses. It is 
recommended that any terrestrial or marine project must demonstrate that it will not have a negative 
economic impact on Port of Cork activities and does not conflict with the Port of Cork Strategic 
Development Plan  
 

5. Given the importance of the Port of Cork to the socio-economic development of the Region the POC 
should be incorporated as a statutory consultee in the Planning and Development Act and the Marine 
Planning and Development Management Bill. Furthermore POC should be key stakeholders in any 
steering committee development to prepare Regional Strategic Port and Harbour Plans.  
 

6. Ports Strategic Development / Master Plans should be given statutory effect where possible and 
adopted fully into any Regional or local development plans.    
 

7. The potential for POC to contribute positively to Climate Change should be recognised both directly 
through the potential to act as an energy hub for transitional / future fuels and indirectly through 
facilitating Offshore Renewable Energy.  
 

8. The role of Ports and Port companies in developing tourism and in particular Cruise ship tourism should 
be protected through a heightened level of protection for existing and future cruise ship terminals.  
 

9. Maintenance Dredging is an activity that is ongoing within Ports and facilitating same should be 
streamlined in any new legislative measure and its activity should be considered as exempted 
development.  
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1.  INTRODUCTION  
 
 
The wider consideration of maritime and terrestrial planning issues within the Draft National Marine Planning 
Framework (NMPF) are to be welcomed and are particularly supported by Port of Cork (POC). This submission 
seeks to concentrate on ports, harbours and shipping and in particular the need to consider the influential and 
positive impact that a Tier 1 commercial port can have on the wider national economy. The inter-relationship 
between land and sea ‘planning’ needs to be enhanced, particularly having regard to infrastructure investments 
and transport connectivity. The National Marine Planning Framework needs to integrate fully the policy 
objectives as set out in the National Planning Framework (NPF) to ensure that there is a clear and purposeful 
integration of terrestrial and maritime planning so to protect our Ports assets and provide the necessary 
opportunity to expand and develop in accordance with the Port of Cork Masterplan.   
 
A tiered system of ports has been introduced in Ireland to facilitate more competitive and effective market for 
maritime transport services. Long term international trends in the sector are towards consolidation in shipping 
and port infrastructure to maximise efficiencies. Therefore, the Department of Transport considers it is best 
that national ports policy is focused on the development of Ireland’s largest commercial ports including POC. 
The tiered approach implemented by the Department through the National Ports Policy 2013 is consistent with 
the European Union’s Trans European network – Transport (TEN-T) Policy and must be supported by the NMPF 
as it is in the National Planning Framework.  
 
The National Ports Policy 2013 notes the importance of the Port of Cork to the State: 
 

“The Port of Cork Company is one of only two ports capable of handling traffic across all five principle 
traffic modes. It handles approximately 19% of all seaborne trade in the State”. “The Government 
endorses the core principles underpinning the company’s Strategic Development Plan Review, and the 
continued commercial development of the Port of Cork Company is a key strategic objective of National 
Ports Policy”.  

 
 
The National Ports Policy also outlines the Governments objectives: 
 

 “Government expects the Ports of National Significance (tier 1) to lead the response of the State 
commercial ports sector to future national port capacity requirements. It is the Government’s position 
that those ports considered to be of national significance must be capable of the type of port capacity 
required to ensure continued access to both regional and global markets for our trading economy”.  

 
 
It is imperative that the NMPF provides the policy basis to ensure that the Governments objectives as set out 
in the National Ports Policy and NPF can be met.  
 
The National Planning Framework (NPF) recognises that: 
 

"The long-term international trend in ports and shipping is toward increased consolidation of resources in 
order to achieve optimum efficiencies of scale. This has knock-on effects in terms of vessel size, the depths 
of water required at ports and the type and scale of port hinterland transport connections”.  

 
 
It is imperative that the NMPF recognises this objective and in accordance with the Southern Regional Spatial 
Strategy, includes support for capital infrastructure projects in the Port of Cork’s Strategic Development Plan 
including redevelopment of existing port facilities in Ringaskiddy and preparing City Docks and Tivoli for future 
regeneration".
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2.  PURPOSE OF SUBMISSION  
 
 
It is recognised that the NMPF is a strategic document aimed at guiding marine development throughout the 
country. It is further recognised that the ports sector is just one of the many economic stimulus and growth 
points in the country and that the NMPF must take a strategic view of all generators whilst also protecting the 
natural environment. However, there is some concern that the potential of ports and their contribution to 
economic development at national and regional level is not fully recognised in spatial planning documents. The 
significance of the ports must be recognised, encouraged, supported and overall must be actively promoted in 
the NMPF, if their full economic potential is to be realised in the future. This can be achieved in part through 
recognition of POC standing as a Tier 1 Port as prioritised in the 2013 National Ports Policy.  
 
The potential of the marine economy cannot be considered in isolation but rather must be considered in a wider 
socio-economic context, building on the potential of the region and the potential of existing and future 
commercial synergies. The NMPF must not solely focus on environmental protection and compatibility of uses. 
Instead it must take account of a regions assets and the potential of that asset to strengthen and grow with 
appropriate investment. The POC is substantially located in an urban setting and therefore its activities are 
influenced by land-use planning and therefore competing uses. On the marine side the POC sits in Irelands 
larges natural harbour with many competing uses such as, leisure, tourism and environmental designations. 
The POC investment plans will potentially attract thousands of jobs to the region, a strategy which is in 
accordance with the objectives of the Governments Marine Strategy, ‘Harnessing Our Oceans Wealth’ and the 
National Planning Framework.  
 
This submission examines the detail of the strategic NMPF and recommends some amendments to policy 
objectives in recognition of the importance of the Port of Cork to the region. It is imperative that the NMPF 
supports the POC Strategic Development Plan which includes development objectives for locations within Cork 
Harbour. The locations are identified in Table 2.1 below and shown in Figure 2.1 below: 
 
Table 2-1: List of sites with potential for POC activities within Cork Harbour 
 

Marino Point / Foaty Channel Lands adjacent to Ringaskiddy 
Ferry Terminal Whitegate / East Channel 

Marino Point Jetty and former IFI 
site  East Side of Ringaskiddy Basin Curlane Bank  

Cork Dockyard Adjacent Haulbowline Island  Dogsnose Bank  

ADM Jetty Cuskinny Bay Aghada / East Channel  
 

Figure 2-1: Location of POC Potential Development sites in Cork Harbour 
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These locations for current and future development have gone through a rigorous site selection process and 
must be protected for current and future Port activities. It is important to note that POC are currently in the 
process of reviewing the current Port of Cork’s Strategic Development Plan and commencing the preparation 
of the Port of Cork Strategic Masterplan 2050. This masterplan, in addition to the potential development 
locations outlined in Figure 3.1 will also be reviewing and identifying additional locations for development. The 
status of Ports Strategic Masterplans must be recognised in the NMPF similar to how they are recognised in the 
National Ports Policy 2013 and the National Planning Framework. In this regard Section 4.3 of the National Ports 
Policy 2013 states that: 
 

“There is potential to integrate masterplans within the existing planning hierarchy; this should be explored 
fully by the individual port companies and the planning authorities to ensure that the process becomes 
embedded into planning and development strategies and offers clarity to all stakeholders regarding the 
future development plans for each port”. 

 
 
The National Planning Framework, clearly recognises the status of Port Masterplans under Policy Objective NPO 
40 where it is stated that “ strategic development requirements of Tier 1 Ports, should be addressed as part of 
he RSES to ensure that effective growth and sustainable development.  
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3.  COMPANY OVERVIEW  
 
 
The Port of Cork operates from a number of different locations and facilities within the Greater Cork Harbour 
Area. There are four distinct public port facilities situated at the City Quays, the Tivoli Industrial and Dock Estate, 
the Ringaskiddy Deepwater and Ferry Terminals, and the Cobh Cruise Terminal. In addition, the POC has recently 
acquired Marina Point facility which has an existing jetty with a length of 237m and a draft of 10m. The locations 
of these site and future potential development sites within Cork Harbour as identified in the Port of Cork 
Strategic Development Plan are listed in Table 3.1 and identified in Figure 3.1 above.  
 
The Port of Cork is the key seaport in the south of Ireland and is one of only two Irish ports which service the 
requirements of all six shipping modes i.e. Lift-on Lift-off, Roll-on Roll-off, Liquid Bulk, Dry Bulk, Break Bulk and 
Cruise. The Port of Cork is the second largest port in the Republic in turnover terms.  
 
The port has made impressive strides in recent decades. Since 2000, the Port of Cork has invested €72 million 
in improving Port infrastructure and facilities. Due to its favourable location on the south coast of Ireland and 
its modern deepwater facilities, the Port of Cork is ideally positioned for additional European trading as well as 
for yet unexploited direct deep sea shipping services. 
 
POC is recognised by the European Commission as one of the three core ports in Ireland under the Trans- 
European Transport Network (Ten–T). In the Government’s 2013 National Ports Policy, Tier 1 ports are of 
national significance and importantly, are responsible for providing future national port infrastructural capacity.  
 
The Port’s Strategic Development Plan (SDP) Review outlines the company’s intention over time to relocate its 
commercial trade to the lower Cork Harbour area which is currently underway. This has been informed by a 
rigorous assessment and site selection process, which identified Ringaskiddy as the optimal location to 
consolidate the Port’s LoLo services and ensure that it can service future trade growth. The principles set out in 
the SDP have been endorsed by the Government, which has also noted that the continued development of the 
Port represents a key strategic objective of national ports policy. It is important to note that the Port of Cork 
are currently in the process of updating their Strategic Development Plan in making a new Masterplan which 
will guide the development of Port activities for the next 30 years.  
 
The Port of Cork serves a catchment area which represents a large and strategically important part of the State’s 
population and economic base. Almost two-thirds of the Port’s customers are located in Cork while over 70% 
are in the South West region and 92% are in Munster. This has important implications in terms of the 
requirements for port capacity to serve this catchment area. It is further estimated that the value of trade 
handled by the Port of Cork is at €13.9 billion and supports almost 172,000 full time equivalent jobs across the 
region and national economies (1). 
 
The POC, alongside the planned development of a deep-water terminal at Ringaskiddy, will play a primary role 
in meeting the expected growth in demand and in responding to market requirements, including the ability to 
handle the largest vessels going forward. It is expected that existing trade at the Port will expand in line with 
the Governments National Development Plan and diversify into the future in accordance with macro trends to 
include marine renewables, new forms of energy and sustainable trade streams.  
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4.  SUBMISSION 
 
 
The Department of Transport clearly recognises in its National Ports Policy Document that ports can act as 
engines of regional economic growth and that “significant shortfalls in port infrastructure capacity could result 
in serious damage to the economy”. The 2015 report ‘Strategic Investment Framework for Land Transport, 
published by Minister Paschal Donohoe notes three key priorities when it comes to investing in our transport 
future, one of which states that we must “maximise the contribution of the land transport network to our 
national development vis targeted investments to improve connections to seaports and airports”. It is thus clear 
that core infrastructural requirements to facilitate port expansion must be actively promoted in the region. 
 
To facilitate Port expansion the NMPF plays a vital role in the delivery of the Port of Cork Strategic Plan. It is this 
Plan which must be supported in the NMPF to ensure the economic growth of the region.  
 
Below we set out the POC submission on the Draft NMPF under 9 principle headings: 
 

1. Integrated Land and Sea Based Planning  

2. Correlation with National Planning Framework  

3. Need to support the Ports of Cork Strategic Development / Masterplan Plan 

4. Protection of Port Uses  

5. Role of POC as a Statutory Consultee  

6. Recommended amendments to planning system  

7. Need for regional spatial plans  

8. Role of POC in Tourism, Ferry and Cruise ships.  

9. Port of Cork as an Energy hub 

10. Maintenance Dredging / Capital Dredging.    
 
 
 
4.1 Integrated Land and Sea Based Planning  
 
The integrated approach to proposals that may have an interaction with both the maritime area and terrestrial 
must be welcomed as the lack of integration between terrestrial land-use policy objectives and marine use 
objectives has been a significant issue for Port of Cork. . Section 3.1 of the Draft NMPF states that: 
 

“The Overarching Marine Planning Policies (OMPPs) presented in this chapter apply to all proposals 
capable of having impacts in the maritime area. They apply equally to proposals that would be located in 
the maritime area, and to proposals that would be located outside of the maritime area but capable of 
having an impact in the maritime area. An example of the latter would be land-based development in a 
port that would support an offshore activity such as renewable energy”. 

 
 
Given the above objective it is imperative that the policies and objectives set out within the Draft NMPF are 
wholly consistent with the policies and objectives set out within the National Planning Framework and the 
hierarchy of plans. Much of the infrastructure concerning ports and harbour proposals have both land and 
marine elements that straddle the interface between the terrestrial and marine planning systems. As such both 
systems need to take account of each other’s objectives and policies on a reciprocal basis.  
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It is imperative that the Marine Planning Bill is enacted to support this objective and install a single consenting 
authority and single consenting process for development proposals which transcend terrestrial and marine 
areas.  Having a single consenting authority will ensure an integrated and cohesive approach to Port 
development.  In achieving this the NMPF must fully appreciate the socio-economic importance of Ports to 
the regional and the Country as a whole.  
 
 
 
4.2 Correlation with National Planning Framework  
 
The National Ports Policy, published in March 2013, provides the framework for the provision of port services. 
The policy contains a number of legislative and non-legislative measures which are designed to address the 
issues facing the sector today and into the future. The Port of Cork welcomes the inclusion of the National 
Planning Framework (Objective 40) within the Drat NMPF (Section 14.6), where it states that it is an objective 
to: 
 

“Ensure that the strategic development requirements of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Ports, ports of regional 
significance and smaller harbours are addressed as part of Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies, 
metropolitan area and city/county development plans, to ensure the effective growth and sustainable 
development of the city regions and regional and rural areas”. 

 
 
The Port of Cork would recommend that Section 7.3 of the National Planning Framework is also included in 
Section 14.6 of the NMPF so to recognise the scale and complexities of issues surrounding port development. 
The reason for the inclusion of Section 7.3 is to recognise that Ports are naturally moving to parts of harbours 
that have deeper waters and closer to national channels so to minimise the need for dredging which also has a 
positive environmental impact whilst utilising the natural deep water. In the Port of Cork’s case this is the Cork 
Lower Harbour.  
 
"The long-term international trend in ports and shipping is toward increased consolidation of resources in 
order to achieve optimum efficiencies of scale. This has knock-on effects in terms of vessel size, the depths 
of water required at ports and the type and scale of port hinterland transport connections”.  
 
Furthermore we note the reference to the Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies (RSES) in Objective 40. It 
should be noted that the Southern Regional Assembly RSES has been adopted. The objective in the RSES 
supports the development of a ‘Ports and Harbour Strategy for the Southern Region” and  “support the strategic 
role of our region’s port and harbour assets under the National Marine Planning Framework”. Given the 
objectives as outlined in the adopted RSES for the Southern Region and its objective to prepare Regional Port 
and Harbour Strategies, it is imperative that the NMPF provides further guidance to the Regional Assemblies in 
the timing and implementation of the Regional Strategies.   
 
In line with the recommendations outlined in Section 4.3 of the National Ports Policy 2013 it is submitted that 
Ports Strategic masterplans should be directly adopted into any regional marine strategy that would be 
development for the Southern Region. Port Masterplans are complex documents which are developed in 
accordance with international best practice and integrate strategies for all forms and modes of transport. 
Therefore the Ports should be empowered and the Ports strategies should be adopted as a sectoral response 
in addressing the RSES Objective as set out in the National Planning Framework Objective 40.   
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It is recommended that the following text is added to Section 14.6 of the Draft NMPF: 
 
“The development of Regional Strategies for Ports and Harbours should be commenced within 1 year of 
adoption of the RSES and the objectives incorporated into the RSES and city/county development plans. In 
line with the National Ports Policy 2013 Ports strategic masterplans should be adopted directly as a sectoral 
response in meeting the requirements for regional plans. ”.  
 
 
 
4.3 Need to support the Port of Cork Strategic Development / Masterplan Plan  
 
Section 14.13 of the Draft NMPF recognises that ports engage in long-term planning and produce a Master or 
Strategic Plan, usually spanning a 40 year period. These plans identify the infrastructure required in the port to 
meet not only their own future commercial needs but that of the economy as a whole. Section 14.7 of the Draft 
Plan also notes that the National Development Plan commits to improving Ireland's overall national, regional 
and local road infrastructure. The NDP also states that strengthening access routes to Ireland’s ports through 
investment to upgrade and enhance the road transport network to improve journey times is and remains a 
Government priority. 
 
Section 14.26 of the Draft NMPF states further that: 
 

“Each of the three Tier 1 ports is currently engaged in significant phased infrastructure investment in 
relation to key elements of their masterplans. Supporting the existing and future development of ports in 
line with their approved master/strategic plans is essential to ensure the continued economic prosperity 
of the country. Other commercial ports are also currently in the development stage of their plans”.  

 
 
In order to strengthen the above statement it is recommended that the following policy objective is included: 
 
"Continued support for capital infrastructure projects in the Port of Cork’s Strategic Development Plan 
including redevelopment of existing port facilities in Ringaskiddy and the development of lower harbour port 
locations”.  
 
Improve quality of inter-regional transport connectivity and networks improving access to the Port of Cork 
particularly for freight movement and the quality of the TEN-T Corridor. The delivery of strategic transport 
network improvements under Cork MASP Objectives 6-9 including improved strategic road access to the Port 
of Cork Ringaskiddy, Cobh, Marino Point and Whitegate is supported as a critical component for unlocking 
the full potential of the Port of Cork and to enable regeneration of the Cork Docklands.  
 
It is an objective of the NMPF to support the M8/N25/N40 Dunkettle Junction upgrade (approved) and 
improved Ringaskiddy Port access; delivering ambitious large-scale regeneration projects for the provision of 
new employment, housing and supporting infrastructure in Cork Docklands (City Docks and Tivoli) as 
integrated, sustainable developments, including relocation of two ‘Seveso’ sites from the City Docks; 
 
In addition, in accordance with Section 4.3 of the National Port Policy 2013 subject to meeting regularity 
compliance consideration should be given to adopting Ports Master or Strategic plans as Statutory document 
that sit legislatively within the hierarchy of statutory plans and at the very least Port Master or Strategic Plans 
should be  adopted as a sectoral response in addressing the RSES Objective as set out in the National Planning 
Framework Objective 40.   
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4.4 Protection of Port Uses  
 
The DNMPF states that “Sustainable development of the ports sector and full realisation of the National Ports 
Policy with a view to providing adequate capacity to meet present and future demand, and to adapt to the 
consequences of climate change” is a key requirement.  Policy Objectives 2 and 3 of the DNMPF also states: 
 

“Proposals that may have a significant impact upon current activity and future opportunity for expansion 
of port and harbour activities should demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: a) avoid, b) 
minimise, c) mitigate significant adverse impacts, d) if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse 
impacts on current activity and future opportunity for expansion of port and harbour activities, proposals 
should state the case for proceeding” [Policy Objective 2]. 
 
“Proposals that may have a significant impact upon current activity and future opportunity for expansion 
of port and harbour activities must demonstrate consideration of the National Ports Policy” [Policy 
Objective 3].  

 
 
Whilst the above policy objectives are welcomed the term significant impact is considered to be subjective and 
potentially prone to misuse. In this regard more certainty needs to be provided to developers in what needs to 
be considered with regard to future development impact on Ports. Furthermore the definition of “expansion of 
port and harbour activities” also needs to be tightened up. Therefore the Port of Cork recommend the following 
changes/  additions to Policy Objective 2 and 3 of the DNMPF: 
 

“Proposals that may have an economic and / or  operational  significant impact upon current activity and 
future opportunity for expansion of port and harbour activities in accordance with the National Port 
Strategy and Ports Masterplans / Strategic Plans should demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: 
a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate significant adverse impacts, d) if it is not possible to mitigate significant 
adverse impacts on current activity and future opportunity for expansion of port and harbour activities, 
proposals should state the case for proceeding” [Policy Objective 2 rev.]. 
 
Proposals that may have an economic and / or operational  significant impact upon current activity and 
future opportunity for expansion of port and harbour activities must demonstrate consideration of the 
National Ports Policy and the Ports Masterplan / Strategic Plan [Policy Objective 3 rev]  

 
 
 
4.5 Role of POC as a Statutory Consultee  
 
Section 14.25 of the Draft NMPF is welcomed where it is stated that “ports should be designated consultees for 
any proposed developments in the maritime area to ensure early engagement”. However this statement should 
be expanded and include terrestrial and maritime activities as onshore activities can significantly interact with 
maritime uses.  
 
Policy Objective 10 of the DNMPF does not fully adopt the sentiment of Section 14.25 of the Plan, therefore the 
POC recommend the following additions so to fully adopt Section 14.25 of the Plan: 
 

“Proposals within ports limits, beside or in the vicinity of ports and/or that impact upon the main routes 
of significance to a port must demonstrate within applications that they have: been informed by 
consultation at pre-application stage or earlier with the relevant port authority, and; have carried out a 
navigational risk assessment including an analysis of maritime traffic in the area, and; have consulted 
DTTAS, MSO and Commissioners of Irish Lights. Applicants must continue to engage parties identified in 
pre-application processes as appropriate during the decision-making process.  
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Additionally, ports should be designated statutory consultees for any proposed developments in the 
maritime area to ensure early engagement” [Policy 10 rev]. 
 
 

The Port of Cork expect that the Marine Planning Bill will adopt these requirements under statute.  
 
 
 
4.6 Recommended amendments to planning system  
 
Section 14.29 of the Draft NMPF states that: 
 

“Experience throughout Europe has shown that many investments aiming to complete the TEN-T are 
confronted with complex and lengthy planning, procurement, permit and consent granting procedures. 
The European Commission recognises that this situation jeopardises the on time implementation of 
projects and in many cases results in significant delays, increased costs and loss of grant funding. To rectify 
the situation a recent proposal has been published for a Regulation on streamlining measures for 
advancing the realisation of the trans-European transport Network. This proposes mandatory 
prioritisation of TEN-T projects and sets a maximum period of 4 years for all planning, environmental and 
other permits and consents to be finalised”. 

 
 
The above section should be updated to reflect the current situation as set out below: 
 
On 2 December 2019, the European Council adopted a general approach, changing the legal nature of the 
proposal from a regulation to a directive, to give Member States more flexibility. The draft directive would 
cover projects that are part of pre-identified cross-border links and missing links of the TEN-T core network. 
Projects related only to telematics or other new technologies will be excluded from the scope. Member States 
will designate an authority to act as the main point of contact for the project promoter. For the entire permit-
granting process, a maximum time limit of four years will apply, extensions will be possible in duly justified 
cases. Member States will have two years to comply. 
 
The above procedure is welcomed for such strategic important developments as Ports. POC also welcomes the 
legislative changes proposed in the Drat Marine Planning and Development Management (MPDM) Bill which 
seeks to establish in law a completely new regime for the maritime area which will replace existing State and 
development consent regimes and streamline arrangements on the basis of a single consent principle. Given 
the unique positions of Ports transcending both the terrestrial and maritime area this new Bill must be enacted 
without delay so to avoid unnecessary duplication and to ensure that the process of seeking consent is 
streamlined.  
 
Whilst it is understood that legacy issues are to be dealt with through legislative measures i.e. the Marine 
Planning Bill. The POC recommends that a task force be set up within the relevant Ministerial department to 
deal with legacy issues concerning leases and other port activities through the new ‘Maritime Area Consent’ 
process. In this regard it is noted that Head 47 of the Marine Bill states – “DCCAE will develop  appropriate 
drafting instructions for transitional provisions relevant to policy sectors within the scope of this Act”.  
 
  

http://www.fehilytimoney.ie/


 
CLIENT: Port of Cork 
PROJECT NAME: Submission on Draft National Marine Planning Framework 

 

P2320 www.fehilytimoney.ie Page 11 of 14 

 

Therefore the POC recommend the following objective is included in the NMPF: 
 
“It is understood that many Ports and Harbours have legacy issues concerning leases and consents. A task 
force will be set up under the new ‘Marine Area Consent’ Process to review legacy issues and advise on 
appropriate measures for the continuation or cessation of such activities”  
 
 
 
4.7 Need for regional spatial plans  
 
Section 2.54 of the Draft NMPF outlines that “The Regional plan-making process will be developed through a 
partnership approach between the National MSP team and groups of local authorities working on a regional 
basis.  
 
The Draft Plan envisages that local authority groups will form through one of a number of models (e.g. shared 
service, lead authority), and grouping together on the basis of, for example, shared coastline/geography, similar 
maritime challenges and opportunities and existing partnership arrangements (for example, local authorities 
along the Atlantic Economic Corridor). POC recommend that the Regional spatial plans adopt a zoning approach 
to 1. direct development to appropriate locations and 2. to protect existing and future port activities as set out 
in the Port of Cork Strategic Development Plan.   
 
It is recommended that the following policy objective is included in this section with regard to Regional Planning: 
 
Include National Planning Framework, NPO Objective 38. "Regional, metropolitan and local development 
plans will take account of and integrate relevant maritime spatial planning issues and Port Authorities must 
form part of the Steering Group in the making of Regional Marine Spatial Plans”.  
 
Furthermore as set out in Section 5.2 above, “The development of Regional Strategies for Ports and Harbours 
should be commenced within 1 year of adoption of the RSES and the objectives  incorporated into the RSES 
and city/county development plans. Port Master or Strategic Plans should be  adopted as a sectoral response 
in addressing the RSES Objective as set out in the National Planning Framework Objective 40 which includes 
a requirement to prepare Regional port strategic plans.  
 
 
 
4.8 Role of POC in Tourism and Ferry / Cruise ships.  
 
Policy Objective S & R 2 and S & R 4 of the DNMPF states with regard to tourism that: 
 

“Proposals should demonstrate the following in relation to potential impact on recreation and tourism: 
The extent to which the proposal is likely to adversely impact sports clubs and other recreational users, 
including the extent to which proposals may interfere with facilities or other physical infrastructure. The 
extent to which any proposal interferes with access to and along the shore, to the water, use of the 
resource for recreation or tourism purposes and existing navigational routes or navigational safety” 
[Policy 2]. 

 
“Proposals that improve access to marine and coastal resources for tourism activities and sport and 
recreation should be supported, where appropriate, at the applicable scale and aligned with existing 
development plans” [policy 4]  
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It is submitted that a clear distinction be made between recreation facilities and tourism assets as in a 
harbour context, there is a significant distinction between both from a socio-economic perspective. In 
addition the policy should clearly set out that a proposal within a Harbour context  should demonstrate that 
the proposal does not impact on Navigation of Ports and its capacity for commercial development.  
 
 
As set out in Section 5.5 above Ports in their role as Statutory consultee should be given the authority to review 
and recommend development proposal.  
 
Furthermore given the economic importance of Cruise Ships and ferry , POC submits that additional policy 
support measures are required.  
 
Section 19.16 of the Draft NMPF states with regard to Cruise ships and ferries: 
 

“Cruise tourism and port/harbour related activities are important for tourism and can provide good 
synergies with other sectors using these facilities. In addition, ports are an important entry-point for 
overseas tourists coming to Ireland via ferry”.  

 
 
POC suggests that the following objective be added so to protect and development existing and future cruise 
berths and ferry berths within harbours: 
 
The maintenance and development of Cruise berths and ferry berths in appropriate locations will be 
supported especially the expansion of existing facilities.  
 
 
 
4.9 Port of Cork as an Energy Hub 
 
Section 11.19 of the Draft NMPF outlines that “our ports will also play a crucial role in facilitating the necessary 
development of both offshore renewable generation and grid infrastructure, requiring investment to handle 
plant, equipment and cabling, and the associated shipping during the construction, operation and maintenance 
phases of future projects” and Policy Objective ORE Policy 7 states that “where potential for ports to contribute 
to ORE is identified, plans and policies related to this port must encourage development in such a way as to 
facilitate ORE and related supply chain activities”.  
 
It is also noted that the 2015 Energy Whitepaper prepared by the Dept. of Communications, Climate Action and 
Environment  seeks to carryout an options analysis for the storage of gas in Ireland taking into account the 
interdependent nature of gas and electricity systems.  
 
It is noted that the Draft NMPF is supportive of the Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) facility in Ballylongford, Co. 
Kerry. It is important to note that POC has a memorandum of understanding with a service provider for LNG / 
Bio-LNG and are currently carrying out feasibility studies for berths in various harbour locations to 
accommodate LNG, Bio-LNG, Hydrogen, or other transition / future fuels. The Port of Corks role as an existing 
energy hub should also be recognised.  
 
The Cork Harbour Region  is currently a significant strategic energy hub for the Country, facilitating c. 25% of 
Irelands overall electricity energy demands; the Cork Harbour Region holds Irelands only oil refinery with a 
liquid fuel storage and distribution hub; LPG is imported and distributed through two private facilities in Tivoli 
docks and; Kinsale Gas field off Cork Harbour whilst currently decommissioning it may provide a solution for 
future gas and  / or gas storage.  
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The POC through its shareholding in the Bantry Bay Port Company has a significant role to play in the spatial 
distribution and storage of fuel to serve the Country. The Plan should recognise that any future energy such as 
hydrogen import /  or carbon export will require facilitation by a Large Tier 1 port and Cork is strategically well 
placed and with its history in energy has a proven track record to cater for future energy demands.  
 
Therefore POC recommends the inclusion of the following Section after Section 8.5 of the Draft NMPF: 
 
The NMPF will encourage Ports to develop further as energy hubs and recognises the role that the Cork 
harbour region currently plays in facilitating Irelands existing energy demands.  Through facilitating ORE 
indirectly or through acting as hubs directly for transition / future fuels, Ports can transition and evolve their 
service offerings.  
 
 
 
4.10 Maintenance Dredging / Capital Dredging 
 
Section 14.27 states Dredging is essential to maintain channels and deepen berths especially as the sector is 
moving to ever larger ships with greater capacity. Dredged material may be disposed of at marine sites licensed 
by the EPA or, if possible, used for alternative purposes such as land reclamation or beach nourishment to 
minimise disposal at sea. 
 
Policy objective 4 states that: 
 

“Proposals for maintenance dredging activity will be supported where: necessary compliance assessments 
associated with authorisations necessary have been carried out and accepted by the relevant authority; 
there will be no unacceptable adverse impact on marine activities, uses and/or the marine area with any 
potential adverse impact is, in order of preference, avoided, minimised and/or mitigated; dredged waste 
is managed in accordance with internationally agreed hierarchy of waste management options for sea 
disposal; and if disposing of dredged material at sea, existing registered disposal sites are used, in 
preference to new disposal sites”. 

 
 
It is recommended that the following is added to Policy Objective 4 so to add further support to the objective: 
 

“Proposals for maintenance dredging activity will be supported where: necessary compliance assessments 
associated with authorisations necessary have been carried out and accepted by the relevant authority; 
there will be no unacceptable adverse impact on marine activities, uses and/or the marine area with any 
potential adverse impact is, in order of preference, avoided, minimised and/or mitigated; dredged waste 
is managed in accordance with internationally agreed hierarchy of waste management options for sea 
disposal; and if disposing of dredged material at sea, existing registered disposal sites are used, in 
preference to new disposal sites. Maintenance dredging which does not have an unacceptable adverse 
impact on marine activities, use and /or the marine area will be facilitated through the Marine Planning 
Act and  supported where possibly as exempted development. 

 
 
Policy Objective 9 states that “Proposals for capital dredging will be supported where it is essential to safeguard 
national port capacity and Ireland’s international connectivity”. Whilst this policy objective is supported by POC, 
the following minor amendment is recommended so to facilitate port expansion within line of Ports strategic 
Development Plans / Masterplans.  
 
“Proposals for capital dredging will be supported where it is essential  appropriate to safeguard national port 
capacity and Ireland’s international connectivity”.  
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5.  CONCLUSION 
 
 
We trust the Department will have full regard to the Port of Cork’s submission and key recommendations. The 
National Marine Planning Framework must recognise the Port of Cork as a key stakeholder in the development 
of marine planning policy.  The strategic objectives of the Port of Cork as set out in the Port’s Strategic 
Development Plan (which is currently been revised) should be provided adequate protection to enable the Port 
of Cork to continue to significantly contribute to the socio-economic development of the Region.  
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From: Ben Thomas [
Sent: 30 April 2020 
To: MSP - Marine Spatial Planning <msp@housing.gov.ie> 
Subject: National Marine Planning Framework 

 

Dear sir/madam, 

 

I do not believe due consideration has been given to public submissions thus far regarding the 

National Marine Planning Framework. 

 

Many public submissions have been made in the course of creating the Draft NMPF, 

however, these submissions and the issues raised in them have not been given adequate 

responses in the draft document or supporting materials. 

 

According to the governments own 'Public Consultation Guidance' it states: 

 

26. Feedback is an important part of the consultation. To encourage active participation, 

officials should publish a consultation report which may, in the form of a summary table 

identify the number of submissions received, key points raised in the submissions, whether 

these were taken on board or not, and future plans (if any) for further engagement. Where 

stakeholder input could not be reflected in the proposed policy, officials should provide a 

brief explanation as to why not. 

 

Source: https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/e9b052-consultation-principles-and-guidance/ 

 

This has not been adhered to thus far. 

 

In order to avoid any future controversy, I trust all public submissions to the draft document 

will be given adequate responses as per the government's guidance above. 

 

Regards, 

Benjamin Thomas 

 

https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/e9b052-consultation-principles-and-guidance/
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Key priorities for NORRI in Co. Wicklow are: 

 

1. Establishment of native oyster (Ostrea edulis) population by restoring their reef habitats 

along the Co. Wicklow coastline, based on the Biomimetic Restoration Solutions. 

2. Integrate oyster restoration together with reintroduction of extensive kelp forests along the 

Wicklow coastline. Select several pilot project sites, approximately 20-30 square kilometres in total, 

based on the Biomimetic Restoration Solutions. 

3. Maintenance and management of these sites as marine protected areas in order to support 

native oyster growth and multi species nursery grounds for juvenile species, including fish 

biodiversity.  

4. Ongoing research study of these sites to access their impact on extensive oyster bed/reef 

repopulation along the east coast of Ireland, effect on increased biodiversity, quantification of 

capacity for carbon sequestration, as well as adaptations to mitigating coastal erosion which is a 

major issue at some of the proposed sites especially the Murrough, Wicklow Town.  

5. Investigate re-introduction of native oyster beds in the vicinity of extensive offshore wind 

turbine projects planned for the Irish sea, thereby benefitting from the reduced fishing pressure in 

these zones to give the species a chance to regenerate.  

6. Development of various possibilities for onshore spin off industries in food production, 

biotechnology, HORECA and marine tourism.  

7. Collaboration with local fishermen and stakeholders to investigate new opportunities in 

sustainable fisheries and aquaculture, providing local circular economies.  

Background 
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Historically, oyster reefs were capable of spanning several hectares in area and could reach 4-7 

meters in height. Presently, global oyster reefs have been reduced by approximately 85% in many 

coastal ecoregions and by 99% in many bay areas. These declines in oyster reef population are 

mainly due to anthropogenic activities leading to overharvesting, habitat destruction, coastal water 

pollution, and diseases. 

Oyster reefs are formed through the gregarious settlement of oysters, preferably on their own shells 

or any other calcium carbonate substrate, which creates three-dimensional structures promoting 

many important ecological services. As ecosystem engineers, oyster reefs help facilitate ecosystem-

wide biodiversity; enhance benthic and pelagic coupling by harbouring of juvenile and smaller fish 

species; they create natural coastal buffer zones absorbing wave energy and protecting from 

erosion. Oysters provide excellent water filtration removing nitrogen bound in phytoplankton and 

organic particulates, as well as promoting bio-deposition, bioremediation, while their shells have pH 

buffering capacity.  

An adult oyster can filter between 100 and 240 l of water per day and have been observed to 

remove as much as 0.52 g of N and 0.16 g P at harvest. Similarly, oyster filtration can help reduce the 

turbidity and improve photosynthesis in deeper waters, promoting the growth of submerged aquatic 

vegetation (SAV). This very important symbiotic relationship between oyster habitats and SAV has 

been supporting synergistic ecosystem benefits such as sediment stabilization, habitat creation, and 

improved water quality.  

 

Oyster reefs along intertidal coastal areas have this symbiotic relationship with not just eel grass 

beds but also with salt marshes. Together these three keystone coastal systems act in unison 

creating some of the most biologically productive areas promoting the overall ecosystem health and 

function in coastal systems and estuaries. Therefore, the presence of three keystone coastal habitats 

is vital to the overall success of each habitat and the coastal ecosystems as a whole. 

Biomimetic Restoration Solution 

Oyster reef restoration projects have been focused more on reversing the trend of inhibited areas 

than on rebuilding self-sustaining reefs to promote ecosystem health and services. Oyster 

population dynamic, carrying capacity and ecological services in any given location depends on that 

location’s environmental conditions. In the restoration work we have provided natural hard benthic 

substrates (cultch) to support oyster settlement (Wellfleet Harbour, Chesapeake Bay); however, in 

the areas where there is a limited or no oyster population, propagation was supported by the ‘spat 

on shell’ approach (Boston Harbour, Nantucket Island, Orleans Harbour). We also used floating 

structures in the areas where benthic substrate was not suitable, made from various materials 

(recyclable plastic, green cement). Type of environmentally friendly materials (based on the Green 

Chemistry technologies) that we identified to be the most suitable to support oyster reef restoration 

include various green cements manufactured by BluePlanet Ltd, ECOncrete, and Growoysterreefs. 

How many oysters are necessary to support healthy population and reef habitat? Based on the 

paper by Luntz in 1960, native reefs consisted of 5,895 oysters per square yard. We based our 

calculations on this historic benchmark in order to address status and trends of oysters in a certain  
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area, their population structure, density and biomass, as well as carrying capacity to sustainably 

support natural oyster population. How would nature restore oyster reefs? 

Oysters have been an essential part of global coastal ecosystems and natural source of flux and 

nexus of food, water and energy between land and ocean. Biomimicking natural solutions is the 

most environmentally, economically and socially justified approach. The biomimetic restoration is 

based on the six life principles that are non-negotiable and involve creating and supporting 

conditions conducive to life, which are essential not only for life itself, but for any ethical, moral, and 

environmentally sound activity, design or decision.  A biomimicry-based approach to oyster habitat 

restoration will seek to ensure that infrastructures and activities are based on the six core principles:  

 

1) Does the new structure have the capacity to evolve and survive? The goal is for the restored or 

new communities to become self-sustaining in situ, evolving naturally, providing ecosystem services.  

2) Is it resource efficient? The multifunctional design in oyster reef restoration uses a water-energy-

food nexus process, established between the building structure, surrounding water and benthic 

communities.  

3) How does it adapt to changing conditions and model resilience? Resiliency of habitats and 

ecosystems attributes to their interconnectedness and interdependence, as living things adapt and 

evolve locally without waste of energy or materials. 

4) Are development and growth integrated? Structural designs of oyster habitats are modular and 

nested within the water column, over time they integrate development and growth to self-organize 

to develop complex food webs and trophic interactions.  

5) How is it locally attuned and responsive? The complex ecological functions provided by an oyster 

reef at the restoration site will need to be determined and incorporated in designing the built 

structures.  

6) Does it use life-friendly materials, water-based chemistry and self-assembly? This principle 

requires that structures are built by local, natural, untreated materials, sustainable, recycled, not 

harmful to water and support conditions conducive to life.  

Adequate water quality is the most important factor supporting coastal habitats’ health, function 

and biodiversity. There are missing ecosystem functions and services that oyster reefs can provide in 

polluted and degraded marine ecosystems, including bioremediation, specifically when addressing 

the impact and exposure to microplastic contamination. 

East Coast Oyster Fishery 

Ostrea edulis (native European flat oyster) historically embraced and provided numerous ecological 

services and functions along the east and southeast coastline of Ireland, establishing 80 km of 

extensive reefs from Wicklow Head to Ravens Point, Co. Wexford. Arklow was the main port for 

oyster fisheries in the 1800s, with a harvest of 40 million oysters in 1863, while today the whole of 

Ireland lands about 2.1 million native oysters per year. The value of that historical catch to the local 

economy today would be €120M.  

 

The local community started the initiative to restore their historic beds and established Native 

Oyster Reef Restoration Ireland CLG (NORRI), now supported by Wicklow County Council. The first  
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restoration goal is to identify suitable sites for oyster reef restoration, along the Wicklow’s coastal 

marine area, and establish it as a no-take Biomimicry LivingLabs®️ that can be replicated throughout 

Ireland and Europe.  

Our solution for oyster habitat restoration uses six biomimicry principles: evolve to survive, adapt to 

changing conditions, be locally attuned and responsive, resource efficient, use life-friendly 

chemistry, and integrate development with growth. The environment sets the limits for sustainable 

and resilient development and restoration, so our premise is to work with nature to establish 

conditions conducive to life and help restore native oyster reef habitats, while improving water 

quality, marine biodiversity and help heal our environment. 

Wicklow County Council in collaboration with NORRI hopes to reintroduce this species and restore 

oyster reef areas so that Wicklow and neighbouring counties can once again benefit from the 

presence of this native species in the Irish Sea.  

People have a tendency to forget what is beneath the waves. A vast amount of our territory is 

underwater and holds the promise for great economic wealth if managed in an environmentally 

responsible and sustainable manner. We hope that you will consider our endeavours in your future 

policies in relation to Ireland’s marine and coastal resources. You can view our documentary on the 

project at the link below.  

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=trRkAzOL1G0&feature=youtu.be 

 

Yours faithfully,  

 

 

Signed:  

 

Stephen Kavanagh.  

 

 

 

Prof. Anamaria Frankic. Chief Scientific Officer, Marine Biologist.  

 

Stephen Kavanagh. Director, Marine Biologist.  

http://www.norri.ie/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=trRkAzOL1G0&feature=youtu.be
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1. Introduction 

Energia  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  this  consultation.  Long-term  

forward  planning  for  Ireland’s  maritime  area  will  contribute  to  the  effective  

management  of  marine  activities  and  more  sustainable  use  of  our  marine  

resources.  An  appropriate  framework  will  enable  the  Government  to  set  a  clear  

direction  for  managing  our  seas,  to  clarify  objectives  and  priorities  and  to  direct  

decision  makers,  users  and  stakeholders  towards  more  strategic  and  efficient  

use  of  marine  resources.  It  will  inform  decisions  about  the  current  and  future  

development  of  the  maritime  area,  aiming  to  integrate  needs.   

Energia  is  optimistic  that  the  National  Marine  Planning  Framework  (“NMPF”),  will  

support  the  delivery  of  offshore  wind  projects  through  policy  objectives  and  

supporting  the  timely  delivery  and  publication  of  key  legislation.  The  NMPF  when  

implemented,  will  provide  an  overarching  framework  for  the  marine  environment  

within  which  a  development  pathway  for  ORE  developments,  amongst  other  

sectors,  will  operate.    The  move  to  a  single  State  consent  system  for  the  entire  

maritime  area,  as  set  out  in  this  NMPF  and  in  the  draft  General  scheme  of  

the  Marine  Planning  and  Development  Management  (“MPDM”)  Bill,  is  a  positive  

step  for  ORE  development.     

1.1. Interaction  with  Climate  Action  Plan 

The  Climate  Action  Plan  2019  (the  “CAP”  or  “CAP  2019”)  recognises  offshore  

wind’s  potential  to  significantly  contribute  to  the  achievement  of  Ireland’s  2030  

EU  renewable  energy  targets,  with  a  specific  target  of  generating  at  least  3.5GW  

of  offshore  renewable  electricity  by  2030.  It  must  be  stressed  however  that  

there  is  a  significant  lead  in  time  required  before  an  offshore  wind  project  can  

be  brought  to  commercial  operation  and  it  is  vital  therefore  that  both  the  NMPF  

and  a  clear  consenting  procedure  under  the  proposed  MPDM  Act  are  

implemented  with  sufficient  expediency  not  to  further  impinge  on  what  are  

already  tight  timelines  for  projects  to  be  delivered  by  2030. 

As  an  example,  Figure  1  below,  lists  a  number  of  the  key  activities  that  must  

be  completed  in  the  timeframe  set  out  to  allow  Energia’s  offshore  wind  farm(s)  

deliver  electricity  to  the  grid  that  would  count  towards  the  achievement  of  the  

CAPs  3.5GW  target  for  offshore  wind. 
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Figure  1   Project  Timeline  for  Energia’s  Enduring  Project(s)1 

 

The  timelines  outlined  above  in  conjunction  with  the  current  political  and  societal  

circumstances,  create  a  concern  that  potential  delays  to  either  the  NMPF  or  

MPDM  bill  will  risk  the  achievement  of  the  offshore  wind  specific  targets  outlined  

in  the  Climate  Action  Plan.  At  present  the  risk  of  legislative  delay  is,  arguably,  

the  single  biggest  risk  to  achieving  Ireland’s  target  of  at  least  3.5  GW  of  

offshore  wind  by  2030.  The  urgency  of  DHPLG  delivering  a  coherent  policy  

framework  for  offshore  wind  in  conjunction  with  DCCAE  can  therefore  not  be  

overstated. 

Relatedly  the  timing  and  delivery  of  a  range  of  policy  areas  e.g.  consenting,  

grid,  route  to  market  and  supply  chain  are  integral  to  success.  It  is  important  

to  appreciate  that  every  policy  area  is  interlinked.  Delays  and  difficulties  in  one  

will  ripple  through  the  timeline  as  the  absence  of  progress  in  any  one  area  will  

prevent  work  commencing  in  others.  Energia  are  hopeful  therefore  that  the  

timing  of  both  the  NMPF  and  the  MPDM  Bill  will  complement  other  key  legislative  

measures  affecting  the  renewable  energy  sector.   

While  the  immediate  focus  of  the  CAP  in  relation  to  offshore  wind  is  the  

achievement  of  the  2030  targets,  the  CAP  also  emphasises  that  Ireland  has  

the  potential  to  deliver  up  to  70  GW  offshore  from  its  coastal  waters.  The  

potential  size  of  this  resource  represents  a  significant  economic  opportunity  for  

Ireland,  which  must  not  be  missed.  Maximising  the  economic  benefit  from  this  

opportunity,  depends  on  the  extent  to  which  the  industry  locates  their  supply  

chain  in  Ireland  however.   

                                                

 

1  The  current  project  timeline  assumes  a  decentralised  grid  delivery  model  for  

Enduring  projects  which  have  an  ability  to  connect  in  advance  of  2030.    If  the  

delivery  model  is  centralised  it  is  expected  that  this  will  delay  overall  COD.   
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Investment  decisions  in  relation  to  the  location  of  offshore  wind  supply  chains  

are  happening  now  and  will  be  dictated  by  the  industry’s  perception  of  what  

the  level  of  activity  is  likely  to  be  after  2030.  If  the  perception  of  the  industry  

is  that  a  subset  of  projects  will  be  fast-tracked  to  meet  2030  targets,  with  the  

remainder  held  up  due  to  delays  in  the  passage  of  the  NMPF  and  the  MPDM  

bill  (and  via  knock  on  delays  to  the  related  policy  framework),  long  term  

investments  into  the  location  of  supply  chain  activities  will  not  happen. 

1.2. Interaction  with  future  RESS  Auctions 

The  Government  is  due  to  implement  its  first  Renewable  Electricity  Support  

Scheme  auction  later  this  year  (known  as  RESS  1).  It  is  generally  acknowledged  

that  offshore  wind  will  not  be  able  to  meet  the  qualification  requirements  for  

RESS  1  (for  example,  the  requirement  to  have  planning  permission  in  place).  

Energia  further  acknowledge  that  none  of  the  offshore  projects  currently  in  

development  will  likely  be  in  a  position  to  participate  in  an  envisaged  2021  

RESS  [2]  auction.  Notwithstanding  this,  the  legislation  will  need  to  be  in  place  

well  in  advance  of  the  auction.” 

Energia  expect  that  offshore  wind  will  have  a  significant  role  in  later  auctions  

which  are  expected  to  take  place  in  either  2023  or  2024  according  to  the  

Climate  Action  Plan  and  will  facilitate  a  specific  technology  cap  solely  for  

offshore  wind.  The  combination  of  factors  such  as  the  scale  of  offshore  wind  

projects  and  the  fact  they  have  not  been  extensively  developed  in  Ireland,  

makes  it  unlikely  that  any  offshore  wind  projects  can  be  completed  by  2030  

without  RESS  support. 

An  additional  consideration  related  to  future  RESS  auctions  for  Offshore  wind  

is  that  in  order  for  a  given  auction  process  to  be  competitive,  a  level  of  

oversubscription  within  the  auction  is  required  i.e.  the  total  capacity  (GW)  eligible  

to  take  place  in  the  auction  must  exceed  the  total  awarded  capacity  (GW)  by  

a  certain  factor.  The  capacity  that  must  be  capable  of  being  delivered  by  2030  

must  therefore  be  considerably  greater  than  3.5GW.  We  discuss  this  further  in  

our  response  to  ORE  Policy  1  in  section  3.1 

Having  both  the  MPDM  Act  (providing  for  a  clear  and  cohesive  consenting  

process)  enacted  and  the  NMPF  adopted  well  in  advance  of  RESS  2,will  once  

again  be  key  to  delivering  offshore  wind  capacity  in  time  for  2030.  If  delays  

are  encountered,  it  is  likely  the  CAP  target  will  not  be  met  in  the  auctions  

already  set  out  and  additional  auctions  would  need  to  be  run  as  required.   
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2. Legislation 

Throughout  the  framework  and  within  each  of  the  Key  Sectoral  /  Activity  Policies  

it  is  stated  that  proposals  for  activities  must,  through  their  development,  be  

cognisant  of  their  impact  in  relation  to  any  existing  activities  across  the  marine  

environment.  In  relation  to  existing  activities,  proposals  for  activities  are  obligated  

to:   

a)  avoid;   

b)  minimise;   

c)  mitigate;  and 

d)  state  the  case  for  proceeding  in  order  of  preference.   

The  intention  for  the  framework  to  operate  on  the  basis  of  a  holistic  approach,  

implies  that  Departments  and  Ministers  associated  with  a  particular  activity  or  

sector  must  ensure  they  remain  cognisant  of  all  other  relevant  sectors  when  

considering  the  impact  of  the  activity  or  sector  that  falls  under  their  purview.  

Energia  supports  the  holistic  approach  that  a  Marine  Spatial  Plan  brings  about  

however  we  are  concerned  that  the  framework  as  currently  written  creates  the  

potential  for  lengthy  delays  arising  from  conflicts  between  competing  activities.  

No  spatial  designation  has  been  included  within  the  framework  nor  has  a  

hierarchy  in  relation  to  competing  activities  been  set  out.  This  creates  significant  

uncertainty  for  projects  as  each  project  is  likely  to  involve  a  different  sub  set  

of  government  reactions  depending  on  their  proposed  location.  Additionally,  there  

is  the  risk  of  delays,  due  to  the  difficulty  associated  between  coordinating  

between  a  diverse  range  of  stakeholders,  that  may  not  have  collectively  

encountered  the  same  issue  before.     

The  potential  for  lengthy  delays  arising  from  conflicts  between  competing  activities  

is  a  risk  that  must  be  mitigated  in  light  of  the  time  critical  nature  of  both  

developing  offshore  wind  to  the  extent  that  enables  the  achievement  of  the  CAP  

2019  targets. 
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3. Energia  response  in  relation  to  specific  Offshore  

Renewable  planning  policies 

3.1. ORE  Policy  1 

Energia  fully  support  the  Government’s  target  as  set  out  in  the  CAP  of  

connecting  at  least  3.5GW  of  offshore  wind,  based  on  competitive  auctions,  to  

the  grid  by  2030.    In  order  to  achieve  this  target  however,  significantly  greater  

eligible  capacity  than  3.5GW  will  be  required  to  be  progressed  through  the  

single  State  Consent  system  in  the  short  term  to  allow  the  CAP  target  to  be  

met.  As  we  will  outline  historical  development  timelines  and  completion  rates  

indicate  that  in  order  to  achieve  a  target  of  3.5  GW  by  2030,  a  significantly  

greater  quantity  of  capacity  must  be  capable  of  delivering  this  output  to  mitigate  

against  the  risk  of  not  achieving  this  target.   

Energia  contend  that  the  extent  to  which  this  eligible  capacity  exceeds  3.5GW  

will  depend  in  particular  on  three  factors  –  (1)  planning  consent,  (2)  

receipt/delivery  of  a  grid  connection  and  (3)  the  need  to  hold  a  competitive  

auction: 

a) Planning  Consent 

In  light  of  the  significant  duration  between  the  initial  development  assessment(s)  

and  the  timing  for  the  proposed  development  pathway  for  ORE  projects,  it  is  

expected  that  each  of  the  projects  originally  set  out  as  Legacy  in  the  CAP  will  

now  require  amendments  to  their  lease  or  lease  application  to  progress  their  

development.    The  current  wording  of  the  MPDM  General  Scheme  and  

Transitional  Protocol  is  currently  contradictory  on  the  impact  of  this  amendment2  

however.  Each  project  will  now  be  obligated  to  progress  through  the  single  

State  Consent  process.   

 

Given  typical  project  consenting  failure  rates,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  a  

certain  number  of  these  projects  will  fail  to  secure  consent  and  as  such  will  

not  contribute  to  2030  targets.  Considering  once  again  the  development  timelines  

of  an  offshore  project,  this  further  emphasises  the  need  to  progress  both  

Relevant  and  Enduring  projects  through  the  development  pathway  in  the  short  

term.   

b) Grid  Connection 

                                                

 

2  The  Transitional  Protocol  defines  Relevant  Projects  (Section  3a)  which,  amongst  

other  attributes,  ‘require  material  changes  to  that  which  was  originally  applied  for  and  

assessed’  however,  Section  6  states  that  for  ‘any  proposed  offshore  wind    that  have  

not  been  or  are  not  being  developed  as  originally  assessed;  or  which  are  not  

Relevant  Projects  must  be  progressed  under  the  proposed  MPDM  Bill  2020.    No  

transition  route  for  these  projects  will  be  provided  under  the  MPDM  Bill’   



 Response    to    National    Marine    Planning    Framework    2020 

 

 7   April    2020 

Energia  estimate  that  the  average  project  size  for  an  offshore  wind  

development  will  be  approximately  600MW  in  output.  Therefore,  at  least  6  

individual  projects  will  need  to  be  completed  to  achieve  the  CAP  target  of  3.5  

GW  by  2030.  Connecting  6  offshore  wind  projects  of  this  scale  alone  would  

represent  a  considerable  challenge  by  2030.  However,  the  CAP  also  commits  

to  an  additional  7.5  GW  of  new  capacity  to  be  connected  by  2030  on  land.  

The  level  of  grid  infrastructure  that  will  be  required  to  meet  Ireland’s  2030  

targets  is  considerable  and  will  necessitate  the  completion  of  local  and  

national  reinforcement  works  alongside  individual  connections. 

It  would  be  a  considerable  oversight  on  the  part  of  policy  makers  not  to  

assume  that  a  certain  number  of  projects  will  experience  delays  obtaining  their  

grid  connection,  especially  if  their  individual  connection  is  reliant  on  the  

completion  of  a  large-scale  grid  project  elsewhere  in  Ireland.   

c) Competitive  Auction 

As  we  have  outlined  in  section  1.2  a  level  of  oversubscription  to  an  auction  is  

required  if  the  auction  process  is  to  be  competitive.  The  total  capacity  (GW)  

eligible  to  take  place  in  the  auction  must  therefore  exceed  the  total  awarded  

capacity  (GW)  by  a  certain  factor.    This  oversubscription  factor  has  not  yet  

been  set.  However,  given  the  scale  of  offshore  developments  and  capacity  (GW)  

associated  with  an  individual  project,  it  is  likely  that  this  factor  will  be  

considerably  larger  for  an  offshore  wind  auction  than  would  be  the  case  for  an  

equivalently  sized  onshore  auction. 

 

The  fact  that  offshore  wind  has  not  previously  been  eligible  for  technology  

specific  support  in  Ireland,  should  also  influence  the  size  of  the  oversubscription  

factor.  The  efficient  level  of  support  per  megawatt  is  currently  unknown  in  

Ireland,  therefore  future  RESS  auctions  will  provide  the  sole  means  of  price  

discovery.  Legacy  projects  may  not  necessarily  prove  to  be  the  most  cost  

efficient,  however  that  will  only  be  borne  out  in  an  auction  that  is  not  limited  

to  legacy  projects  alone.   

d) Combined  impact  of  a),  b),  c) 

Based  on  our  considerable  experience  of  developing  renewable  energy  projects  

in  Ireland,  Energia  have  produced  Error! Reference source not found..  This  

figure  works  back  from  the  desired  capacity  amount  of  3.5GW  by  2030,  to  

account  for  the  factors  we  have  outlined  in  a),  b)  and  c)  above.  In  arriving  at  

the  figures  outlined  in  Error! Reference source not found.  we  have  made  the  

following  assumptions 

1. The  average  offshore  project  size  is  600MW; 

2. That  between  1  and  3  projects  will  experience  delays  or  difficulty  

associated  with  planning  that  will  mean  they  will  not  be  completed  by  

2030; 

3. That  subsequent  to  receiving  planning  permission  on  time,  between  1  

and  3  projects  will  experience  delays  or  difficulty  receiving/completing  

their  grid  connection;  and 
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4. That  a  competitive  auction  for  3.5  GW  must  be  oversubscribed  by  at  

least  2  projects  (1.2GW)  to  be  considered  sufficiently  competitive. 

Figure  2.   Likely  amount  of  capacity  required  at  each  stage  to  ensure  overall  

achievement  of  2030  CAP  targets. 

5 GW
(9 Developments) 

6 GW

(10 Developments)

7 GW 
(12 Developments)

Likely number of Developments that will 

receive full planning permission in time. 
(Assuming 1-3 Developments do not receive planning 

consent)

Likely number of Developments that will 

receive or be in a position to accept their 

grid connection offer on time 
(Assuming 1-3 Developments do not receive a grid offer on 

time)

Required amount of capacity to be capable 

of holding a sufficiently competitive auction

(Assumes oversubscription of 3 developments)

Amount of Capacity to be delivered by 

2030
3.5 GW

(6 Developments)

Capacity amount that should be progressed 

at the same rate throughout the single State 

Consent system

8 GW
(14 Developments)

 
 

In  the  event  that  sufficient  competition  is  not  available  through  (a)  projects  failing  

to  achieve  planning  consent,  (b)  not  receiving  a  connection  offer  or  (c)  being  

unable  to  deliver  projects  at  a  competitive  rate,  there  is  considerable  risk  of  

missing  the  CAP  target  if  the  pool  of  projects  capable  of  delivering  in  time  for  

2030  is  overly  shallow.  An  unnecessarily  shallow  pool  of  projects  increases  the  

risk  that  auction  clearing  prices  will  be  higher  in  future  RESS  auctions  for  

Offshore  capacity,  to  the  detriment  of  final  customers.   

 

Given  the  consenting  risk,  risk  associated  with  obtaining  grid  access  and  the  

auction  requirements,  all  proposed  projects  which  demonstrate  an  ability  to  meet  

the  Government’s  CAP  target  (an  ability  to  connect  prior  to  2030)  should  be  

progressed  at  the  same  rate  throughout  the  single  State  Consent  system.   

3.2. ORE  2 

Energia  fully  supports  the  clarity  that  zonal  designation  for  particular  activities  

within  the  maritime  area  would  bring  however  zonal  designation  associated  with  

this  NMPF  has  not  been  undertaken.  Appendix  D  details  a  number  of  options  

for  spatial  designation  and  that  a  preference,  by  the  Advisory  Group,  for  a  

hybrid  approach  in  relation  to  zoning  for  specific  activities  or  zoning  certain  
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areas  emerged.    The  proposed  approach  allows  for  any  one  Minister  to  bring  

forward  proposals  for  designation  of  one  or  more  such  zones  with  the  final  

adoption  of  such  zones  being  set  out  in  the  MPDM  bill. 

Further  detail  is  required  in  relation  to  how  a  designation  process  is  envisaged  

given  the  current  environment  of  existing  offshore  wind  developments  on  the  

East  and  South  coasts.    Energia,  along  with  a  number  of  offshore  wind  

developers  are  currently,  at  significant  cost,  investigating  sites  that  were  identified  

in  the  Offshore  Renewable  Energy  Development  Plan  (“OREDP”)  as  being  

suitable  for  offshore  wind  development.    As  such,  it  is  imperative  that  these  

sites  are  incorporated  into  the  Strategic  Marine  Area  Zones  for  offshore  wind. 

The  retrospective  designation  of  particular  zones,  which  are  contradictory  to  

those  set  out  in  the  OREDP,  has  the  potential  to  significantly  delay  the  delivery  

of  ORE  developments.  It  is  imperative  that  in  any  development  of  Strategic  

Marine  Area  Zones  for  offshore  wind  are  forward  looking  and  do  not  delay  

projects  that  are  required  to  meet    2030  targets.  Future  zoning  in  relation  to  

other  sectors  also  has  the  potential  to  cause  significant  delays  to  ORE  

developments  as  it  is  unclear  what  affect  a  designation  (or  proposed  designation)  

would  have  on  an  existing  activity  or  an  activity  currently  in  the  planning  system  

within  the  same  spatial  area.  As  different  Departments  and  Ministers  will  have  

responsibility  for  different  sectors/activities,  each  with  their  own  priorities  and  

objectives,  it  is  inevitable  that  conflicts  will  arise  which  have  the  potential  to  

cause  lengthy  delays  in  decision  making.  Decision-makers  must  be  made  aware  

of  the  extent  to  which  they  are  obliged  to  comply  with  such  zoning  requirements,  

additional  clarity  is  therefore  needed  on  how  to  address  deviations  from  zoning  

objectives  to  ensure  compliance.  Consultation  with  ORE  stakeholders  is  required  

in  relation  to  any  such  zoning. 

3.3. ORE  3 

Energia  supports  this  policy  in  line  with  our  comments  in  section  2. 

3.4. ORE  4 

Energia  supports  the  policy  that  developments  should  be  informed  by  

consideration  of  space  required  for  other  activities  of  national  importance.   

3.5. ORE  5 

Energia  supports  this  policy  and  supports  the  value  of  test  sites  to  the  

offshore  wind  industry.  In  light  of  this  policy  the  criteria  for  assigning  a  site  

as  a  test  site  should  be  made  sufficiently  transparent  so  as  to  provide  clarity  

on  what  how  test  site  status  is  obtained. 

3.6. ORE  6 

Energia  supports  this  policy  proposal.  The  CAP  outlines  numerous  

technologies  and  means  by  which  Ireland  proposes  to  avail  of  renewable  
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energy  in  an  effort  to  decarbonise.  Electrification  of  heat,  transport  along  with  

the  use  of  electricity  as  a  means  of  producing  hydrogen  are  all  technologies  

that  would  support  local  use  of  excess  electricity  generated  from  emerging  

marine  technologies.   

Localised  use  of  the  power  from  wind  farms  also  has  the  potential  to  

engender  greater  community  acceptance  of  offshore  wind,  which  should  

contribute  to  a  greater  economic  footprint  in  local  communities,  either  via  the  

location  of  the  supply  chain  or  direct  use  of  the  electricity  in  the  community. 

3.7. ORE  7 

Energia  supports  this  policy  and  is  actively  engaged  with  a  number  of  ports  

in  the  vicinity  of  its  ORE  developments  to  explore  this  further.  The  economic  

benefit  associated  with  locating  supply  chains  should  be  a  key  driver  of  the  

development  of  offshore  wind  sites  and  thus  a  key  consideration  in  planning  

policy. 

3.8. ORE  8 

Energia  supports  this  policy. 

3.9. ORE  9 

There  is  a  mandatory  requirement  for  cumulative  impacts  to  be  assessed  in  all  

project  level  EIAs  across  all  topics  not  just  with  regards  to  visualisations.  

However,  the  phrase  ‘any  future  ORE  developments’  is  an  extremely  broad  term  

given  that  the  EIA  Directive  requires  cumulative  impact  assessments  to  take  

account  of  existing  and/or  approved  projects.  In  addition,  given  the  likelihood  

that  in  future  a  number  of  developments  may  be  earmarked  within  a  certain  

location  and  the  ability  of  a  single  developer  to  anticipate  “any  future  ORE  

development”  in  a  given  location  is  limited.  Clear  and  transparent  guidance  from  

the  regulators  is  required  on  boundaries  for  spatial  and  temporal  interactions  for  

Cumulative  Impact  Assessments  (CIAs)  to  provide  clarity  and  uniformity  in  the  

approach  to  this  given  that: 

• There  is  likely  to  be  multiple  neighbouring  projects  applying  for  planning  

permission  over  very  short  timeframes  and  once  the  first  gets  planning  

the  others  are  out  of  date  with  regards  to  CIAs  unless  they  include  a  

CIA  for  a  variety  of  planning  outcomes.  While  this  may  be  an  option  

some  thresholds  must  be  set  to  ensure  assessments  are  not  prohibitively  

onerous  or  complex  but  are  appropriate,  fit  for  purpose  and  robust. 

• There  will  be  multiple  projects  at  varying  stages  of  development  and  new  

projects  entering  the  planning  system  regularly  and  clarity  on  how  far  

into  the  future  a  CIA  needs  to  cover  is  required.   

Energia  request  that  offshore  developers  are  key  stakeholders  during  the  

planning  and  development  of  any  visualisation  assessment  or  guidelines  in  

relation  to  neighbouring  offshore  developments.   
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3.10. ORE  10 

Energia  supports  this  policy. 

3.11. ORE  11 

Energia  would  welcome  the  policy  proposal  that  where  appropriate,  proposals  

that  enable  the  provision  of  emerging  renewable  energy  technologies  and  

associated  supply  chains,  will  be  supported. 

 

4. Additional  Comments 

4.1. Lack  of  clarity  in  the  current  draft  of  the  MPDM  bill 

While  ultimately  a  matter  that  will  need  to  be  addressed  in  the  MPDM,  

consideration  should  be  given  to  reducing  the  number  of  decisions  involved  in  

the  process  of  bringing  an  offshore  wind  project  through  the  planning  and  

consenting  process.  This  will  ultimately  reduce  the  timeframe  and  risk  

associated  with  developing  projects.  Relatedly  a  lack  of  clarity  currently  exists  

in  the  current  draft  of  the  MPDM  Bill  on  the  weight  to  be  attached  to  the  

NMPF  in  the  decision-making  process.  Especially  in  relation  to  decisions  

around  the  granting  of  consents.  There  is  also  a  level  of  ambiguity  as  to  

whether  public  bodies  are  required  to  comply  with  the  NMPF  in  the  exercise  

of  all  of  their  functions  under  the  MPDM  General  Scheme  (i.e.,  as  a  form  of  

mandatory  obligation)  or  whether  the  requirement  to  simply  have  regard  to  the  

NMPF  in  the  exercise  of  those  functions. 

4.2. NMPF  and  Decision  Making 

Offshore  wind  projects  are  new  to  Ireland  therefore  it  is  important  that  

planning  authorities  can  rely  on  the  new  NMPF  to  inform  their  decisions  and  

allow  eligible  projects  to  progress  efficiently.  However,  the  enactment  of  the  

NMPF  alongside  the  MPDM  alone  will  not  in  isolation  deliver  the  planning  

environment  that  will  facilitate  the  development  of  offshore  wind  capacity  in  

the  required  quantity  to  achieve  Ireland’s  2030  CAP  targets.   

It  is  important  that  planning  authorities  are  adequately  resourced  to  make  

rigorous  decisions  on  offshore  wind  projects  and  that  the  potential  for  delays  

to  arise  is  minimised.  Any  resourcing  shortfall  has  the  potential  to  delay  the  

implementation  of  legislation  and  the  timing  of  robust  planning  decisions  to  

allow  projects  to  progress.    Offshore  wind  applications  are  likely  to  involve  a  

level  of  complexity  in  relation  to  planning  applications  hitherto  unseen  in  

Ireland.  New  skill  sets  will  therefore  be  required  of  An  Bord  Planeala,  which  

will  likely  require  the  recruitment  and  retention  of  technically  competent  and  

experienced  staff.  The  funding  of  licensing  bodies  will  therefore  need  to  

remain  adequate  to  maintain  and  support  this  level  of  expertise.   



 Response    to    National    Marine    Planning    Framework    2020 

 

 12   April    2020 

4.3. Interaction  between  fisheries  and  aquaculture  sectors  and  

Offshore  Renewable   

In  addition  to  the  specific  ORE  policies,  as  activities  which  have  potential  for  

direct  interaction,  Energia  support  the  Marine  Planning  Policies  as  set  out  in  

Section  5.0  Aquaculture  and  Section  12.0  Fisheries.    Energia  are  strongly  in  

favour  of  the  development  of  best  practice  guidance  for  the  interaction  between  

ORE  and  the  fisheries  and  aquaculture  sectors. 

In  the  current  draft  of  the  MPDM  bill,  aquaculture  and  fisheries  remain  governed  

under  existing  legislation  which  is  managed  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  

Food  &  the  Marine.  Consideration  in  relation  to  the  adoption  of  this  approach  

is  required  to  ensure  it  will  not  affect  the  success  of  the  forward  planning  

marine  planning  system  that  is  being  proposed  and  crucially,  that  no  sector  is  

omitted  from  consideration  when  decisions  are  being  made.   

4.4. Marine  Renewable  Energy  and  Infrastructure 

In  relation  to  the  figure  titled  “Marine  Renewable  Energy  and  Infrastructure”  on  

Page  125,  Energia’s  South  Irish  Sea  project  (FS007048)  which  is  located  

south  of  Arklow  Bank  Phase  2  is  not  shown.    Additionally,  the  Energia  project  

referred  to  as  Helvick  Head  (FS006982)  in  the  same  figure  has  been  

renamed  North  Celtic  Sea.  Energia  recommends  that  a  web  viewer  is  

maintained  with  up  to  date  project  information  displayed. 
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30th April 2020 

Dr. Easkey Britton – Applied Systems Thinking Research Group, Whitaker Institute, NUIG  

- 

Marine Planning Policy Statement Submission 

As a partner of the EU-funded Horizon 2020 Seas, Oceans & Public Health in Europe (SOPHIE)1  project, 
and a member of the Social Innovation and Participatory Processes research cluster (SIPP) at the Whitaker 
Institute at NUIG, I welcome the opportunity to comment on the National Marine Planning Framework Draft 
(NMPF). I would like to express some general remarks and address some key issues and opportunities for the 
NMPF. These are set in the context of wider goals for oceans and human health, sustainable development 
and the ecosystem-based approach to management, use and enjoyment of our seas. I also acknowledge and 
appreciate the level of engagement from the Marine Planning Policy and Development Division and hope to 
continue this engagement in the future.  

My key recommendations are: 

• In addition to the ecosystem-based approach, include a systems approach that recognises not only 
the complexity of marine issues but also the interactions between them and the multiple system 
dynamics at work.  

• Adopt and implement a ‘health in all policies’ (HiAP) approach, along with sustainability and 
environmental considerations, balancing the economics-dominated concept of Blue Growth. 

• Create an inclusive and iterative participatory process at every stage of the NMPF: design, 
delivery, implementation, review and subsequent adaption and evolution of the NMPF, without 
establishing ‘hard borders.’ 

• Continue  to  engage  with  local  communities  to  seek  out  and  identify  opportunities  for 
community-led  co-management  approaches  and  partnerships.    

• Consider national protocols needed for data sharing and inter-agency collaboration with a social 
inclusion focus.  This is critical before any meaningful discussion can take place regarding zoning. 

• Explicitly align the NMPF with the UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 

• Commit  to  implementing  SDG  5  (Gender Equality)  as  an  integrated  part  of  the  marine  
planning  process  on  national  and  regional levels and carry out a gender  analysis  of  the  
NMPF. 

• Consider  the  report of the  Marine  Protected  Area  Expert Advisory  Group  and  revise  the 
section  on  Marine  Protected  Areas  to  reflect  the  socio-ecological  nature  of  Marine  
Protected Areas. 

• Recognise that social and cultural values and assets are not only historical but are fundamental for 
sustainable and long-term societal wellbeing.   

• Include  the  concept  of  ‘building  back  better’  in  Planning  Policies  and  Key  Issues  for  
Marine Planning  for  Rural  Coastal  and  Island  Communities.  

• Address the fragmented nature of marine governance in Ireland by bringing marine-related 
activities under the aegis of one Government Department or a ‘Marine Ireland’ Agency. 

 
1 https://sophie2020.eu 
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• Acknowledge  the  societal  upheaval  caused  by  the  COVID-19  pandemic  and  reflect  on  how 
this  is  should  shape  the  national  approach  to  planning  and  managing  our  marine 
environment.  

 
Enabling collaboration - the NMPF requires a systems approach 
 
There is no part of the ocean that remains unaffected by the growing and interconnected pressures from 
climate change, biodiversity loss, and further degradation caused by human activities. To add to the 
complexity of these multiple marine pressures, they are situated within different political, social, economic 
and environmental systems across multiple scales of time, space, place, involving a diversity of stakeholders. 
 
The development of the NMPF will require transdisciplinary and trans-sector collaborations with all relevant 
stakeholder groups. No single group in isolation can address the challenges, opportunities and questions 
raised for marine planning in Ireland, given their complexity and transdisciplinary nature.  
 
The multiple interactions and dynamics at work at local and global scales present a challenge for marine 
planning policy, especially coordinating management approaches in such a fluid and dynamic space.  Fixed 
policies are no longer fit for purpose.  The global coronavirus pandemic starkly highlights the need to adopt 
adaptive policies and a more dynamic form of governance that allows managers to respond rapidly to 
changes in space and time, in addition to the need for mutual cooperation and support on a global scale. 
Furthermore, the need to understand multiple interactions and dynamics, not only complexity, requires 
participatory processes. Such processes require greater attention be given to issues of inclusion in 
governance and decision-making across ocean policy.  
 
Stakeholders and their engagement are central to success of messy or ill-structured problems. The boundaries 
of marine-based issues are diffuse. Outcomes are best seen as an interactive process with a multitude of 
stakeholders who are interrelated, not independent. 

A participatory approach is strongly recommended for every stage and evolution of the NMPF whereby 
multiple stakeholders navigate an inclusive path towards a sustainable future for our ocean and society. Such 
an approach was adopted and is advocated by the EU-funded H2020 SOPHIE research partnership in the 
recently published Strategic Research Agenda for Oceans and Human Health in Europe.2 
 
Recommendations: 
The NMPF should include a systems approach that recognises not only the complexity of marine issues but 
also the interactions between them and the multiple system dynamics at work. 
 
Create an inclusive and iterative participatory process at every stage of the NMPF: design, delivery, 
implementation, review and subsequent adaption and evolution of the NMPF. 
 
There will also be a large disparity in the language used by different groups, both literally and figuratively. 
Appropriate language and framing of a discussion should be considered when communicating with different 
stakeholder groups. 
 
Appropriate mechanisms for youth contribution and engagement should be considered and established. 
 
Adopt a Health in All Policies (HiAP) Approach in the NMPF 
 
The relationships between marine environmental health and human health are highly complex and multi-
faceted. The integrated metadiscipline of Oceans and Human Health has sought to unravel these complex 
linkages which encompass both risks and benefits to human health. A recent maritime policy report3 outlines 
how Europe, with the establishment of the EU Integrated Maritime Policy in 2007, took a significant step 

 
2 https://sophie2020.eu 
3 https://sophie2020.eu/resources/maritime-policy-brief/  
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forward in terms of integrating its approach to maritime policy. Moving away from the previously disjointed 
and sectorally-oriented policy framework, the Integrated Maritime Policy recognized that coastal seas and 
oceans are one system and that pressures and impacts in one location will potentially lead to impacts in other 
locations. Likewise, human activities in the marine environment impact on each other and on marine 
ecosystems in ways that may cause conflict and lead to marine environmental degradation. While we have 
legislated widely to regulate the impacts of human activities on the marine environment, and devised 
mechanisms to monitor and measure these impacts, we have not fully considered, in turn, the impacts of the 
marine environment (and marine environmental degradation) on human health. From a policy perspective, 
Oceans and Human Health seeks to deliver new knowledge and understanding that can help us to close this 
loop. 
 
The maritime policy report recommends that a ‘health in all policies’ approach should be taken in the future4, 
and this is even more pertinent in light of the global coronavirus pandemic. The ‘Health in All Policies’ 
approach is a horizontal cross-policy approach to strengthen the links between health and other policies. 
Recommendations made on how to achieve wins for both marine environmental health and human health and 
wellbeing within the current maritime policy framework present an opportunity for the NMPF to adopt the 
HiAP approach, advocated by the Amsterdam Treaty, whereby a high level of health protection should be 
ensured in the definition and implementation of all EU policies and activities. 
 
Recommendations: 

• Promote and support the development of a ‘health in all policies’ (HiAP) approach in marine and 
maritime policies related to the NMPF and their implementation. 

• Design and implement dedicated Oceans and Human Health management tools and actions for the 
NMPF. 

• Policy advice should be provided regarding the additional data collection and monitoring needs for 
both marine and health parameters to support the understanding of interactions and to develop a 
body of evidence to demonstrate these interactions.  

• The NMPF should help optimise existing data streams to support evidence-based management, it 
should also consider issues of accessibility and usability of existing data and monitoring systems. 

• Increase the support for Oceans and Human Health in sectoral and regional cooperation NMPF 
activities. 

 
 
Co-create a new narrative for our relationship with the ocean  
 
Instead of a narrative of loss, risk and fear, there is an opportunity within the NMPF to create a new narrative 
of the sea that recognises our marine environment as health-enabling, where our seas and coasts are 
celebrated for a range of health-promoting benefits. This builds on other emerging initiatives that point to 
remembering and reawakening our ocean heritage and values such as the recently established national Ocean 
Literacy Network, the nation’s annual Sea Fest, Love Your Coast photo competition, We Are Ocean 
initiative, and wild swimming, surfing and other watersports becoming the economic mainstay in many 
coastal communities. 
 
The need for new stories and experiences was identified by the We Are Ocean initiative in the UK as a key 
action to connect people with the sea. Stories help us make sense of the world, our places within it, and can 
spark curiosity and wonder that can form new connections, new ideas and new ways of thinking about the 
ocean and our relationship with it. This is essential if we are to evolve to an ocean literate culture. For 
example, The story of Ireland - a watery island with springs, streams, canals and rivers all around and under 
us and with all this water flowing eventually to the sea, the story of our watery isle seems strangely muted 
and invisible in our modern culture. It’s been concreted over, digitally diverted, out of sight and therefore out 
of minds. How might we weave this watery story and our intimate relationship with it back into our modern 
lives? 
 

 
4 McMeel, O., Tonné, N. and Calewaert, J.-B. (2019) Human health and EU maritime policy: Closing the loop. H2020 
SOPHIE Project. Brussels, Belgium. DOI 10.5281/zenodo.3663620 
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According to our 2016 Census, almost 2 million people live within 5km of the coast in Ireland. The potential 
benefits for health and wellbeing through connection to water, and through these connections engaging 
people in protection and conservation, is a ripe place for communities in Ireland to be pioneering. At the 
Whitaker Institute we are leading research in this space, exploring the role of blue spaces within our 
communities and cities.  
 
Connection, knowledge and understanding comes through experience. What we do not know, we cannot 
love. How can we help people to experience ocean connection more frequently, physically, digitally, 
virtually, as a gateway to learning and loving it? Especially Irish seas and coasts - for example how could we 
make more use of virtual and augmented realities and technologies in entertainment and learning, how could 
music, sound, art and sport bring experience to life? How might we increase beach and river cleans or water 
conservation participation by adding deeper engagement layers to attract new audiences? Or increase 
experience and connections to water more broadly - rivers, lakes, streams etc. 
 
Recommendations: 
 

• The NMPF represents a key opportunity to bring the ocean literacy principle of the 
interconnectedness between ocean and human health into mainstream culture, enhancing our 
awareness and understanding of the health promoting benefits of the sea.  

 
• The NMPF should facilitate a shift towards inclusive and publicly engaged marine management, and 

not legitimize the agendas of dominant actors5 . There is enormous need for new collaborations to 
help bring the marine space into our culture, there is also massive potential and opportunity for the 
communities, institutes, and organisations involved.  

 
• The NMPF should create a process of engagement and participation that aims to bring together 

unusual and diverse actors exploring ways that these diverse perspectives recombine, accelerating 
awareness, literacy and action through innovation, product, experiences and communications. 

 
• This would help create a culture of care that will support the implementation of the NMPF and 

sustainable use of wider ocean and coastal ecosystems. 
 
Balance the economics-dominated concept of Blue Growth with Blue Health 

The dominant narrative around the marine environment in the NMPF of “Blue Growth” and “ocean wealth” 
without reference made to ‘ocean health’ or ‘ocean and human health’ is cause for concern. As currently 
expressed, this may not leave space for other ideologies of, understandings of and relationships with the 
marine environment. While economics is undoubtedly important, the Irish coastal and marine environment is 
so much more than natural capital and services, this needs to be clearly articulated. Concepts such as natural 
capital and ecosystem services reframe non-human nature in economic and financial terms alone and this is 
too narrow when this is the only framing presented. Framing the environment as providing services does not 
capture the intrinsic value of the marine environment, its intertwined bio-cultural diversity and in particular 
its intangible cultural heritage. This is not adequately captured by framing culture as a "service". The 
metaphor of nature as a provider of benefits to humans only partially accounts for the broad spectrum of 
human-nature relationships, as harshly evidenced by the current COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
Blue growth has been identified as the dominant overall priority in 12 MSP’ing case studies in Europe, often 
aligned with strategic sectoral priorities, even if this comes at the cost of achieving the target for Good 
Environmental Status (GES) by 2020, which has failed to be met. This is consistent with growing concerns 
about the tensions between the Marine Strategy Framework (MSFD) and the Directive Establishing a 
Framework for Maritime Spatial Planning.6  

 
5 Flannery, W., Healy, N., & Luna, M. (2018). Exclusion and non-participation in Marine Spatial Planning. Marine 
Policy, 88, 32-40. 
6 Jones, P. J., Lieberknecht, L. M., & Qiu, W. (2016). Marine spatial planning in reality: Introduction to case studies and 
discussion of findings. Marine Policy, 71, 256-264. 
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In addition to targets for GES in the MSFD, Ireland’s Integrated Marine Plan (Harnessing Our Ocean’s 
Wealth, HOOW) outlined a goal to achieve healthy ecosystems that provide monetary and non-monetary 
goods and services, including health and well-being. In Ireland, there is great potential for the use of coastal 
and marine spaces for public health benefit with an abundance of resources. As the NMPF report 
acknowledges, the country has 850 km2 of estuaries and 13,000 km2 of coastal waters and the largest marine 
environment in the European Union (EU). Studies in the United Kingdom (UK) have highlighted the positive 
association between greater perceived biodiversity and marine wildlife behaviour with greater restorative 
potential.7 A finding that has implications for Ireland, home to a rich diversity of marine life including some 
of the most important breeding grounds for seabirds in Europe. However, according to the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), the health of Ireland’s coastal and inland waterways (which feed into our coastal 
waters) have experienced decline in recent years. 

As outlined in HOOW report, there is high recreational value and use associated with the marine 
environment. However, the non-monetary values of these recreation activities are often neglected (e.g. 
social, psychological and spiritual dimensions of health and wellbeing). Furthermore, the mechanisms for 
engagement, where, how and why people use marine and coastal space, are poorly understood8. Usage 
figures for blue spaces are not yet readily available at regional and local levels. There is no systematic 
process or reporting forum to capture, share and use this information. It is only with population-to-local level 
usage spatial data that the social and health inequalities which some individuals experience, and the social 
and community cohesion that other individuals and communities benefit from, can be understood and 
ultimately managed for in policies and practice.9 With this information, managers, planners, engineers, 
community groups, educators, public health authorities could help deliver healthy sustainable coastal 
communities, and meet the requirements of Healthy Ireland, Ireland2040 and other cross-sectoral plans. A 
previous study highlighted the need to better integrate policies and practices regarding health and nature10. 
This could be achieved if there was a cross-sectoral framework for marine spaces that linked with health, 
water quality, climate proofing, transport, housing, and other related issues. 
 
Worldwide the contamination of coastal waters is a major public health issue and bathing in any 
contaminated waters has been shown to cause gastrointestinal illness, eye/ear/sinus infections and skin 
rashes. Our desire to be cleansed, to wash away the stress and worries carried on land has become tainted in 
a marine environment that also carries our terrestrial waste (e.g. the explosion of micro-plastics, the 
persistence of untreated sewage overflow at key bathing sites, the higher risk of exposure to antibiotic 
resistant bacteria in coastal bathing waters for surfers11). This further emphasises the dynamic and fluid 
nature of our relationship with the natural environment and how that can hinder or enable our sense of 
wellbeing.  
Hope lies in realising the extent of the marine environment’s immense regenerative potential, and living in a 
way that enables regeneration, knowing nature’s healing is entwined with our own. Research has found that 
pro-environmental and community-based actions, such as organised beach clean-ups, can turn the negative 
impact of a poor quality environment into the positive benefits of a potentially restorative environment12. 
Research is underway at Whitaker on how pro-environmental programmes can create a strong sense of 
community through shared values and actions13.  
 

 
7 White, M. P., Weeks, A., Hooper, T., Bleakley, L., Cracknell, D., Lovell, R., & Jefferson, R. L. (2017). Marine wildlife as 
an important component of coastal visits: The role of perceived biodiversity and species behaviour. Marine Policy, 78, 
80-89. 
8 White, M. P., Alcock, I., Wheeler, B. W., & Depledge, M. H. (2013). Coastal proximity, health and well-being: results 
from a longitudinal panel survey. Health & place, 23, 97-103. 
 
9 See: SHEER Wellbeing project, http://whitakerinstitute.ie/event/sheer-wellbeing-socio-economic-environment-health-
and-wellbeing-in-ireland/ 
10 Carlin, C., Cormican, M. and Gormally, M., 2016. Health Benefits from Biodiversity and Green 
Infastructure. Environmental Protection Agency: Research Report, (195). 
11 Leonard, A. F., Zhang, L., Balfour, A. J., Garside, R., & Gaze, W. H. (2015). Human recreational exposure to antibiotic 
resistant bacteria in coastal bathing waters. Environment international, 82, 92-100. 
12 Wyles, K. J., Pahl, S., Holland, M., & Thompson, R. C. (2017). Can beach cleans do more than clean-up litter? 
Comparing beach cleans to other coastal activities. Environment and behavior, 49(5), 509-535. 
13 http://whitakerinstitute.ie/project/near-health/ 
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A Caution Against Borders at Sea 

It is evident that there is much that remains to be understood about the dynamic interrelationships at play as 
well as the access and use of the marine space in Ireland. Therefore, we agree with Senior Maritime Policy 
Advisor to the Dutch Government, Lodewijk Abspoel, who has cautioned the Irish Government against 
being too quick to create any borders, boundaries, zones or to draw ‘lines’ in the first iteration of the NMPF. 
He emphasised the need to keep a degree of flexibility, open dialogue and constant learning and an 
acknowledgement from the outset that the NMPF will need further iterations. This is in keeping with the 
principle of adaptive management enshrined in the MSFD and MSPD. 
 
Recommendations:  
 

• The NMPF is an opportunity to enhance our understanding of the interconnections, 
interdependencies and interrelationships between oceans and human health, as recognised by the 
European Union and the European Centre for Environment and Human Health.  
 

• It is essential for the NMPF to enshrine the importance of a healthy marine environment for a 
healthy society, recognising that our health is our wealth.  
 

• The NMPF should make provisions in support of research and national protocols for data sharing 
with a social inclusion focus.  Strategic inter-agency collaborations offer potential to transform and 
improve a healthy marine environment for all. This is critical before any meaningful discussion can 
take place regarding zoning.  

• In particular, there is more work to be done on collecting local cultural information on how local 
communities are currently using the sea and using this as a baseline. 
 

• We advise against rushing to ‘draw lines on maps’ for the first iteration of the NMPF. 

• The NMPF should consider the approach of the Scottish Government’s Marine Plan which suggests 
a vision for the marine environment which provides: “a clean, healthy, safe, productive and 
biologically diverse marine and coastal environment, which contributes to social, cultural, and 
economic well-being and which is managed to meet the long-term needs of nature and people”. 

 
 
Align the NMPF with the UN SDGs and an ecosystem-based approach  

As the National Marine Plan is nested in a European and international policy context, alignment 
with the SDGs and implementation of the UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development should be 
explicitly included as an overarching policy objective guiding the NMPF. It should also be 
recognized that the SDGs relevant to the marine environment are not limited to SDG 14 (Life 
Below Water) but also include SDG 4 (Quality Education), SDG 5 (Gender Equality), SDG 7 
(Affordable and Clean Energy), SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth), SDG 9 (Industry, 
Innovation and Infrastructure), SDG 13 (Responsible Consumption and Production), SDG 13 
(Climate Action), SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions) and SDG 17 (Partnerships for the 
Goals). It is noted that the NMPF does not adequately address issues of gender equality and should, 
therefore, commit  to  implementing  SDG  5  (Gender Equality)  as  an  integrated  part  of  the  marine  
planning  process  on  national  and  regional levels and carry out a gender  analysis  of  the  NMPF. 
Furthermore, awareness and consideration of inequalities that inevitably exist and arise should be highlighted 
as part of all decision-making processes. 
 
The report currently refers to the adoption of “an ecosystem-based approach” as referenced in the 
MSPD and MSFD. However, while the Directives describe what an ecosystem-based approach 
should contribute to or ensure, neither Directive explicitly sets out a definition of an ecosystem-
based approach. Albrecht et al. (2008: 57) focus on the link between health of environments and 
human health. The authors take the view that the ‘ecosystem approach uses ecological thinking to 
explore the interconnections between the health of environments and human health with the aim of 
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finding ways of optimizing both.’ This builds on and supports a HiAP approach as previously 
recommended. A focus on the interlinkages between the health of environments and human health (or 
‘Oceans and Human Health / Blue health’) is of significant importance to society, as its scope includes many 
of the large and societal SDG challenges of our time: ensuring food security and safety, reducing the global 
burden of disease and sustaining human wellbeing, in a context of declining functionality of ecosystems and 
climate change. 
The ecosystem-based approach and the  SDG framework acknowledges the importance of an inclusive 
approach, requiring governance approaches with the involvement of multiple stakeholders, especially 
bottom-up approaches when dealing with complex issues.  
 

Recommendations: 

• There is an opportunity to align with the SDGs and their implementation by clearly stating in the 
NMPF which definition of the ecosystem-based approach will be adopted. 

• Commit  to  implementing  SDG  5  (Gender Equality)  as  an  integrated  part  of  the  marine  
planning  process  on  national  and  regional levels and carry out a gender  analysis  of  the  NMPF. 

• Awareness and consideration of inequalities that inevitably exist and arise should be highlighted as 
part of all decision-making processes; 

• Within this, consider a systems and HiAP approach sensitive to the dynamics and complexities of 
the marine space and supports and interactive, multi-stakeholder approach. 

Blue Justice: Healthy marine environment for all 

The Government has made MSP a key aspect of Project 2040, but hasn’t designated any of the required 
MPAs or begun a proper consultation process with communities in regard to their use of the marine. 
Government is 5 years late in implementing MPAs required by the MSFD. Ireland currently has just 2.33% 
of its waters covered by MPAs (260 MPAs, and 37 Marine Managed Areas). This is the second lowest in 
Europe. Ireland was declared a whale and dolphin sanctuary in 1991, as Cetaceans account for 48% of all the 
native species of mammals, both marine and terrestrial, recorded in Ireland. Yet cetacean strandings have 
increased by 350% in the past ten years. The temperate waters that surround Ireland are home to some of the 
most biologically diverse habitats and species in Europe. Yet, the Irish Wildlife Trust report 2018 shows that 
48 species indigenous to Irish waters are facing extinction. However, this trend can be reversed. Evidence 
shows that marine protected areas in EU waters have seen on average a 238% increase in biomass of flora 
and fauna, 116% increase in density of seaweed and animals, 13% increase in fish size and a 19% increase in 
species diversity14. Indeed, reports of the recovery marine species and ecosystems in response tor deuces 
human activities following the ‘lockdown’ during the coronavirus pandemic suggests how quickly the health 
of the marine environment could be restored. As an island nation, we have an opportunity to be a European 
leader in this area.  

Recommendations:  

• Implement Green Party Senator Grace O’Sullivan’s motion on Marine Protected Areas passed by 
Seanad Éireann on the 23rd of May 2018. This motion called for half of Ireland’s maritime area of 
approx. 490,000 km2 be designated a Marine Protected Area in consultation with, and cared for by, 
coastal and fishing communities. This motion reflects the ambitious goals, targets and aspirations we 
can easily fulfill with political leadership. 

Ireland has a number of other environmental obligations that must be achieved and incorporated into the 
NMPF: 

● Protect 10% of our marine waters before 2020 and 30% by 2030 under Article 13 of the MSFD, the 
Aichi biodiversity targets, the UN sustainable development goals and OSPAR Convention 

 
14 https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/marine-protected-areas-in-europes 
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● Achieve good environmental status in our seas under the EU marine strategy framework directive, 
MSFD, by 2020. 

How these targets might be met is as follows: 

● An Oceans Act to protect 50% of Ireland’s seas and ocean with an ecologically coherent network of 
diverse and significant MPAs; 

● This ecologically coherent network of high quality MPAs should be managed in collaboration with 
local stakeholders. The designation of inshore MPAs in particular must be community-led as far as 
practicable, with a robust public consultation process as required under the Aarhus Convention.  

● Responsibilities for marine management must be brought under one department, rather than the 
current situation of divisions between a number of Government Departments, impacting on the 
effectiveness of species conservation and fisheries management. 

● Significant financial support must be given to this department to enact this legislation, including 
expert staff, monitoring, enforcement and management, utilising available EU moneys under the 
EMFF, LIFE programme and other sources. 

● Introduce a moratorium on the granting of any licences for deep sea mining and fossil fuel 
exploration in protected Irish waters and prohibit seismic testing within any range of protected areas 
that would have any deleterious effects; 

● Implement a ban on microbeads and the mandatory annual monitoring of micro-plastics in Irish 
waters. 

● Develop a proper MPA consultation process that integrates local intangible and tangible cultural 
heritage into the definition of Good Environmental Status (GES) 

 

Special regard for small island and rural communities  

The Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) regulation recognises that small offshore islands need to be, “especially 
recognised and supported in order to enable them to survive and prosper.” While Article 17 of the CFP 
states: “When allocating the fishing opportunities available to them, as referred to in Article 16, Member 
States shall use transparent and objective criteria including those of an environmental, social and economic 
nature.“ 

The right to be involved in fishery management decision-making is referred to in the Code of Conduct for 
Responsible Fisheries (FAO, 1995, paragraph 6.13) and the process of implementation of policies, not just 
the outcomes, must be considered. In addition, the Oireachtas Joint Sub-Committee on Fisheries produced a 
detailed report entitled Promoting Sustainable Rural Coastal and Island Communities, No. JsCF 001 in 
January 2014. The report lists 29 recommendations across a range of sectors, which will assist in the 
continued survival of coastal communities dependent on our marine resources, and their stewardship of the 
marine environment. 

Despite these international and national recommendations, I contend that small island communities and 
inshore fisheries have not been given enough significance in the report, with a very narrow focus on what is 
a critically important sector to small-island communities. I welcome a co-ordinated effort where, “one of the 
main objectives of preparing the plan is to provide a more integrated governance structure that will co-
ordinate all of these specific departmental or ‘sectoral’ areas into an overall strategy.” 

Recommendations: 

• Small-island communities should be formally recognised as stewards of the marine environment 
surrounding their islands, be involved in the collection of scientific data and their expertise 
incorporated into the NMPF along with scientific advice.  

• The NMPF should recognise the strong dependence of small-island and rural communities on the 
waters surrounding them when conflicting pressures from different sectors are being considered.  
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• It is essential that community, grassroots, member-based organisations such as the Irish Islands 
Marine Resource Organisation (IIMRO) are recognised as official stakeholders in the development 
and implementation of the NMPF.  

• The NMPF should support the following recommendations made by the Joint Oireachtas Sub-
Committee on Fisheries Report: The creation of new community-managed Marine Protected Areas 
around the offshore islands in conjunction with island communities and relevant agencies as per 
recommendations 10 and 14 including heritage licences and exclusive access for local vessels under 
10 metres LOA within the 12 mile limit. 

• Development of a detailed “Offshore Islands Regional Plan” to incorporate the inhabited offshore 
islands of Ireland and their associated marine areas out to the six mile limit should be considered in 
the NMPF. 

• I strongly support Recommendation 2 of the Oireachtas Joint Sub-Committee on Fisheries that the 
current governance arrangements are not the best working model and that “one Government 
Department or Agency should have more marine-related activities brought under its aegis - perhaps 
based on the Scottish model”. 

Cultural Heritage and Social Wellbeing 

UNESCO defines Intangible Cultural Heritage as the “practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, 
skills that communities, groups and individuals recognise as part of their cultural heritage.”  It is "transmitted 
from generation to generation, is constantly recreated by communities and groups in response to their 
environment, their interaction with nature and their history, and provides them with a sense of identity and 
continuity, thus promoting respect for cultural diversity and human creativity”.15  

I identify a lack of understanding or assessment of the social and cultural values of our marine environment 
in the report. Despite the social, cultural and economic importance of the inshore fisheries sector to small 
coastal communities, the report frames the inshore sector in solely economic terms going forward. It aims to 
manage inshore fisheries “in a way that is sustainable both economically and environmentally” with no 
reference to socio-cultural considerations apart from the statement that the industry “has made a significant 
contribution to Ireland’s social and cultural history.” 

The current report sees cultural heritage and assets in the context of the marine as national monuments and 
the physical built heritage of maritime towns and villages. The benefits of cultural heritage are also seen 
largely in terms of tourism opportunities. While these are important aspects of Irish cultural heritage, they 
are by no means the sum total of it. When we speak of our marine environment in the cold terms of 
economics, the sociocultural context is lost as a means of fostering a long-term marine stewardship ethos 
within our coastal communities. 

This submission seeks to highlight that an ecosystems approach and maintaining Good Environmental Status 
(GES) requires the intangible cultural heritage of coastal communities, particularly small-island 
communities, to be articulated and acknowledged. 

The importance of small-scale fisheries for maintaining the social as well as economic fabric of coastal 
communities globally has been well documented. Findings from a 3 year Doctoral study of social wellbeing 
and fishing communities on the island of Ireland (Britton, 2012)16, highlight the important wellbeing function 
of fishing. The challenges facing fishing-dependent communities impact all the social determinants of 
wellbeing for fishing families and communities. However, a lack of consideration for potential social and 
cultural impacts for these communities persists in current governance and policy structures. Fishing-
dependent and small island communities possess remarkable strengths to cope with change. These capacities 
should be enabled by policy rather than hindered (for example, local ecological knowledge, the role of 
women and community groups, the value of heritage and culture). 

 
15 https://ich.unesco.org 
16 Britton, E. (2012). The 'having, doing and being' of fishing well: assessing the social wellbeing of Northern Ireland's 
fishing households in a changing coastal environment (Doctoral dissertation, Ulster University). 
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Some of the key wellbeing outcomes of changing access to the marine environment in Northern Ireland 
identified by Britton and Coulthard (2013)17 include: 

i) The loss of potential ‘buffer’ effect of fisheries at times of economic crisis, especially for youth, as a 
result of increasing access restrictions and fisheries decline.  

ii) Increasing occupational stress and crew reduction impacts the physical health and safety of 
fishermen. Linked to this are worryingly high rates of occupational mortality and mental health 
issues.  

iii) Lack of voice in decision–making and a break-down of traditional institutions and systems of 
communication lead to a loss of agency and erosion of self-worth.  

iv) The erosion of relationships of reciprocity and trust and social interaction has significant 
consequences for smaller more isolated coastal communities and small-scale fisheries in particular. 

Recommendations: 

• Consider and assess the extent that the NMPF could contribute to the social cohesion of fishing and 
small island communities and to determine any unintended, negative consequences for livelihoods 
and human wellbeing such as the loss of so-called ‘invisible values’ such as self-worth, belonging, 
cultural and social wellbeing, social cohesion, capacity to cope, adaption and resilience. 

• A NMPF that doesn’t take account of local realities is set to fail. The combined need for macro-
economic policies and fine-tuned policies at the local level is necessary and strongly associated with 
empowerment. 

• We propose that intangible, unwritten and unrecognised aspects of social, cultural and community 
life be centrally recognised in the NMPF. Traditional knowledge is generally excluded from official 
decision making processes because it is not written down or otherwise documented.  This does not 
diminish its importance to community life in social, cultural or economic terms.  Likewise, the 
importance of unpaid work especially in the context of female participation in the marine space is 
currently overlooked and should be formally recognised. 

 

Finally, on behalf of the Applied Systems Thinking research group at the Whitaker Institute at NUIG, we 
propose the following key good practice recommendations for an inclusive and participatory NMPF: 

• There must be confidence in the planning process amongst all of the various stakeholders. This is very 
time-consuming. 

• Because planning is time-consuming, expectations must be managed. 

• Build a constituency in the initiative. Engage the local voting public: they will keep the focus on planning 
activities over time. 

• Acknowledge and discuss controversial issues openly and honestly at the beginning of the process and as 
they arise. 

• Develop mechanisms that recognise the complexity of socio-spatial relationships in the marine 
environment. 

• Continue create space for debate about the very purpose of MSP processes. 
 

17 Britton, E., & Coulthard, S. (2013). Assessing the social wellbeing of Northern Ireland's fishing society using a three-
dimensional approach. Marine Policy, 37, 28-36. 
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• Streamline existing arrangements through facilitation of cross-jurisdictional decision-making. 

• Carry out interdisciplinary and social science research to identify values and aspirations and to understand 
attitude-behaviour gap. 

• Document principles and processes together with the plan. 

• Focus on the process. 

As an interdisciplinary research cluster for Applied Systems Thinking at the Whitaker Institute, NUIG, we 
are willing and able to bring insights from the social science, social marketing, marine economics and 
political ecology disciplines, to participate in the planning process alongside other stakeholders and to 
contribute towards developing innovative and coherent plans that promote and achieve planning and 
management of our marine environment in a coherent, sustainable and socially inclusive manner.  

Contact:  

Dr Easkey Britton 

Post-doctoral research fellow, SOPHIE (2018-2020),  

Member of the Whitaker Institutes Applied Systems Thinking Research Cluster  

Member of Ryan Institute Marine & Coastal Research Cluster 

National University of Ireland, Galway 
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Fuinneamh	Sceirde	Teoranta,	which	is	developing	the	Skerd	Rocks	offshore	wind	farm	project	off	Carna	in	
Galway,	welcomes	the	publication	of	the	Draft	NMPF	and	wishes	to	make	the	following	observations.	
	
	
1.	In	seeking	to	deal	with	the	whole	of	Ireland's	very	extensive	marine	zone	&	interactions	with	related	matters	
on	land,	based	on	lairs	of	legislation	at	both	EU	(EIA,	SEA,	MSFD,	Water	Framework,	Urban	Waste	Water,	
Nitrates,	Bathing	Water,	Floods,	etc)	&	National	level	(implementing	legislation,	MAFA/MPDM,	Planning	Acts,	
etc),	as	well	as	multiple	plans	such	as	the	NPF,	Climate	Action	Plan,	National	Plan,	RBMPs,	etc,	and	this	NMPF	
itself,	it	is	somewhat	inevitable	that	the	result	is	highly	complex.		The	graphic	on	page	21	of	the	NMPF	is	but	a	
taste.		To	be	fair,	the	NMPF	has	sought	as	best	it	can	to	structure	the	matter	in	as	comprehensible	a	fashion	as	
possible	and	has	managed	that	pretty	well.		The	complexity	is	apparently	to	be	compounded	by	the	development	
of	Regional	Marine	Plans	(NMPF	page	24).	
	
The	eight	documents	included	in	the	consultation	and	the	related	NMPF	Baseline	Study	Report	have	been	
reviewed	for	the	purpose	of	making	this	response.	
	
2.	This	company	appreciates	that	the	legacy	offshore	wind	farm	projects	(mentioned	in	last	indent	on	page	20	of	
NMPF),	which	are	expected	to	be	confirmed	as	'Relevant	Projects'	under	the	Transition	Protocol,	are	included	in	
the	maps	in	the	2018	Baseline	Study	Report	(page	43),	the	NMPF	SEA	(page	264),	and	the	NMPF	itself	(page	125).			
	
3.	The	NMPF	reflects	a	lack	of	clarity	in	Government	policy	on	the	use	of	fossil	fuels.		While	we	have	serious	
ambitions	and	a	need	to	reduce	our	import	and	use	of	these	fuels	that	are	a	principal	cause	of	climate	change,	
we	nevertheless	leave	the	door	open	for	further	exploration,	exploitation	&	attempts	at	mitigation	(page	24	
NMPF).		The	fossil	fuels	needed	for	our	energy	transition	can	be	drawn	from	the	Corrib	field	and	otherwise	
imported	from	existing	sources	abroad.		Granting	new	exploration	rights	pre-supposes	permission	to	exploit,	
locks	this	country	into	longer	term	use	of	these	unsustainable	fuels,	prolongs	adverse	climate	change	and	makes	
it	difficult	to	meet	our	emission	targets	.		This	policy	needs	to	be	dropped	nationally	and	from	the	NMPF.	
	
In	addition,	there	are	several	references	to	Carbon	Capture	&	Storage	(CCS)	in	the	NMPF	(eg:	Pages	22,	60).		
There	are	few	human	actions	that	will	leave	a	permanent	legacy	of	risk	to	potentially	thousands	of	future	human	
generations.		Climate	change	and	high-level	nuclear	waste	are	two,	and	CCS	is	another	potentially	permanent	
candidate.		The	risk	posed	to	these	gas	storage	facilities	by	fracturing	due	to	movements	in	the	Earth's	crusts,	or	
the	inevitable	failure	of	the	human-made	seals,	make	these	proposals	completely	unsustainable.		To	take	today's	
risks	and	leave	them	for	future	generations	is	not	a	sustainable	policy.		CCS	proposals	should	be	excluded	from	
Government	policy	and	the	NMPF.	
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My name is Catherine O’Toole. This is my submission as an individual to the 
consultation on the Marine Planning Framework.  
 
Email:
Address:  
 
 
 
Note on public engagement and the consultation process:  
 
This is a lengthy and involved document. While I appreciate the efforts made to engage 
with the public through regional engagement events, it is still not very accessible, 
requiring a lot of time given over to reading and understanding the document, and 
replying to specific sections.  
 
Being able to attend these live sessions is a privilege that excludes many people. 
Likewise, having the time to study the document and understand how to give input is 
also something that is not available to all. To be more inclusive and accessible I would 
suggest:  
 

● For future consultations all input from the live events is recorded and included as 
input into the consultation. This diversifies the method that people can input into 
it. 

● A different consultation process is included that has an easier way to give input. 
Perhaps with questions and comment boxes, that could be answered or skipped, 
and later matched to the relevant sections of the document. This would provide 
people with a framework to begin their own submission and would make it a lot 
easier to comment. 

● I commend the online events and suggest that they become the norm for public 
engagement, with sessions recorded and available online for those who can not 
tune in live.  

 
 



2.5 
 
“Goal 1 focuses on a thriving maritime economy, whereby Ireland harnesses the market 
opportunities to achieve economic recovery and socially inclusive, sustainable growth” 
 
The use of the term sustainable growth should be intertwined with environmental 
sustainability. If we are to take into account the fact that the growth of industry and 
economy relies on a healthy natural environment to continue, then environmental 
sustainability should be included as a priority in the context of a thriving maritime 
economy.  
 

Proposed: That the term ‘ecologically sustainable growth’ is included in this 
goal.  

 
 
 
2.15 
 
In terms of weighting objectives, this is a valuable opportunity for Ireland to be a leader 
in creating a society and economy that is in harmony with our marine environment.  
 

Proposed: Greater weight should be given to environmental (ecological) aspects 
of all marine planning.  

 
 
2.39 - 2.41 
 

Proposed: All current projects and activities should be able to be audited for 
ecological impact upon the request of citizens. They can then be asked to 
provide a framework to comply with updated environmental legislation. This 
would be beneficial as we are constantly learning more about best practice for 
managing marine environments.  

 
 
 
2.49 Sustainable Development Goals 
 
2.4 states: “Based on the concept of sustainable development, HOOW established 
three high level economic, environmental and social goals of equal importance.” 



 
I would propose that the ‘wedding cake’ model seen in the UN Sustainable 
Development Goals is used to guide sustainable development. This model outlines the 
importance of each sector in relationship to each other. For true sustainable growth, we 
need to put emphasis on a healthy biosphere first. On top of this we can build the ideas 
for a healthy society. When we have the right elements in place for a healthy society, 
we then give importance to the economic growth.  
 
This model puts the environment first. I would like to see this Framework follow this 
example, as if we are to have true sustainable growth, we need to build it upon solid 
foundations of strong environmental policies. All of our activities rely on a healthy 
biosphere that can sustain itself. In order for an environment that can continue to 
sustain us, we need to ensure that we do not deplete the resources we have, and that 
we encourage the growth of these resources.  
 
If the environment is not put first, we risk the collapse of ecosystems that we rely upon. 
This in turn would lead to the collapse of both the economic and social goals that this 
plan sets out.  
 

Proposed: That the environment and biosphere is seen as the number one 
priority in all planning, and more weight is given to the environment in all planning 
decisions. 

 
Proposed: The SDG ‘wedding cake’ approach be adopted that gives primacy to 
the biosphere, as without an ecologically healthy marine environment the two 
pillars of society and economy would cease to be.  

 
The wording of the Planning and Development Act, part 5, could be appropriate. It 
states that “The objectives of the MSP is to analyse and organise activities in the 
maritime area, for the purpose of achieving ecological, economic and social priorities.”  
 
 

 
 
Under Sustainable Development Goal 14, Life Below Water, there are ten targets. Four 
of these have timelines to be achieved by 2020. We have reached none of these 
targets. These should be prioritised within the NMPF.  
 
Target 14.2: Protect and restore ecosystems by 2020 



 
I want to see this achieved through the protection of seaweed beds and kelp forests.  
 
Seaweed harvesting: There is only one sentence included on seaweed harvesting, and 
it does not address the crucial aspect of sustainable seaweed harvesting. That is the 
fact that mechanical seaweed harvesting is not an ecologically sustainable method of 
harvesting seaweed. Lessons can be learned from both Norway and France who use 
this method, and they have both seen harsh negative impacts on their marine 
environment.  
 
Mechanical harvesting is not precise enough to harvest seaweed in a way that will 
ensure it can regrow. Some of the issues with mechanical harvesting include the 
clearing of large areas of seaweed. Seaweed slows wave action, and so protects from 
coastal erosion and storm waves. Clearing large sections of seaweed leaves 
communities more vulnerable to coastal erosion and storm damage.  
 
Clearing large areas of native seaweed also gives opportunities for invasive species to 
take hold. Seaweed beds also give protection to young fish, acting as nurseries. 
Clearing large areas reduces this important habitat, and will have negative impacts in 
other areas of the ecosystem, including our own fish stocks.  
 
Sustainable seaweed harvesting has been taking place for hundreds of years. The only 
sustainable way of harvesting seaweed is by hand, where care can be taken to only 
harvest appropriate sized plants in a manner that allows for regrowth and for a minimal 
impact on the overall habitat.  
 

Proposed: The NMPF should state that mechanical seaweed harvesting is not 
sustainable, and that licences can only be granted for harvesting by hand. 
Licences should be prioritised for local residents. Many will have harvesting 
rights dating back hundreds of years. These need to be made official and to be 
recognised by the state. A thriving seaweed harvesting economy can be created 
through local, community owned businesses who harvest in an ecologically 
sustainable way.  
 
Proposed: Seaweed harvesting has great potential for expansion, but must be 
done together with local communities, respecting and harnessing local harvesting 
rights. This business should be carried out by those who know and respect each 
area, therefore should be kept local. Seaweed harvesting rights should not be 



sold off to large companies. I would like to see this reflected in the NMPF as part 
of sustainable growth for the industry.  

 
 
Target 14.5: Conserve coastal and Marine areas by 2020 
 
This target states that we should be at 10% Marine Protected Areas. This is backed up 
in our agreements under the Convention for Biodiversity. Currently we are at 2.3% 
coverage.  
 
I would like to see interconnected MPAs which would provide blue corridors for wildlife. 
These should be created before any other zoning has been put in place, based on best 
scientific evidence for what areas are of most ecological importance.  
 

Proposed: Marine Spatial Planning is further ahead than our creation of MPAs. 
The MPAs need to be given priority over zoning for human activities and sectoral 
plans. We need to get the layer of conservation in place first before we allow 
zoning for other activities. This prioritisation should be addressed in the main 
body of the plan, not in an appendix as it is at the moment. Use the mapping 
mentioned below to pinpoint areas for the creation of MPAs.  

 
 
In section 2.6, the NMPF states: 
 
“Our goal is to protect, preserve and, where possible, restore our rich biological diversity 
and ecosystems.” 
 
It should be noted that we do not yet have the extent of important ecological sites 
mapped, and that there is opportunity for citizens to input their local knowledge to 
identify areas of ecological importance such as seagrass beds, kelp forests, feeding and 
spawning grounds.  
 
These areas need to be identified and mapped in order to achieve the protection and 
preservation of ecosystems. I would like to propose that a system be put in place that 
would allow citizens to input data and observations on their local ecology. This platform 
could provide open data for all to use and input into, and would provide a living map that 
could be used when looking to apply for or grant permission for projects. This citizen 
science approach is already working well for the National Biodiversity Data Centre in 
their efforts to map data on our pollinating insects. Lessons could be learned from this.  



 
Proposed: Harness local knowledge of ecologically important areas, creating a 
platform that would be used to provide up to date data for locating ecologically 
sensitive areas prior to planning applications. This platform should be easy to 
input into. The data would create a map of ecologically important areas that 
would be open and available for anyone to access. This platform could be added 
as a layer in the existing marine atlas.  

 
Page 41 under the piece for MPAs states:  
 
“Until the ecological coherence of the marine protected area network is confirmed, 
proposals should demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:  
a) avoid,  
b) minimise,  
or c) mitigate  
adverse impacts on features that may be required to complete the network, or 
d) if it is not possible to mitigate adverse impacts, proposals should state the case for 
proceeding.” 
 
This is very welcome. Any area that could be needed for the creation of a coherent 
network of MPAs should be treated as protected until stated otherwise.  
 
I would like to draw your attention to the kelp forests in Bantry Bay, which are situated 
just outside an SPA, and should be included in the maps of ecologically important 
areas.  
 
 
 
Target 14.4: Sustainable fishing by 2020 and Target 14.6: End subsidies 
contributing to overfishing by 2020 
 
Priority should be given for local, small scale fishing activities that are harvesting in an 
ecologically sustainable manner.  
 
The Overarching Marine Planning Policy for the seafloor only mentions the deep sea 
floor. 
 

Proposed: Remove ‘deep-sea floor’ and include ‘sea floor’, so as to include the 
whole sea floor in the MSP.  



 
 
The MPDM Bill does not include fisheries or aquaculture. This excludes them from 
forward planning and improved licensing. This is a problem for both industry who fears 
they will be left behind in the process, and environment, where environmental groups 
are worried that proper enforcement won’t be applicable after the Bill comes in.  
 

Proposed: The inclusion of aquaculture and fisheries is to be included in the 
MPDM Bill. The NMPF should state this need and highlight the risks of not 
including an activity in the legislation.  

 
3.24 
 
Descriptors to be excluded include commercial fisheries as it is covered under the 
common fisheries policy. The issue with this is that the CFP is mainly concerned with 
stocks, and not the impact of bottom contacting fishing gear on the seafloor habitat. The 
biggest impact of commercial fishing vessels is on the seafloor from the use of bottom 
trawling and dredges. Therefore it should be included so as to cover this aspect.  
 

Proposed: Include maps of benthic disturbance and loss from the latest 
Descriptor 6 assessment.  

 
In section 12 for fisheries, I would like to see priority given to small scale fisheries, local 
fishermen, closed system on shore aquaponic fish farms. I want Ireland to move away 
from large fish farms, and for our fishing territories to be policed to ensure that super 
trawlers and illegal fishing is not occuring.  
 
I would like to see Ireland keeping within the limits for sustainable fishing, moving away 
from bottom contacting gear, and implementing reward systems for vessels that partake 
in ocean clean ups as fishing gear accounts for the majority of ocean litter.  
 

Proposed: In maps page 135 - 137, MPAs and other protected areas such as 
SECs should be included on these maps so that it is obvious at a glance where 
potential issues for conservation might arise.  
 
Proposed: Local small scale fisheries working in an ecologically sustainable way 
are given priority.  
 



Proposed: A policy is included that notes the value that fishing vessels could 
provide in ocean clean ups, especially in removing ghost nets and other 
discarded fishing gear. This policy could suggest a way to integrate clean ups 
into a reward system that would diversify fishermens’ income and provide 
employment opportunities.  

 
6. Defence and Security 
 
I would like to see our waters protected from fishing vessels that are illegally fishing in 
Irish territory. I would especially like to focus on ridding our territory of supertrawlers that 
are fishing off the west coast.  
 

Proposed: The NMPF makes dedicated mention of ridding the Irish marine 
territory of super trawlers, and of all illegal fishing vessels.  

 
 
8. Energy - Offshore Gas Storage 
 
Mention is made of the use of LNG and the building of the Shannon LNG terminal. 
While a note is made (8.14) on the potential adverse ecological impacts that should be 
monitored and mitigated against, I would like to see this bolstered. In 2017 Ireland 
banned on-shore fracking. Many of the reasons for this ban were ecological. The one 
that spoke to me was the damage that fracking can cause to a community and their 
surrounding environment. If Ireland were to build an LNG terminal, it is acknowledging 
that we don’t want fracking in our country, but don’t mind if other communities are 
damaged due to fracking.  
 
Building an LNG terminal is putting money into a system which we have already begun 
to move away from. As stated in section 9, gas is still a dominant energy material in 
Ireland. However we have other options that should be explored. Funds should instead 
be going into developing geothermal and wave/tidal energy, both of which have huge 
potential in Ireland. 9.7 states that the Corrib gas field will deplete over the coming 
years. Taking this as a timeline for transitioning to alternative renewable sources could 
be a positive goal.  
 
Planning permission was granted for Shannon LNG terminal before this ruling, and 
should be reassessed with this new information. 
 



Proposed: That the NMPF acknowledge that Ireland has banned on-shore 
fracking, and that previously granted applications for LNG and gas storage 
facilities are to be reassessed with the inclusion of this information and its 
implications for the future of gas and LNG in Ireland. This could be included as 
point 9.18.  

 
 
10. Energy - Petroleum 
 
Section 9 states that “Long-term Irish energy policy is focussed on achieving the 
transition to a low carbon energy system in a secure and cost effective manner, with the 
most recent statement of this in the 2015 energy policy White Paper. This envisages 
that in the short-to-medium term the non-renewable part of the energy mix will shift 
away from more carbon-intensive fuels to lower-carbon energy sources”. 

 
With this in mind, new oil deposits should not be explored.  
 
Section 10 objective states that in the short to medium term new oil explorations will be 
used for the domestic market, and that this is in keeping with the White Paper. This fails 
to look at alternatives such as geothermal, tidal and wave, all of which could be 
progressed in Ireland with better funding. Other alternatives for the domestic market 
include the reduction of our need for energy through building new developments to 
passive house standards, retrofitting buildings, educating people on reducing electricity 
needs, micro generation, and the ability to sell locally generated electricity back to the 
grid. These measures would drastically change the face of our energy demands, and 
could reduce or eliminate the need for continued use of oil.  

 
Proposed: Point to be included in section 10 that exploring for oil goes directly 
against our long term energy policy of transitioning towards a low carbon energy 
system, and that alternative energy should be explored along with a decrease of 
domestic energy use through building new developments to passive house 
standards, retrofitting buildings, educating people on reducing electricity needs, 
micro generation, and the ability to sell locally generated electricity back to the 
grid.  
 
Proposed: That the map on page 118 includes the existing MPAs so that it is 
obvious at a glance what potential threats could be caused by any oil exploration 
activities.  

 



 
11.  
 
11.21 mentions the possibilities of migrating birds being affected by offshore wind 
turbines.  
 

Proposed: That mapping of marine areas of ecological significance include 
migratory paths for birds. There is increasing data from around the world on bird 
migratory paths that could be included and constantly updated.  

 
 
General comments:  
 
Enforcement:  
 
Local Area Plans need to be able to be enforceable, not over-ridden from a higher 
authority as they currently are.  
 
Implementation and enforcement need to be strong.  
 
An appeals method should be in place that is fair and accessible for anyone to use.  
 
At the moment there are many different ways to appeal different types of planning. This 
is confusing for people who want to appeal planning permission, and is a drain on 
government resources to have so many appeals bodies.  
 

Proposed: That the NMPF suggests a single appeals body, which has different 
units within it which looks at different licences. This would aim to streamline the 
appeals process, making it easier to navigate, and bringing all those working in 
the area together to share their expertise.  

 
Access to making an appeal is also inadequate. The cost of making an appeal is a 
barrier for a lot of people. People may say that 20-50 euro is not that much, but to low 
income households, or those struggling with other financial obligations it could be their 
grocery money for the week. This cost means that making an appeal becomes a 
privilege of higher income households.  
 
Our environment, both built and natural, directly affects us. Everyone has the right to a 
healthy environment. This was recently acknowledged in the High Court by Judge Max 



Barrett who wrote “A right to an environment that is consistent with the human dignity 
and wellbeing of citizens at large is an essential condition for the fulfilment of all human 
rights”. 
 
Though it is a right, it is not something that everyone has access to give input to.  
 
Likewise, the process of making an appeal is complicated. It not only demands a huge 
amount of time, but is easier for those who are better educated as the system is such a 
challenge to engage with.  
 
Both cost and the confusing system in place are barriers for people to input into the 
planning system. The inability to help shape your immediate built and natural 
environment is detrimental to an inclusive society.  
 

Proposed: That the NMPF suggests the eradication of any cost to citizens in 
making an appeal to a planning authority, and that the process for making an 
appeal is made easier to engage with. At the very least, the NMPF suggests that 
the system for appeal within the marine environment is made easy to engage 
with, with no financial cost to citizens making the appeal.  

 
Post covid recovery 
 
This plan was created in a time when the economy was already shaped in a certain 
way. In the post covid-19 economic recovery we have a valuable opportunity to build the 
foundations for a new way of doing business, one that is truly sustainable, both 
ecologically sustainable and which supports local economies. A lot of employment 
opportunities are available if we rethink our approach to some of the systems we 
currently have in place.  
 
For example, fish farms could be moved on land into a closed aquaponics system. This 
would move farmed fish out of estuaries and bays, making the seas and wild fish 
populations healthier. Aquaponic fish farms could also recycle nutrients to grow leafy 
veg for local markets. This system is being used elsewhere with great success.  
 
There are opportunities such as this to expand into new and more sustainable marine 
markets that have not yet been explored in Ireland. Care must be given to research 
applications for all activities and study them for environmental impacts. There should be 
dedicated full-time positions for ecologists and other experts in the environmental field 



to study each application for its environmental impacts, even when a dedicated EIA is 
not required.  
 

Proposed: The NMPF includes mention of the opportunities in the economic 
recovery to expand the marine economy in a way that centres on best ecological 
practice and advice. That the NMPF suggests creating dedicated positions for 
ecologists within the planning framework to study applications for environmental 
impact, even when an EIA is not necessarily required.  
 

 
Erosion and rights of way 
 
Erosion is not covered in the Framework. A national erosion management policy would 
be very useful.  
 
Coastal erosion is a huge threat to communities and to Ireland. Rights of way are 
currently under threat. As coastal areas erode, people are losing their rights of way to 
coastal areas. This could be addressed in the NMPF.  

 
Proposed: To address the creation of a national erosion management policy, 
including procedures for people to keep their access rights as coastal areas 
change shape.  

 
Maps 
 

Proposed: All maps in the document include MPAs and, where possible, SACs 
and SPAs so that it is possible to see at a glance where possible conservation 
challenges lay.  
 

 
 
Thank you for the time put into this document. I look forward to seeing its continued 
evolution.  
 
Yours sincerely,  
Catherine O’Toole.  



Sycamore House, Millennium Park 
Osberstown, Naas, Co. Kildare 

Phone: 045 899 341 
Email: office@iwea.com 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Executive Summary 

IWEA would like to thank the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government (DHPLG) for 

the opportunity to comment on the National Marine Planning Framework Consultation Draft. 

IWEA believe that Ireland’s marine spatial plan is essential for facilitating the deployment of offshore 

wind energy in Ireland, achieving our future climate ambitions and central to achieving 70% renewable 

electricity by 2030. 

Ireland has an opportunity with its Marine Planning Framework to set out the direction for marine 

development over the next twenty years. IWEA believes it is essential that Ireland’s marine planning 

system effectively enables the development of offshore wind in keeping with the objectives of the 

Climate Action Plan. The timely implementation of the NMPF and the Marine Planning and 

Development Management Bill which underpins it will be crucial in realising this opportunity. Offshore 

wind energy development is central to Ireland reaching its climate targets, reducing reliance on fossil 

fuels, improving air quality whilst also bringing significant socio-economic benefits to coastal 

communities. 

However, there are challenges relating to specific policies within the NMPF Consultation Draft that we 

believe need to be addressed. These have been summarised below, but we invite you to consider 

these in more detail alongside of proposed recommendations within the main body of our submission.  

• Amendments are required in relation to ORE Policy 9 Visual Assessments taking cognisance of 

to the EIA Directive requirement for cumulative impact assessment 

• Balancing the public benefits of offshore wind projects and the importance of the contribution 

of offshore wind farm development in achieving national targets relating to climate change 

with the potential impact on seascape and landscape is critical 

• The NMPF does not clarify how it envisages the management of ongoing applications and 

‘Relevant Projects’ as described under the transitional provisions in the MPDM legislation. 

This may lead to uncertainty and potential delay for these projects 

• The Natura Impact Statement and AA Screening Report should consider further investigation 

of the potential conservation benefits offshore wind developments may have on designated 

EU sites alongside of co-existence between offshore activities, in particular fisheries 

• IWEA fully supports Fisheries Policies as set out in Section 5 of the policy and would also 

welcome the establishment of guidance similar to the FLOWW (Fishing Liaison with Offshore 

Wind and Wet Renewables Group) UK guidance to foster good relations between the fishing 

and offshore renewable energy sectors and encourage co-existence of the industries 

• Learnings and experiences of the consenting processes for existing international ORE 

developments and from developers operating within the Irish market who have experience of 

consenting processes in neighbouring jurisdictions will be key to creating a fair, transparent 

and effective method of project delivery 

• It is critical that terrestrial land-use planning policies and plans developed by local planning 

authorities are consistent with the NMPF. Policies concerning coastal infrastructure provision, 

port/harbour development, coastal amenity development and protection as well as land-use 

zoning need to be developed with a clear understanding of the locations of, and opportunities 

provided by, the intended offshore wind development sites 



 

 5 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• It is essential that regulatory resourcing is ensured to deliver investment and Ireland’s climate 

action commitments. As consenting is the first step in the offshore wind project lifecycle, it is 

imperative that support is established if current and future offshore renewable energy 

projects are to be successful 

• Marine Protected Areas Policy 4 can be interpreted as having a very broad scope which we 

believe requires clarification and refining to allow offshore wind farm development 

• IWEA welcomes the Marine Planning guidelines however, any delay to the implantation of 

marine planning guidelines must not be allowed to delay the submission of applications to the 

consenting authority.   

• IWEA have concerns that if the State adopts a narrow or rigid approach to zoning, whereby 

sub-optimal zones are identified, there is a real risk that sites will ultimately not be cost-

efficient or deliverable for developers 

• IWEA believe it is critical that spatial designations take account of areas already identified in 

the OREDP Plan as this is essential if the target of 3.5 GW is to be delivered by 2030.  The 

Relevant Projects should not be delayed by a new zoning process 

• We believe that certain criteria need to be put in place around competing industries and 

zoning. The NMPF states that preference will be given to offshore wind in specific zones but 

fails to clarify how preferences will be treated when it comes to other interests or industries 

• The risk of legislative delay is the biggest risk to achieving Ireland’s targets. The urgency cannot 

be overstated of DHPLG delivering a coherent policy framework for offshore wind in 

conjunction with DCCAE. 
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INTRODUCTION 

1 Introduction 

IWEA welcomes the publication of the National Marine Planning Framework (henceforth referred as 

the NMPF) which has been drafted under the legal mechanism brought into effect under Part 5 of the 

Planning and Development (Amendment) Act, 2018 [transposing the Marine Spatial Planning Directive 

(2014/89/EU)]. As part of the public consultation process, IWEA would like to submit the following 

points regarding the draft NMPF and its supporting documents. We ask that the Department of 

Housing, Planning and Local Government (DHPLG) consider the below comments and 

recommendations when establishing the final NMPF. IWEA strongly believe that offshore wind 

projects can catapult Ireland towards reaching the climate action targets set by the Government and 

the EU. We hope that the NMPF will support the delivery of offshore wind projects through policy 

objectives, zoning and supporting the timely delivery and publication of key legislation. The Covid 19 

public health emergency presents unprecedented challenges. Dealing with the crisis will undoubtedly 

be a major focus of the next Dáil. Tackling climate change and ensuring sustainable economic 

development needs to continue to be a priority. Facilitating the progression of the NMPF and Marine 

Planning and Development Management Bill (MPDM Bill) is therefore critical.  
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OFFSHORE WIND OPPORTUNITY FOR IRELAND 

2 Offshore wind opportunity for Ireland  

Ireland has an opportunity with its Marine Planning Framework to set out the direction for marine 

development over the next twenty years. IWEA believes it is essential that Ireland’s marine planning 

system effectively enables the development of offshore wind in keeping with the objectives of the 

Climate Action Plan. IWEA welcomes the planning objectives and planning policies in relation to 

Offshore Renewable Energy (ORE) Development which seek to support the establishment of Ireland 

as a world leader in ORE deployment, support Ireland’s decarbonisation journey, provide enhanced 

security of supply for Ireland and ensure good regulatory practices in ORE development. 

Offshore wind energy is at the heart of the Climate Action Plan’s ambition to cut CO2 emissions in the 

electricity sector by two-thirds and increase the renewable energy share of electricity demand to 70 

per cent by 2030 from its current 35 per cent. Already Ireland has an offshore wind energy pipeline of 

more than 12 GW at various stages of development off its coast, enough to supply more than all of 

Ireland’s electricity needs.   

With the right policy and regulatory framework Ireland can become a world leader in offshore wind 

deployment and ensure we are in the position to meet our international and EU climate commitments. 

Europe is stepping up its ambition in relation to climate change with the European Green Deal seeking 

to make the EU the world’s first climate neutral continent by 2050. Ireland needs to be able to keep 

pace with European ambition and the response required to tackle climate change.   

Offshore wind development will not only help Ireland reach its climate targets, reduce reliance on 

fossil fuels, and improve air quality, it will also bring significant socio-economic benefits. Delivering 

just the 3.5 GW of offshore wind energy required under the Climate Action Plan will require an initial 

investment worth €8.6 billion1, create thousands of jobs in planning, development and construction 

and hundreds of long-term jobs in operations and maintenance. Offshore wind can also unlock new 

infrastructure investment in Ireland’s coastal communities through the upgrading of port and harbour 

facilities. Examples of the transformative impact of offshore wind can be found across the UK and 

Europe. 

Ensuring Ireland has a marine planning system which is fit for purpose is critical to ensuring Ireland is 

able to reap the benefits of offshore wind and drive the decarbonisation of its electricity supply. The 

decarbonisation of electricity is critical to Ireland’s plans for heat and transport with 500,000 deep 

retrofits and almost 1 million Electric Vehicles planned by 2030.  

 

2.1 Need for timely implementation of NMPF and supporting legislation 

It is stated on page 21 of the draft NMPF that the MPDM “will be a cornerstone of the future marine 

planning system in Ireland”. IWEA welcomes this statement and is pleased to see that, through the 

NMPF, strong recognition is given to the MPDM’s important role in the future of marine planning in 

Ireland. It is well established that Ireland has huge potential to develop a strong commercial offshore 

wind sector. Unfortunately, without a robust modern marine planning regulatory regime, Ireland has 

 
1 https://windeurope.org/about-wind/statistics/offshore/european-offshore-wind-industry-key-trends-
statistics-2018/#explore 
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been unable to capitalise on its offshore wind potential to date. When enacted, the MPDM will pave 

the way for this sector to thrive in the years to come.  

 

2.2 The Challenge – timing of implementation with other Key Legislation 

The Climate Action Plan 2019 recognises offshore wind’s potential to significantly contribute to 

Ireland’s 2030 EU renewable energy targets. However, given the significant lead-in times involved in 

bringing an offshore wind project to commercial operation (for example, pre-planning survey work, 

consenting phase, securing a grid connection, securing a Renewable Electricity Support Scheme 

contract, achieving financial close and the project construction work), it is important that the NMPF is 

finalised and statutorily ‘made’ and the MPDM legislation is enacted as soon as possible. For practical 

purposes it is extremely unlikely that any offshore wind project which has not received planning 

permission before the end of 2025 and/or does not have a supporting Renewable Energy Support 

Scheme (RESS) auction to compete in will be built in time to meet the 2030 targets. This makes it 

essential that the MPDM is enacted and all secondary legislation implemented as soon as possible.  

The Government is due to implement its first Renewable Electricity Support Scheme auction later this 

year (known as RESS 1). It is generally acknowledged that offshore wind will not be able to meet the 

qualification requirements for RESS 1. However, the industry is hopeful that offshore will have a 

significant role in later auctions which are expected to take place in 2021 and either 2023 or 2024 

according to the Climate Action Plan.  The industry is hopeful that the terms and conditions of such 

auctions will include a specific technology cap solely for offshore wind or stand alone auctions for 

offshore wind will be facilitated.  

IWEA is concerned that delays, relating to the formation of a new Government, are impacting upon 

deadlines for the NMPF and the MPDM Bill outlined in the Climate Action Plan 2019.  

Further delays will certainly affect the delivery of all offshore wind projects, not only the ‘Relevant 

Projects’ but also the enduring projects which are already under significant pressure to deliver for 

2030. The risk of legislative delay is, arguably, the single biggest risk to achieving Ireland’s target of at 

least 3.5 GW of offshore wind by 2030. The urgency cannot be overstated of DHPLG delivering a 

coherent policy framework for offshore wind in conjunction with DCCAE. It is critical to developing an 

offshore wind industry in Ireland along with the associated supply chain and strategic investment. 

The timing and delivery of a range of policy areas e.g. consenting, grid, route to market and supply 

chain are integral to success. It is important to appreciate that every policy area is interlinked. Delays 

and difficulties in one will ripple through the timeline. The absence of progress in any one area will 

prevent work commencing and/or progressing in others.  

 

2.3 Our Recommendation 

We are very hopeful that the timing of both the NMPF and the MPDM Bill will complement other key 

legislative measures affecting the renewable energy sector.  

Taking into consideration the project development lead-in times, it is imperative that offshore wind is 

able to capitalise on a route to market with RESS to contribute to Ireland’s 2030 renewable energy 



 

 9 
 

OFFSHORE WIND OPPORTUNITY FOR IRELAND 

targets. Having the MPDM Bill enacted and the NMPF adopted well in advance of an offshore RESS 

will be a key step in this process.  

 

It is imperative therefore that the timing, implementation and adoption of key legislation is 

considered, managed appropriately and expedited.  

We recommend that timelines for the provision of offshore wind projects are considered alongside of 

the need for the timely provision of essential legislation and associated resources required to facilitate 

the progression of at least 3.5GW of offshore wind by 2030. If further delays occur, it may be necessary 

to redesign the sequential nature of the policy milestones in an innovative manner whereby they can 

be facilitated in parallel. 

 

2.4 Relevant Project in the NMPF 

The NMPF does not clarify how it envisages the management of ongoing applications and ‘Relevant 

Projects’ as described under the transitional provisions in the MPDM legislation. This may lead to 

uncertainty and potential delay for these projects.   

 

2.5 Our Recommendation 

IWEA request that the NMPF sets out how the ‘Relevant Projects’  are envisaged to fit within the 

framework, in line with action 25 of the Government’s Climate Action Plan for the development and 

management of Transitional ORE projects, and which would therefore facilitate the stated objective 

to develop ‘a transitional protocol to enable focus on applications within the scope of emerging 

policy’.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 10 
 

3.0 CONSENTING 

3.0 Consenting 

The MPDM Bill will introduce two new forms of State consent; Planning Interest and Maritime Area 

Consent (MAC). Planning Interest looks at the financial capability of a developer to actually deliver on 

a project and aims at reducing the hoarding of sites.  

 

3.1 The Challenge – potential delay in policy delivery 

In short, there is likely to be approximately a four-year period from applying for Planning Interest to 

securing a Marine Area Consent (MAC). Any delays in the delivery of a policy will impact upon project 

timelines and the ability of relevant and enduring projects to contribute to the 2030 targets.    

Originally, the final version of the General Scheme of the MPDM Bill was due to be submitted to the 

Joint Oireachtas Committee on Housing, Planning and Local Government before the end of 

September. The Bill itself was to be published, according to the Climate Action Plan, before the end of 

Q4 2019. It is now Q2 2020 and while the General Scheme has been published there is no sign of the 

Bill itself nor, pending the relevant Oireachtas committee being established, any indication as to when 

it might be published or when pre-legislative scrutiny may commence. We also understand there may 

be an additional period of public consultation which will likely extend the process further. In the 

context of the current Covid-19 crisis it could be Q3 or even Q4 of 2020 before pre-legislative scrutiny 

of the Bill can take place. 

The Bill is already at least a full quarter delayed against its Climate Action Plan target. At the current 

rate of progress there is no possibility of meeting the Climate Action Plan’s deadline for enactment of 

the MPDM Bill and there is a serious risk that we will soon be approximately one year behind the 

plan’s envisaged timeline. 

There is also significant potential for further delays to arise given multiple departments (and interests) 

involved in the decision making process but also more recently with the ongoing Covid-19 crisis. 

  

3.2 Our Recommendation 

IWEA recommends that DHPLG (both MSP and Foreshore) and DCCAE interact regularly with industry 

to flag any issues or bottlenecks that arise with the delivery of a new policy framework for offshore 

wind and address same to ensure that projects can be delivered and the 2030 targets can be achieved. 
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4.0  ORE Planning Policies  

IWEA welcome the ORE planning policies outlined in the draft NMPF which seek to: 
 

• Support the establishment of Ireland as a world leader in ORE deployment 

• Support Ireland’s decarbonisation journey through increased use of ORE while delivering significant and 
sustained benefits, import substitution, fiscal return, national and local economic development and 
technology learning 

• Provide enhanced security of supply for Ireland in the short and medium term, in accordance with the 
Government White Paper on Energy 

• Ensure good regulatory practices in ORE installation and generation, including decommissioning of 
existing facilities, at end of life, according to international best practice 

 

 

4.1 The Challenge – Visualisation Assessment 

IWEA believe amendments are needed to ORE Policy 9 which deals with visualisation assessment.  

 

ORE Policy 9: “A permission for ORE must be informed by inclusion of a visualisation assessment that supports 

conditions on any development in relation to design and layout. Where a development consent is applied for in 

an area already subject to permission, proposals must include a visualisation assessment to inform design and 

layout. Visualisation assessments must demonstrate consultation with communities that may be able to view 

any future ORE development at a given site with the aim of minimising impact. Visualisation assessments will be 

informed by specific emerging guidance but in absence of this should include elements identified in related policy 

and good practice.” 

 

ORE 9 requires a visualisation assessment to be included in all project applications. The policy includes 

community consultation as follows: “Visualisation assessments must demonstrate consultation with 

communities that may be able to view any future ORE development at a given site with the aim of minimising 

impact.”  This text is not clear and should be clarified. “Any future ORE” may refer to the specific project, which 

is the subject of the application. Alternatively, it may mean future projects, other than the specific project. In 

the latter case, it may not be possible to comply with the community consultation requirement in relation to 

such an assessment.  

 

 

4.2 Our Recommendation  

We recommend the policy be reworded, in a manner similar to the EIA Directive requirement for cumulative 

impact assessment.  

 

Proposed addition to ORE Policy 9: 

 

“Visualisation assessments must demonstrate consultation with communities that may be able to view the 

proposal and any other ORE development, which has  received  development consents to proceed, at a given site 

at the time the consent application is made, with the aim of minimising impact.” 
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5.0 SEA Requirements 

Ensuring proposals for development take proper account of the impact on landscape and seascape is 

a critical part of sustainable development. All offshore wind projects are required to demonstrate how 

they can avoid, minimise or mitigate significant adverse seascape and landscape impacts through an 

Environmental Impact Assessment which will also take into account cumulative impacts. 

 

5.1 The Challenge – Seascape and Landscape 

We understand that the Marine Institute is undertaking work on the methodology and identification 

of preliminary/draft Seascape Character Types and Seascape Character Area at a national and regional 

level to inform Ireland’s approach to marine spatial planning as well as contribute to Ireland’s National 

Landscape Strategy 2015-2020. This is an important piece of work. A consistent approach to the 

classification of landscape and seascape is required to ensure developers can bring forward projects 

with certainty.  

It should be noted that the location of potential offshore wind projects in Ireland may vary in terms of 

proximity to the Irish shoreline. Due to the existing geological and bathymetric conditions around 

Ireland fixed bottom offshore wind infrastructure will be located closer to the shoreline. This is in 

keeping with the development of marine wind infrastructure across the globe with projects located at 

varying distances from the coastline in both nearshore and offshore environments. Proximity to shore 

will be particularly important when considering impacts associated with seascape and 

landscape.  Wind farm design will be cognisant of this element and the impact of any potential 

development on the coastal environment will be thoroughly assessed in an EIA with appropriate 

mitigation measures applied where necessary. Commercial scale offshore wind farms will be new for 

coastal communities in Ireland. Their potential impact on existing landscape will therefore need to be 

handled carefully.  

 

5.2 Our Recommendation 

Balancing the public benefits of offshore wind projects and the importance of the contribution of 

offshore wind farm development in achieving national targets relating to climate change with the 

potential impact on seascape and landscape is critical. We welcome the intention of DHPLG to issue 

guidance to Consent Authorities on how public benefits and significant impacts are to be balanced. 

 

5.3 The Challenge – potential issues for plan implementation 

The NMPF SEA report presents a specific Climatic Factors SEA Objective, which is: “to minimise 

emissions of greenhouse gases”. With all such plans and subsequent objectives, there are potential 

issues that may impact its implementation. Outlined within this submission are several potential issues 

IWEA have highlighted which may impact the implementation of the NMPF, particularly the ORE 

policies and the above climatic factor objective.  

 



 

 13 
 

5.0 SEA REQUIREMENTS 

5.4 Our Recommendation 

While it is noted that the SEA report outlines certain monitoring requirements and remedial actions, 

we ask that the DHPLG take into consideration the potential issues highlighted within this submission 

and ask that the recommendations presented here are reflected within the NMPF and indeed in its 

timely implementation. 
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6.0 NATURA IMPACT STATEMENT AND AA SCREENING REPORT 

6.0 Natura Impact Statement and AA Screening Report 

It is suggested in the AA Screening Report and the NIS that there is potential for offshore wind to have 

both positive and negative effects on the protection and conservation of designated sites.  

 

6.1 The Challenge – Offshore Wind and Habitat Conservation 

While it is acknowledged that that the construction of offshore wind farms is identified as having the 

potential to create permanent and/or temporary habitat loss or fragmentation, it is also noted that 

areas of proposed developments will be assessed in accordance with the EIA and Habitats Directives. 

With the exception of the seven turbines installed on the Arklow Bank, offshore wind development in 

Ireland is in its infancy. However, there are well developed industries across Europe that Ireland can 

look to with respect to best practice measures across a broad range of areas including the 

environmental impacts of windfarm development. 

 

6.2 Our Recommendation 

The development of offshore wind has the potential to create positive and negative impacts on the 

conservation of designated sites around Ireland. While it is noted in the NIS that each individual 

offshore wind project will be subject to a case-by-case site specific AA, we believe that further 

emphasis and investigation should be put into identifying the potential positive effects of offshore 

projects that have been seen in other jurisdictions on designated sites.  

We believe that there should be further investigation of the potential conservation benefits offshore 

wind developments may have on designated EU sites. There is also significant potential for co-

existence between offshore activities, in particular fisheries. 

IWEA supports early and ongoing engagement between industry, the consenting authorities and key 

stakeholders including both statutory, such as National Parks and Wildlife Service and NGOs such as 

Bird Watch Ireland in relation to the development of up to date guidelines for windfarm development. 

However, any delay to the implementation of marine planning guidelines must not be allowed to delay 

the submission of applications to the consenting authority. In the absence of statutory marine 

planning guidelines best practice and industry standards should be applied to ensure a robust EIA and 

AA process. 
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7.0 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

7.0 Stakeholder Engagement 

Developing relationships with communities and all marine stakeholders through effective 

engagement is a fundamental part of IWEA’s approach to developing infrastructure.  

 

We believe that responsible development and genuine community engagement are pre-requisites if 

the offshore wind energy industry is to be successful and if Ireland is going to achieve its transition to 

a low-carbon society. IWEA is currently partnered on a SEAI research project focussed upon 

community engagement best practice for offshore wind energy 

How the public and other key stakeholders perceive offshore wind energy will be a key part of this 

engagement.  

IWEA is liaising closely with the Eirwind project in MAREI, UCC, on the dissemination of their research 

results. Eirwind is a MaREI Centre’s (UCC) industry-led collaborative research project in co-designing 

the opportunity around the sustainable development of Ireland’s marine resources, using offshore 

wind as the catalyst for innovation and impact. The project utilises the concepts of Marine Spatial 

Planning (MSP) where relevant, including interactive use of advanced data-analysis, strategic planning, 

Irish marine and renewable energy policy initiatives and stakeholder management. Work Package 4: 

Governance Deliverable 4.7 Public Perception Report 22 focusses on the public perception of offshore 

wind in Ireland. The Eirwind study results appear positive towards offshore wind in Ireland supporting 

the need for the timely deployment of offshore wind projects in Ireland. Some key highlights from the 

study include: 

• 87% of respondents would facilitate development of an offshore wind farm in their locality, 

either through active support or not objecting 

• 93% of respondents would facilitate development of an offshore wind farm outside of their 

locality, either through active support or not objecting 

• 65% of respondents believed that Ireland is too reliant on foreign energy 

• 78% of those who took part in the survey believed or believed strongly that generating 

electricity from offshore wind farms would make a difference to Ireland’s carbon emissions 

• 63% of respondents believed that the government is not doing enough to reduce carbon 

emissions 

• 71% believing that the Irish Government should invest in offshore wind farms with 10% 

believed that the Irish Government should not invest in renewable energy 

• 63% of contributors believed that offshore wind farms could create jobs in the surrounding 

area 

• 60% of those who answered shared the opinion that seeing offshore wind turbines made them 

feel that they were helping to stall climate change 

 

IWEA is fully supportive of extensive public and stakeholder engagement for the NMPF led by the MSP 

team in DHPLG. IWEA is represented on the NMPF Stakeholder Advisory Group (previously the MSP 

 
2 Cronin, Y., Cummins, V. Co-designing opportunities towards the development of Irish offshore wind - Work Package 4: Governance 

Deliverable 4.7 Public Perception Report – Part 2, Eirwind, MaREI, UCC 
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Advisory Group) and has contributed to this formal mechanism established to facilitate participation 

from the relevant stakeholder groups that exist for the marine space.  

Separately IWEA has welcomed direct engagement with DHPLG on the development of both ORE 

specific and overarching marine planning policies for the NMPF to date. We have found this process 

to be constructive and wish to continue with these channels of engagement as the plan progresses. 

IWEA is supportive of the information sessions that have been held throughout the consultation 

process for the Baseline Report and the draft NMPF, the latter of which included sector specific 

information sessions allowing IWEA the opportunity to present on the future of the offshore wind 

industry and how the NMPF and wider planning / consenting process will facilitate this.  Similar to 

IWEA’s direct engagements with DHPLG on marine planning policies, we would welcome the 

opportunity for further direct engagement on the offshore wind industry’s concerns and 

recommendations set out in our presentation at the NMPF information session on 12 February 2020 

and which are expanded upon in greater detail within the body of this consultation response.  

IWEA welcomes the ten policy actions and enablers identified in the Offshore Renewable Energy 

Development Plan (OREDP). These policy actions remain valid for the NMPF. However, we have 

concerns about these actions being progressed by the Offshore Renewable Energy Steering Group 

(ORESG), as proposed in the draft NMPF. As a representative on this steering group, IWEA is concerned 

that these meetings did not happen within 2019 and recommend that this forum be reprioritised and 

/ or repurposed to prevent delay and ensure progress of these policies that are key to the 

development of the sector. 

 

7.1 The Challenge – Definition of community 

IWEA fully supports the guiding principles for a marine planning system outlined within the Marine 

Planning Policy Statement published in October 2019. These overarching policies and principles of 

transparency, public engagement, governance, environmental assessment, climate action and socio-

economic benefit are key to an informed marine spatial plan and to the success of offshore wind 

energy development in Ireland.  

As part of this initiative, IWEA will work with all stakeholders to develop initiatives and conversations 

that support community engagement. IWEA is committed to working nationally with the Government 

on the design and implementation of best practice in relation to community engagement. However, 

it should be noted that there is currently no agreed definition of the ‘community’ as it applies to the 

development of offshore wind energy. This term is used frequently in referring to the group of people 

with whom a project should engage with and it is also central to identifying the group of people who 

would be entitled to various forms of community benefit. 

IWEA fully supports Fisheries Policies as set out in Section 5 of the policy and would also welcome the 

establishment of guidance similar to the FLOWW (Fishing Liaison with Offshore Wind and Wet 

Renewables Group) UK guidance to foster good relations between the fishing and offshore renewable 

energy sectors and encourage co-existence of the industries .  
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7.2 Our Recommendation – Definition of Community 

IWEA believes that DCCAE and DHPLG should work with industry to come up with a working definition 

of ‘community’. This definition should be flexible as the concept of a project’s ‘community’ can vary 

depending on the individual circumstances of each project but some form of common principle, 

guidelines or terminology should be developed.   

IWEA will work closely with State bodies in taking public interest in EU and international obligations 

regarding the protection of the marine environment. As offshore wind will be a key tool in the fight 

against climate change it is imperative that the wind industry works closely with the members of the 

public, State bodies, environmental networks and NGOs and Fisheries to ensure offshore wind energy 

is developed sustainably and transparently. 

Section 11.11 of the draft NMPF highlights ORE as central to a long-term vision in transitioning the 

energy sector to a low-carbon system and the importance of an inclusive process of engagement and 

consensus building with local communities and the wider society. IWEA supports this and learnings 

from the experiences of the consenting processes for existing international ORE developments and 

from developers operating within the Irish market who have experience of consenting processes in 

neighbouring jurisdictions will be key to creating a fair, transparent and effective method of project 

delivery. 

 

7.3 The Challenge – Supply Chain  

IWEA welcomes the acknowledgement in section 11.16 of the draft NMPF of the positive socio-

economic benefits that offshore renewable energy can bring to coastal communities. We are 

enthusiastic about the possibilities of working with Government departments such as DHPLG, DCCAE, 

DBEI and DAT to ensure that communities see long-term benefits from the development of offshore 

wind energy.  

We are also conscious that the marine environment is one that is shared. Other individuals and groups 

use it for commercial, leisure and/ or social activities. Birds and other wildlife call it home. Early and 

effective engagement with these stakeholders and the organisations that represent them or act on 

their behalf must be central to ensuring sustainable marine development. IWEA has already 

commenced this work but we are conscious of our responsibility – our obligation – to expand these 

efforts. 

The publication of the draft NMPF is a key step in indicating to investors that Ireland’s marine space 

is one in which there is a space to establish Ireland as a world leader in ORE development. It should 

be highlighted that Ireland will be competing with other countries in a global supply chain where there 

are limits on the number of specialist vessels and skilled workers available to develop offshore 

projects. Without clear regulatory certainty we are at risk of losing the supply chain to more mature 

or streamlined markets.  
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7.4 Our recommendation – Supply Chain  

Delivering just the 3.5 GW of offshore wind energy required under the Climate Action Plan will require 

significant investment, create thousands of jobs in planning, development and construction and 

hundreds of long-term jobs in operations and maintenance. IWEA would like to continue working 

closely with Government departments and supporting agencies to harness the global supply chain and 

create a domestic one to deliver this energy transition.  

IWEA recently commissioned a report by the Carbon Trust on the offshore wind supply chain in 

Ireland, Harnessing Our Potential, investment and jobs in Irelands offshore wind industry, which sets 

out dozens of recommendations for the required initiatives key to a successful offshore wind industry 

in Ireland. The most urgent of which are: 

• First, strategic investment driven by the Government or the private sector must be directed 

into one or more Irish ports to take advantage of the commercial opportunity of delivering 

3.5GW of offshore wind by 2030. This report includes a detailed analysis of the suitability of 

16 ports around Ireland to support the development of offshore wind farms and to provide 

operations and maintenance services. 

• Then, Government must bring together industry, ports and local communities to develop 

offshore wind enterprise zones. These should be located around those ports identified as 

suitable to support offshore wind energy projects and must serve as hubs to attract 

international investment and create links to Irish businesses and suppliers. 

• Next, Enterprise Ireland should be supported to continue its excellent work to date on 

developing offshore wind clusters for Irish companies. This would enable those businesses to 

develop their resources and capacity to a point where they can not only support the 

development of offshore wind domestically but also compete effectively in the European and 

even global markets. 

• Finally, Ireland must address the skills shortage faced in trying to maximise local employment 

opportunities. The Government must coordinate the work of schools and universities, existing 

training bodies and skills development programmes, to identify the most cost-effective ways 

to eliminate the skills gap. Central to this must be the development of specialist marine 

apprenticeship schemes and working with academic institutions to develop a skills 

development plan for offshore wind. 
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8.0 Linkage to Terrestrial Planning 

As has been clearly set out in Section 2.2, it is expected that the process for preparation of the NMPF 

is fully aligned with the arrangements for the National Planning Framework. It is envisaged that the 

NMPF is a parallel document to the National Planning Framework and IWEA endorses and fully 

supports the intention, as set out in Section 2.37, that national, regional and local terrestrial plans will 

be required to be consistent with the NMPF under the Planning and Development Act, 2018. 

Specifically, as outlined in Section 21.4 of the NMPF, the statutory provision under Part 5 of the 

Planning and Development (Amendment) Act, 2018 includes the requirement that ‘the objectives of 

the NMPF must be supported and implemented by all public bodies that have a role in making policies, 

plans or programmes relevant to the maritime area.’ 

 

8.1 The Challenge – Alignment and consistency between land and marine policies 

It is critical that terrestrial land-use planning policies and plans developed by local planning authorities 

are consistent with the NMPF. Policies concerning coastal infrastructure provision, port/harbour 

development, coastal amenity development and protection as well as land-use zoning need to be 

developed with a clear understanding of the locations of, and opportunities provided by, the intended 

offshore wind development sites.  These sites are specifically identified in the figure Marine 

Renewable Energy and Infrastructure on page 125 of the NMPF and in future designated zones 

envisaged under the process set out in the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill.   

Equally terrestrial plan-making authorities need to have due regard to the potential need for 

new/upgraded local electricity transmission infrastructure to facilitate the connection of new offshore 

wind energy development sites. 

 

8.2 Our Recommendation 

IWEA welcomes the proposal for a single development consent application for both the land and 

marine based elements of an offshore wind farm project as envisaged under the MPDM and believes 

that this approach will ensure that any EIA undertaken  will be more resilient and robust.  

IWEA recommends EirGrid should work closely with DHPLG and local authorities on the requirement 

for county and Local Area Plans to consider suitable land banks for zoning for electricity infrastructure 

and in particular adjacent to existing infrastructure.  

Innovation in thinking however must be brought to the development consenting process due to the 

rapid changes in turbine technology which are bringing down the costs of renewable energy across 

Europe. Fixed numbers, locations and heights of turbines within a development site limit the ability of 

a developer to use the latest technology which may be available to the market at the construction 

stage  – this is a result of the duration of the development consent application, preparation and 

decision-making processes, which unfortunately have  proven lengthy in numerous cases historically.  
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The ‘Rochdale Envelope’ approach is employed where the nature of the proposed development 

means that some details of the whole project have not been confirmed (for instance the precise 

dimensions of structures) when the application is submitted, and flexibility is sought to address any 

uncertainty. Such an approach has been used under other consenting regimes including development 

consent order applications for offshore wind projects (such as the Town and Country Planning Act, 

1990 and the Electricity Act, 1989) in the United Kingdom in circumstances where applications are 

made at a time when the details of a project have not yet been fully resolved. This approach can be 

applied whilst still achieving assessment obligations under the EIA and Birds and Habitats Directives. 

IWEA recommends the application of a ‘Rochdale Envelope’ model of consenting for projects as a 

policy objective.   
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9.0 Regulatory Resources and Expertise 

Section 3.8 of the NMPF states, “This Environment section of the NMPF intends to help realise the 

opportunities Ireland has to continually improve its marine and coastal environment. However, it 

should be recognised that in relation to policy related to management of marine Environment matters, 

that the NMPF is but one part”. IWEA also recognise this challenge and would agree and emphasise 

the point made in section 2.40, “decisions on applications for consent should not be delayed in 

anticipation of plans being adopted for the first time”.  This is of particular note for the ‘Relevant 

Projects’. 

It is essential that regulatory resourcing is ensured to deliver investment and Ireland’s climate action 

commitments. As consenting is the first step in the offshore wind project lifecycle, it is imperative that 

support is established if current and future offshore renewable energy projects are to be successful.  

~12 GW of Irish offshore wind project capacity is at risk without the provision of increased and revised 

regulatory resources according to a recent report by The Carbon Trust, Harnessing our potential 3. To 

deliver future ambition for Irish offshore wind, increased regulatory resources are required to: 

• Ensure sustainable and timely project delivery; 

• Find solutions for strategic deployment challenges; and 

• Ensure deployment is supported by an effective and efficient regulatory process. 

 

 

9.1 The Challenge – Resources 

Government Departments (for example, DHPLG and DCCAE) and Government agencies (for example 

ABP MI, NPWS, SEAI and GSI) are under-resourced to effectively support the delivery of at least 3.5 

GW by 2030. Critical issues for all phases of project development include: 

• Recruitment and retention of technically competent and experienced staff; and 

• Appropriate licensing charges for industry (to be determined in regulations to support the 

MPDM Bill). 

 

 

9.2 Our Recommendation 

Industry would like to work with the Government to identify the resources required by the relevant 

statutory bodies to facilitate the development of the predicted volume of projects and ensure that 

these are put in place before the end of Q3 2020.   

IWEA also makes the following recommendations: 

• Resource provision within these timeframes is also required to support deployment post-2030 

(some of the projects in the pipeline may not be operational by 2030 but these still require 

resource support e.g. future projects) and is even more critical if ambitions are extended 

beyond 3.5 GW by 2030. 

 
3The Carbon Trust, Harnessing our potential, Investment and jobs in Ireland’s offshore wind industry, March 2020 
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9.0 REGULATORY RESOURCES AND EXPERTISE 

• Addition of senior strategic resources to be considered. Loss of strategic oversight hinders 

ability to work through complex issues before they become specific project problems and 

restricts linking overall Government aims for offshore wind and conservation ambitions.  

 

 

9.3 The Challenge - Marine Protected Areas Policy 4  

Section 3 of the draft NMPF states that “Until the ecological coherence of the marine protected area 

network is confirmed, proposals should demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: (a) avoid, 

(b) minimise, or (c) mitigate adverse impacts on features that may be required to complete the 

network, or (d) if it is not possible to mitigate adverse impacts, proposals should state the case for 

proceeding.”  

 

This policy can be interpreted as having a very broad scope which we believe requires clarification and 

refining to allow offshore wind farm development.  As it currently reads, this policy could be 

interpreted as meaning that until the number and boundaries of marine protected areas are finalised, 

a proposal would have to demonstrate that it will not have an effect on any feature, habitat or species 

which could possibly be required to complete the network. These features could include any habitat 

or any species at any location in the Irish marine area.  

 

  

9.4 Our Recommendation 

IWEA propose amending Marine Protected Areas Policy 4 as follows:  

 

“Until the ecological coherence of the marine protected area network is confirmed, proposals should 

identify, by consultation with the competent authority with responsibility for designating such areas, 

the features, under consideration at the time the application is made, that may be required to complete 

the network. The proposals should demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: (a) avoid, (b) 

minimise, or (c) mitigate adverse impacts on such features, or (d) if it is not possible to mitigate adverse 

impacts, proposals should state the case for proceeding.” 
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10.0 ZONING / SPATIAL DESIGNATION 

10.0 Zoning / Spatial Designation 

ORE Policy 2: “Preference will be given to proposals for offshore wind farms, including relevant 
enabling projects and infrastructure, in areas identified as designated zones for offshore wind, under 
the zoning process set out in the Marine Planning and Development Management Act”. 
 
The NMPF reiterates that the process of zoning will be carried out through the MPDM Bill. IWEA 

welcomes the opportunity for offshore wind to be given a specific designation or zone under the 

proposed zonal designation process under the MPDM Bill (high-level detail of which is set out in 

Appendix D of the NMPF). 

 

10.1 The Challenge – Zoning Approach 

IWEA have concerns that if the State adopts a narrow or rigid approach to zoning, whereby sub-

optimal zones are identified, there is a real risk that sites will ultimately not be cost-efficient or 

deliverable for developers. Significant up-front analysis is invested by developers, at considerable 

expense, to identify suitable sites for offshore wind projects, e.g. wind resource, seabed analysis, 

ecology studies etc, and these assessments will change over time as new technology emerges. As any 

such zonal designation process will likely be lengthy (we note that a public consultation process will 

be involved, and full environmental assessments must be carried out) this may result in further delays 

for the delivery of the ‘Relevant Projects’. 

 

10.2 Our Recommendation 

We believe the hybrid approach involving zoning for specific activities is sensible. The General Scheme 

of the MPDM Bill provides the Minister with powers to establish Strategic Marine Activity Zones 

(SMAZ). The SMAZ represents a prescriptive mechanism to support offshore wind development but it 

is important to recognise that there will be other very suitable areas outside of these zones. Other 

pathways to development should be facilitated. In order to establish a zone, the Minister will need to 

prepare a draft marine planning scheme which would be subject to public consultation. It is essential 

that the Government’s approach be developed carefully, drawing on the best scientific data, evidence 

base and extensive consultation with, and participation by, all relevant stakeholders.  

An inadvertently rigid approach to zoning could stifle the ability of Ireland’s offshore renewables 

industry to develop. Spatial designations should also take account of areas already identified in the 

Offshore Renewable Energy Development Plan (OREDP) as being suitable for offshore wind 

development such as the East Coast (North), East Coast (South) and South Coast. Developers have 

already identified sites on the basis of the signal provided in the OREDP.  It is critical that spatial 

designations take account of areas already identified in the OREDP as this is essential if the target of 

3.5 GW is to be delivered by 2030. Ireland’s approach to zoning needs to be developed carefully.  The 

‘Relevant Projects’ should not be delayed by a new zoning process. The designations as outlined in the 

OREDP identifies suitable areas that can be progressed as part of the ‘Relevant Projects’ as this is 

essential if the target of 3.5 GW is to be delivered by 2030. 
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10.0 ZONING / SPATIAL DESIGNATION 

A robust socio-economic assessment of the proposed zones is required to ensure the most optimal 

areas are identified. It is also important that offshore wind is prioritised when carrying out the zonal 

designation process under the MPDM Bill. 

 

10.3 The Challenge – competing industries and zoning 

As noted in the draft NMPF, there may be direct competition for space between offshore wind projects 

and industries such as marine aggregates and mining. It is specifically mentioned that there are areas 

along the east coast of Ireland that provide opportunities for both marine aggregates and offshore 

wind energy projects. This will result in competing industries looking to utilise such areas. We believe 

that certain criteria need to be put in place around this. The NMPF states that preference will be given 

to offshore wind in specific zones but fails to clarify how preferences will be treated when it comes to 

other interests or industries. 

 

10.4 Our Recommendation 

IWEA recommend that specific activities are clearly defined in the zoning approach employed within 

the NMPF and the MPDM Bill. There are a number of areas in the MPDM Bill that require consideration 

in order to ensure the process for designating zones works effectively including the planning interest 

application process and how this will be managed, the rights associated with a planning interest and 

its duration. 
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11.0 CONCLUSION 

11.0 Conclusion 

While IWEA welcomes the publication of the draft NMPF, IWEA have identified several key challenges 

which we would like to bring to the attention of the DHPLG. We hope that the above comments and 

recommendations are considered and reflected in the final publication of the NMPF. 



   

                       

Submission on the National Marine Planning Framework Consultation Draft from the National 
Inshore Fisheries Forum 

 

The National Inshore Fisheries Forum (NIFF) welcomes the opportunity to make this submission on 
the National Marine Planning Framework Consultation Draft.  The NIFF wishes to acknowledge the 
engagement that they had with the MSP team early in the process and the attempts made to meet 
up again with the MSP team in January 2020 where unfortunately both parties were unable to find a 
suitable date. However the NIFF and the Regional Inshore Fisheries Forums were disappointed to see 
the last two workshops on the NMPF in Wexford on Fisheries and Kinsale on Ports and Harbours 
both with obvious interest for our members were not just postposed but cancelled due to COVID-19 
with no extension to the date for receipt of submissions.  In light of this we wrote to the MSP team 
requesting an extension for the closing date for submissions due to COVID-19 which although not 
granted initially was further considered and an extension until the 30th April was granted.   

The NIFF has approached their submission in the context of both their previous submission on the 
Marine Planning Framework Baseline report and where the groups expertise and areas of concern 
arise in the National Marine Planning Framework document. Both the NIFF and the RIFFs feel it is 
critical that both the dependence of inshore fisheries and their communities on the marine resource 
as well as their contribution socially and economically to the country is recognised. While inshore 
fisheries are dependent on the valuable stock and habitats inside the 6nm limit their activities can 
range outside of this for some parts of the year depending on stock and season.  In the submission 
the NIFF takes account of comments and opinions of the report from the Regional Inshore Fisheries 
Forums (RIFFS).  

Marine Planning in the Broader Context  

While although the NIFF welcome the National Marine Planning Framework and Marine Spatial 
Planning as positive and essential planning tool for Ireland’s marine resources and wish to continue 
to be supportive of the process there are two issues that are very important to note: Firstly the 
disparity in resources between the various sectors involved in the marine sphere should not 
adversely affect the ability of the inshore sector to be represented. It must be acknowledged that 
the representatives on the NIFF and RIFFs are volunteers and participate on the Forums in their own 
time on top of their usual work.  Secondly both the NIFF and RIFFs operate with many who are not as 
digitally literate as those in more high-tech sectors. While initiatives are being explored that address 
this through the Inshore Fisheries Strategy, frameworks that are not simple, fair and transparent will 
jeopardise the ability of the inshore sector to represent itself properly.  These factors put the inshore 
sector at a considerable disadvantage when it comes to consultations on the many developments in 
the marine area affecting them.  The ability of resources to address the demands of constant 
consultation by very well-resourced promoters needs to be considered in the design and 
implementation of the appropriate planning framework.  

This has become critically evident with the demands placed on the inshore sector regarding the 
number of applications and consultations by energy companies in particular windfarms for site 
investigation works over the past year. The number of consultations to comment on has become 
overwhelming for the NIFF/RIFFs and the inshore fishermen they are representing. This is an on-
going concern for the inshore sector as much of the proposed site investigations are in areas where 



   

                       

they fish. Our concern on this issue is so great that the NIFF have been trying to arrange a meeting 
with Minister Eoghan Murphy in the Department of Housing Planning and Local Government since 
July 2019 when they wrote to him expressing their concerns regarding the number of recent 
planning applications for site investigation works to access the suitability of areas for offshore 
windfarms and cable laying. At the time the letter was written there had been very little 
engagement by the energy companies applying for these foreshore consents with the inshore fishing 
sector.  The NIFF was very disappointed to receive no response to their July letter and subsequently 
sent a second letter to Minister Murphy in October 2019, finally receiving an acknowledgement of 
that letter on the 31st of October 2020.  Since then the NIFF have continued to try and secure a 
meeting with Minister Murphy and the issue of windfarms and most recently raised the issue at a 
NIFF meeting in November 2019 with Minister Michael Creed, T.D. where they asked Minister Creed 
if he could help secure a meeting, he indicated he would, however no meeting has taken place to 
date. The NIFF is very dissatisfied with their attempts to engage with the DHPLG on the issue of 
applications/consents for windfarm/energy companies and this concerns them greatly going 
forward. They feel if this is a sign of how the consultation process in the National Marine Planning 
Framework will work then what hope do they have for the future of their livelihoods and the coastal 
communities they support.  

The NIFF realise that offshore renewable energy is the fastest growing sector of the blue economy in  
Europe (European MSP Platform), and this growth has been and will likely continue to be fuelled by 
both strong policy drivers, alongside continued development of the industry, but this must not be at 
the cost of our livelihoods, our way of life or our coastal communities. Currently developing offshore 
windfarms close to shore remains more cost effective on account of the high cost of laying 
foundations etc. However, the immediate upshot of this is that these developments will target the 
inshore areas where the inshore sector fish. Thus, it follows that inshore fishers are currently the 
stakeholders most likely to be impacted. Safety issues and displacement have both been highlighted 
as issues for coastal and small-scale fishers, who do not always have the capacity to move to other 
fishing grounds, or switch to a different type of fishing.   

The NIFF acknowledges that over the past number of months engagement with the energy 
companies on proposed consents for site investigations has improved through engagement of 
various energy companies with the NIFF and more locally with the respective RIFF. At times this 
seems to be an afterthought with some of the wind energy companies hiring a Fisheries Liaison 
Officer late in the application process. As stated previously the number of recent applications for site 
investigations works by various energy companies particularly along the East Coast and more 
recently off the Southeast coast has proven to be an overwhelming task for the RIFFs (who are all 
volunteers) in organising meetings so that the energy companies can meet with the RIFFs in the first 
instance where RIFF members stressed the importance of the energy companies making contact 
with the fishermen and other stakeholders most impacted by the proposed development. This has 
been a particular problem in areas where more than one site investigation by various companies is 
proposed in the same area. This needs to be addressed as the RIFFs are becoming overwhelmed 
with these meeting by different companies in the same area to the detriment of the other issues, 
they are facing that need to be addressed.  As a first step in addressing the issue of being able to 
assess where sites are overlapping the NIFF would strongly recommend the development of an 
accessible interactive viewer similar to that used by INFOMAR www.informar.ie. This would allow 

http://www.informar.ie/


   

                       

individuals to easily see current developments alongside those being proposed and easily assess if 
there is a need to examine the proposals in more detail or not. This would show visually in real time 
existing sites that each promotor has approval for and is pending approval. This map could be 
accessible on the DHPLG foreshore consents page for example The NIFF in their previous submission 
recommended that in the event that a development is proposed in inshore waters that may impact 
on inshore fishing a  consultation framework that has been agreed (and critically, that all 
stakeholders are familiar with and empowered to easily engage with) should be used before any 
permissions are given in the marine planning process. The NIFFs view on this has not changed and 
the recent consultation with energy companies has only highlighted the lack of a co-ordinated 
approach. Although the inshore sector wants and need this engagement a way needs to be found for 
it to be conducted in a more coordinated manner that will be of benefit to all in the future. 
 
Over Arching Marine Planning Policies 
 
Serious drivers such as e.g. climate change, invasive species, may exert an impact or pressure on 
inshore fishing which together with proposed new developments may cause unforeseen 
displacement or limit access thus having a detrimental effect. Therefore, planning should consider 
the cumulative effects of a new proposed development on existing activity. 
 
Marine Protected Areas 
In terms of access to fishing grounds the introduction of Protected areas, Conservation Areas and 
Marine Protected Areas has constricted the areas available for fishing. Future development of MPAs 
in Ireland required careful planning and high levels of collaboration with the current and potential 
coastal users.  Future designation needs to be clear on the deliverable conservation impact and how 
best is can be arrived at without further eroding the economic and social benefit to dependent 
communities. This is important in terms of climate justice and greater understanding/ engagement 
with a marine planning framework. Marine Protected Areas have been a feature of fisheries 
management for many years.   

A clear definition of the MPA and its conservation objectives should be established at the outset based 
upon the features and ecosystems it seeks to protect.   Improved understanding will lead to better 
and more willing management of sites.    

 
Water Quality 
Good water quality is critical to our livelihoods in coastal communities where the effects of changes 
in water quality impact our bivalve fisheries. Areas designated as Shellfish waters need to be 
protected and further improved. The impact of good water quality on shellfish growing businesses 
and tourism in small rural communities in vital in terms of the economic and social viability. 
 
Marine Litter 
The issue of marine litter impacts weighs heavily on the inshore sector and this has caused major 
cultural shifts to take place in terms of dealing with the waste burden appropriately. Initiatives such 
as BIM’s Fishing for Litter scheme for example which encourages fishermen to take ashore the litter 
they encounter at sea while fishing have been well supported by our industry.  As we target 



   

                       

improvement in relation to marine litter levels it is important that harbour/port landings facilities 
also grow with the level of new marine development that are successful through the National 
Marine Planning Framework.  
 
Climate Change 
The issue of Climate change is becoming a pressing concern of the inshore sector as it effects 
fisheries both at sea and on land through increased storm frequency, effects on infrastructure and 
potential coastal squeeze. Increased storm frequency results in fewer days at sea and increased risk 
to gear which will affect fisheries economically. As well as the economic effects to fishers the 
social/community perspective of loss of land/homes will negatively affect them. As already stated, 
their ability to engage in exercises to arrive at solutions that enable co-existence will be 
overwhelmed if the NMPF and promoters of new developments fail to appreciate potential 
cumulative impacts on fisheries and their communities. 
 
Economic Thriving Maritime Economy 
  
Co-existence, Infrastructure 
Inshore fishers have always co-existed with other marine sectors. For decades fishers have 
interacted with tourism and leisure activities not to mention aquaculture and other extractive 
industries. The knowledge and skills inshore fishers possess are shared and complement the other 
marine activities. While co-existence is well established it is understood that it is based on mutual 
respect.  
 
The requisites respect and skills for co-existence at sea are the same as co-existence in using the 
public marine infrastructure. The scope of existing infrastructure to cope with additional new 
developments should be assessed when new consents are being evaluated. From the prospective of 
our island and coastal communities the maintenance and improvement of safe havens and landing 
access in harbours for vessels is critical to their lives on the islands.   
 

The NIFF are particularly concerned how fisheries interests which fall outside the proposed MPDM 
bill which states the following:  

“‘The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine is the appropriate Minister for foreshore 
functions relating to aquaculture, sea-fisheries related development and fishery harbour 
centres under Section 1B of the Foreshore Act. Those activities and any other development 
within the functional remit of the Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine (MAFM) 
are excluded from the scope of the Bill.’  

 
will feed into the other sectoral plans and into the Ministers Decisions on marine planning 
applications. As already stated, a high number of wind farm and site investigation applications on the 
east coast and elsewhere has recently required the input of many fishermen and fisheries groups as 
previously discussed. This has led to concerns that the potential impacts of other sectors on fishery 
interests is not been addressed at a high level but rather a tag on requirement when projects are 
already well advanced. 



   

                       

The NIFF would hope that the proposed framework will address this issue, but we do not see any 
assurances or methods of ensuring this in the proposed current framework.  

 
Social – Engagement with the Sea 
 
The fact that inshore fisheries are embedded in marine communities makes the marine identity and 
links to culture and heritage a living thing.  They are a living part of the marine community. Having a 
high functioning respectful National Marine Planning Framework is important for allowing the sense 
of marine identity and culture to flourish and bolster the resilience of coastal communities. The 
diversity of skills and mindset is something that should be valued in terms of resilience within 
communities and society at large. This needs to be reflected in the National Marine Planning 
Framework. 
 
Access 
Inshore fisheries understand the right to access at a very essential level and appreciate the need to 
maintain access. However, the concept of having access to state foreshore and seabed resources 
needs to be a fundamental concept that underpins and granting of consents for new developments. 
 
Employment 
The existing employment provided by inshore fishing and the ancillary activity should be assessed in 
relation to the primary and secondary benefits it bestows on the community. Some inshore fishing 
households are not solely reliant on inshore fishing therefore the necessity to have complementary 
employment opportunities is seen as welcome and essential to the success of rural coastal and 
island communities. Employment opportunities should not be solely weighed on their earning 
opportunities. The existing employment must be considered not only in terms of direct economic 
benefit to coastal communities but its contribution to the skills and infrastructure required to 
maintain food security from indigenous primary food production. Maintaining this diversity of skills 
has become more important in recent times when self-reliance will be required as part of a resilient 
society. Employment and financial aid for small scale coastal fishing is important to keep it alive on 
the coast and islands so that new generations can continue to fish and live in these coastal 
communities. 
 
Where fishermen are being directly impeded by the work a company are carrying out i.e. moving any 
type of static gear out of the way to allow company works to continue in these cases, fishermen 
should be compensated for their cooperation and time spent moving the gear. In other cases where 
site sizes might change over a period of time and again start to impede on static fishing gear fishing  
in that area and again have to be moved, there should be a financial agreement in place for this type 
of activity.  
 
Heritage 
Heritage according to the Heritage Council comprises three parts: the tangible such as piers, boats, 
objects in maritime museums: the natural such as bays, harbours reefs, marine flora and fauna; the 
intangible such as our customs and traditions, music, sports crafts skills and knowledge. Using this 



   

                       

definition of heritage, it would be hard to find a more fitting expression of all three, than a living 
fishing community. If heritage has a value, the value of inshore fishers needs to be recognised at 
every appropriate policy point in the National Planning Framework. 
 
Social Benefits 
The NIFF welcomes the detailed attention given to this area. To enhance or promote social benefits 
you must know what is of value to the community. As outlined in Section 3.213 in the NMPF a new 
development could be socially beneficial on many levels (more wealth, more facilities etc.) but not if 
it causes displacement, loss of livelihood, loss of way of life or loss of cultural identity at a 
community level. New developments which prioritise the fishing community as part of the future 
picture are really important so as not to destroy culturally complex coastal communities. 
 
Key Sectoral Marine Planning Policies 
 
5.0 Aquaculture 
Aquaculture plays an important role in some marine dependent coastal communities and can be 
complementary to other activities including inshore fishing. However, while most established 
aquaculture activities have managed to minimise the impact on inshore fishing the pressure on 
suitable inshore grounds is notable in bays and harbours around the coast. The available sites are 
limited due to various pressures e.g. site suitability for species, water quality, Natura 2000 
designations or visual impacts. The value of existing employment through inshore fishing must be 
taken into account when granting new consent for new developments. The scale of operation should 
also be considered carefully to maximise the co-existence potential. 
 
12.0 Fisheries  
Objectives 
The NIFF would like to see the following Objective included: “Sustaining primary food producers of 
indigenous resources contributing to food security at a national and largely European level”. We 
would like to see this reflected in the Fisheries Policy also. 
 
Planning Policies 
The order of the Fisheries Policies 1-6 is difficult to follow and the NIFF have the following 
comments: 
 
Fisheries Policy 5 creates confusion and seems to counteract or neutralise Fisheries Policy 1. It is 
unclear under what circumstances Fisheries Policy 5 would be invoked.  What is the purpose of 
Fisheries Policy 1 and should policy 5 run straight from it? Under Fisheries Policy 5 “Fisheries 
Management and Mitigation strategy would be prepared by the proposer as part of a discharge of 
conditions of permissions granted”, however does this mean that the fishers are subjected to an 
exercise which holds no guarantee of protecting their livelihood? Is this only undertaken in the case 
of over-riding public benefits?  What are the criteria for a proposal where public benefit for 
proceeding outweigh the significant adverse impacts in existing activities and how must they be 
demonstrated? There seems to be a presumption in Fisheries Policy 5 that if a Fisheries 



   

                       

Management and Mitigation Strategy is prepared that any project can go ahead no matter what the 
objections may be and whose livelihoods are affected. This is not an acceptable approach.  
 
Fisheries Policy 6 is welcomed as new regulations will mean that ports and harbours will need to 
consider future proofing the infrastructure to enable compliance that will extend to potential new 
developments without jeopardising the facilities available to fishing vessels.   
 
 
Background and Context: 
 
In general terms for this section it is important to acknowledge that food security aspect of fishing 
both nationally and on a European level. While our food supply has become increasingly globalised 
our attention has more recently become acutely refocused on the resilience that primary food 
producers lend to our food security. 
  
Section 12.2 In addition to the figures for value and volume of landings in Irish ports (Table 4) a 
number of species such as lobster, periwinkle, native oyster and shrimps are targeted by vessels 
under 10 m in length. As these vessels do not report landings capturing these data is difficult due to 
the large number of vessels and small daily consignments involved. Some data is available through 
the Marine Institutes Shellfish Stock and Fisheries reviews and the SFPA (sales notes). The omission 
of this data in the NMPF understates the contributions that inshore fisheries make to the coastal 
economy. 
  
Section 12.6 We highlighted in our last submission to the baseline report that while the six Fishery 
Harbour Centres of the Department of Agriculture Food and the Marine are described other landing 
sites, piers and harbours not owed by the DAFM including those under Public/Local authority and 
private ownership are not. The inshore sector is particularly dependent on non-DAFM landing 
infrastructure and one of the key issues in the Inshore Fisheries Strategy is poor quality 
infrastructure at smaller inshore ports and harbours. The lack of investment and management of 
poor-quality infrastructure has implications for the profitability, efficiency, safety and attractiveness 
of not only the inshore sector but as other marine users as well. The whole array of other 
infrastructure aside from the six National Fisheries Harbours need to be considered as well as the 
economic and social value it contributes to the marine sector. This has still not been considered or 
included in the NMPF document.   
 
Inshore Fisheries  
 
Section 12.10 It must be acknowledged that while inshore vessels are highly dependent on the area 
inside the 6 nm this varies seasonally depending on the fishing opportunities. Although mapping 
fishing opportunities is very important, they must be used in the context of stock, fleet, weather and 
market drivers.  
 
Section 12.13 The NIFF welcome the inclusion the importance of the Inshore Fisheries Sector, the 
National and Regional Inshore Fisheries Forums in this section. The Regional Inshore Fisheries 



   

                       

Forums members include inshore fishers, environmental interests and other marine stakeholders is a 
more accurate reflection.  
 
Section 12.14 The NIFF welcome the addition of this section on the Strategy for the Inshore Fisheries 
Sector however feel that the following sentence would more accurately described the Key issues. 
“Key issues to be addressed through the Strategy include sustainable management and planning, 
profitability and increasing capacity, all with a view to maximising the potential and resilience of the 
inshore sector to support Ireland’s coastal communities”.  The Strategy was launched in the first 
quarter of 2019, the implementation group which members of NIFF sit on is now formed and has 
started to implement the strategy. It is hoped that the on-going implementation of the strategy will 
be able to feed into further consultation stages in the Marine Planning Framework.  
 

 Key Issues for Marine Planning 

Section 12.16 While the NIFF welcomes the statement in this section that the potential for spatial 
conflicts can be mitigated through early, persistent and meaningful engagement. This has been sorely 
lacking up to now with the inshore sector in many cases finding out about proposed 
developments/activities when it is too late to comment/consult.  In particular how will fisheries 
interests which fall outside the proposed Marine Planning and Development Bill feed into the other 
sectoral plans and into the Ministers Decisions on marine planning applications which we have 
previously addressed under co-existence/infrastructure section.  

The NIFF also has concerns about Head 52 - Marine Stakeholders of the Marine Planning and 
Development Bill  which states that “Where a planning authority is considering an application for 
permission under the Planning and Development Act, that the authority shall seek the observations 
of the bodies or Ministers set out in subhead 3 should the authority consider that the application 
relates to a function of that Local Authority”. Although the Department of Agriculture, Food and the 
Marine and its agencies Marine Institute and the Sea Fisheries Protection Authority are listed as bodies 
to seek observations BIM who work closely with both the fisheries and aquaculture sector are not on 
that list. The NIFF feel that whatever way this list is maintained through the bill or through regulation 
that both BIM and Inshore Fisheries Forums (NIFF & RIFFs) should be included on that list or that they 
should at least be a mechanism in the Bill that would allow additional stakeholders to be added 
(through a regulation) without having to go back and add the stakeholder through primary legislation 
(amendment to the bill) which would take a considerable amount of time. 

Interactions with Other Activities  

Section 12.20 It is noted in this section that the fisheries sector is very diverse and has a wide spatial 
reach and therefore has multiple interactions with many other marine activities. Continued spatial 
access is critical for the sector as displacement is not an option given the nature and size of vessels in 
the fleet that cannot migrate large distance to other areas to fish. As we have highlighted in our 
submission to the baseline report competition for space as one of the key issues in the development 
of the strategy and note that competition for space for inshore fisheries is greater than ever.  

Section 12.21 Access to fishing areas – As we have previously stated in our submission on the 
baseline report that although smaller inshore vessels are highly reliant on the zone within 6 nautical 
miles of the coast, they frequently operate further offshore. Small gillnetters on the south coast and 



   

                       

brown crab fishers in the N, NW, SW, SE and S can operate up to 30nm offshore. Although inshore 
fishers are predominately active within 6nm of the shore the other inshore vessels just mentioned 
do fish further out and will and can experience spatial conflicts out pass the 6nm zone as well. In 
addition, the issue that has not been acknowledged in this section is the huge capacity that the 
inshore fleet has demonstrated for co-existence with various activities over decades.    

Section 12.22 Displacement of fishing activity by new developments has the potential to impact 
negatively on optimum conditions for sustain healthy fish stocks.   

Issues for Sustainability  

Section 12.23 While potential adverse impacts of fishing activities are noted it should be recognised 
that the inshore sector has participated in stock enhancement schemes such as the lobster v-
notching programme over the last two decades. Through the NIFF and the RIFF process proposals 
have been brought forward to the Minister on conservation measures for velvet crab, brown crab, 
lobster for example. The sector is also active in mitigation actions such as the BIM Fishing for Litter 
programme.  In January 2019, Minister Creed announced the Clean Oceans Initiative to be managed 
by BIM with the aim of securing participation from the entire trawler fleet by the end of year.  
 
Section 12.24 Inshore fisheries in co-operation with the state have mitigated interactions with 
vulnerable habitats and species and have modified fishing behaviour accordingly as threats or 
impacts are identified. This would include the introduction of Fisheries Natura Plans regulating 
fishing activity in Natura 2000 sites as well as agreed statutory interventions and local agreements 
where such issues arise outside Natura 2000 areas. 
 

11.0 Energy – Offshore Renewable Energy 

ORE Policy 2 

The NIFF is concerned about this policy where preference will be given to proposals for offshore 
windfarms, including relevant enabling projects and infrastructure in areas identified as designated 
zones for offshore windfarms, under the zoning process as set out in the Marine Planning and 
Development Act.  As the NIFF previous stated in their submission to the baseline report the NIFF 
cannot support the prescriptive zoning approach as the inshore sector is highly dependent on access 
to all inshore waters and fish within them using an extensive spatial footprint dictated by stock 
availability as well as temporal and spatial drivers.  

15.0 Safety at Sea 

One of the RIFFs noted that at one of their recent consultation meetings with a FLO for an energy 
company that “fishing corridors” were mentioned. Where “fishing corridors” (don’t have a 
definition) are proposed as part of a new development the conditions for fishing should be clearly 
specified so that any adverse impact can be assessed in consideration of consent. The distinction 
should clearly be made between “fishing corridors” if there is such a thing and vessel transit 
corridors” which are widely recognised.  

 

In conclusion the NIFF recognises that there is a lack of baseline data on activity of the inshore 
fishing sector and a lack of accurate data to show the socio-economic value of the sector to the 
coastal communities they support. Therefore, it is impossible to do a cost benefit analysis of the 



   

                       

Inshore sector against another sector competing for space in the marine area. However, we hope 
that are submission has shown the importance of the inshore fishing sector in continuing to 
contribute and maintain our coastal communities now and into the future and the need for real and 
constructive consultation with the sector on future developments in the marine space. The 
implementation of the Inshore Fisheries Strategy will further contribute to our knowledge of the 
sector and provide real data which will we hope will be taken on board during future reviews of the 
NMPF.  

The key indicator for measuring the success of the implementation of the NMPF for the National 
Inshore Fisheries Forum would be a prosperous and stable future for the inshore sector without 
constraining the social and economic wellbeing of coastal communities. 



 
 
From: Fergal McGrath [
Sent: 30 April 2020 11:

Subject: Draft National Marine Planning Framework Submission from Advanced Mapping Services 
(Marine Institute) 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Please accept this email as a submission from Advanced Mapping Services (based at the Marine 
Institute),  in response to your public consultation on the Draft National Marine Planning Framework 
(NMPF).  
 
This is in addition to the earlier submission from the Marine Institute (MI) today.  
 
Advanced Mapping Services (AMS) is a section within the Ocean Science and Information Services 
division of Marine Institute. AMS are actively involved in carrying out hydrographic, geophysical and 
habitat mapping as well as implementing the MI contribution to INFOMAR,  the national seabed 
mapping programme jointly managed with the GSI. 
 
AMS would like to contribute to the NMPF Consultation regarding optimal data available (and its 
optimum use).   
 
ADVICE: 
Advanced Mapping Services recommend that the NMPF data sources should include the INFOMAR 
seabed classification and associated data layers, as opposed to solely EMODnet (incorporating 
EUSeaMap) layers, for the Irish jurisdiction and  Marine Atlas. 
 

RATIONALE: 
If EUSeaMap remains as the decision-making layer on the Marine Atlas, anyone may 
challenge a permitting decision based on the publicly available higher resolution and higher 
confidence INFOMAR data.    
 
The seabed classification layer as collated in EMODnet (incorporating EUSeaMap), is a mix of 
historical and new data with varying degrees of accuracy and resolution.  As the layer is 
contiguous across the EU maritime area, a degraded resolution (250m) was used to ensure 
consistency across the area represented.  This had the effect of decreasing the resolution in 
certain areas, rather than retaining the highest available resolution. The latest EUSeaMap 
(2019) layer is multi-resolution by virtue of the fact that the input Geology data are multi-
resolution. However, only newer areas (e.g. Priority Bays) are available in high resolution. 
 
INFOMAR seabed classification layers are: 

 Classified according to MSFD Benthic Broad Habitat Types, EUNIS and Folk. 

 Updated bimonthly, (EUSeaMap is updated at lower resolution every 2-3 years).  

 The same extent (Irish jurisdiction) as EUSeaMap. 

 Higher resolution across more areas than the EUSeaMap Layer. 
 
CELTIC SEA DATA - EXAMPLE: 

http://www.infomar.ie/


The majority of data for the Celtic Sea on EUSeaMap is currently 50 years old.  It is a 
combination of interpolated point data from benthic surveys carried out in the 60’s/70’s, 
and old BGS interpolated point data. The Celtic Sea area is currently being surveyed with full 
coverage multibeam data being acquired and interpreted by INFOMAR, the results of which 
will update and increase coverage of the Seabed Classification map on the publicly available 
viewer.   

 
Regards 
 
Fergal 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Fergal McGrath 

INFOMAR Survey Team Leader 

Advanced Mapping Services 

Marine Institute 

Oranmore 

Galway 

Ireland 

Web:    http://www.infomar.ie  

 
 

http://www.infomar.ie/
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1. Introduction: 
This document is a submission by BioAtlantis Ltd. on the draft National Marine Planning 
Framework (NMPF). BioAtlantis Ltd. is an Irish biotechnology company, specialising in the 
development and production of bioactives from natural sources for the plant, animal and human 
health markets.  The company is licensed to sustainably mechanically harvest a subtidal species of 
seaweed known as Laminaria (kelp) in Bantry Bay, Co. Cork. BioAtlantis has reviewed the NMPF 
and have made a series of comments and recommendations. BioAtlantis believe that Ireland can 
develop a cutting-edge marine biotechnology industry delivering novel technologies, which can 
contribute to solving major societal problems and enhance the economic prosperity and resilience 
of coastal areas. To achieve this goal, BioAtlantis believe that the NMPF should be constructed in 
a manner that facilitates economic diversification and removes barriers to the sustainable 
development of the economy. Recommendations to achieve this are outlined in this submission. 
 

 

2. Recommendations for the NMFP: 
 

 Recommendation 1: The definition of“Public Benefit” should be expanded to 
include human, animal and plant health benefits. 
 

Page 195 of the NMPF defines “Public Benefit” as incorporating environmental, social 
(community) and economic factors. However, the definition is too narrow and should be 
broadened to include proposals that benefit human, animal and plant health. The importance 
of marine resources to human, animal and plant health are outlined as follows: 
 

 

 Immune-Priming compounds: The importance of developing immune-priming technologies 

is of enormous public benefit, as evidenced by the current global Covid-19 pandemic. The 

sustainable mechanical harvesting of raw materials containing these compounds should be 

prioritised and facilitated as part of the NMPF. By doing so, Ireland can become a leader in 

the development and provision of immune-priming technologies.  

 Antibiotic resistance: BioAtlantis has developed a technology based on Laminaria that 

functions as an effective replacement to in-feed antibiotics in agriculture. Technologies 

such as these are critically important as we enter an era where pathogens are becoming 

resistant to antibiotics. The UN predict that drug-resistant diseases could cause up to 10 

million deaths per annum by 2050 (ref. UN, 2019). Ireland’s National Action Plan on 

Antimicrobial Resistance (iNAP), 2017-2020 aims “to implement policies and actions to 

prevent, monitor and combat antimicrobial resistance across the health, agricultural and 

environmental sectors” (ref: Department of Health, 2017). It is critical therefore that the 

Marine Sector works in line with the requirements of the Department of Health. Covid-19 

has brought a startling reality to this issue. BioAtlantis plan to launch a product for this 

market in the near future subject to being able to harvest Laminaria. 

 Reducing the levels of synthetic Agri-chemicals:  Synthetic pesticides are applied to crops 

to prevent losses in yield. Many of these chemicals are toxic to humans and the 

environment and some have been banned at EU level due to their potential impacts on 

bees in particular. Some marine-derived compounds can be used as effective and safe 

alternatives to synthetic pesticides. Marine-based technologies such as these are of 

enormous public benefit, not just from an environmental perspective but also in terms of 

producing safe foods containing lower levels of chemical residues. Maximum Residue limits 

(MRLs) are a key issue facing crops growers worldwide. 

 Preventing deterioration in soil health: The soil is the world’s largest carbon sink, storing 

almost 3 times the levels of carbon of above ground biomass and double that of the 

atmosphere (ref: Eswaran et al., 1993). However, soil quality is deteriorating worldwide due 

to the over-use of certain agri-chemicals. The application of marine-derived compounds 

including chitin, fish extracts and seaweeds can enhance soil quality and soil microbial 

activity, which is of substantial public benefit. 
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 Compatibility of Laminaria harvesting with climate change objectives:  

Harvesting of seaweed is entirely compatible with climate change objectives. Marine plants 

and seaweeds (macrophytes) account for just 0.95% of the total photosynthesized carbon 

in the world every year (measured as Global Net Primary Production of carbon; ref: Field et 

al., 1998). Scientific studies show that the majority of this carbon (88%) is not sequestered 

for long term storage. In contrast, non-seaweed sources such as marine phytoplankton are 

the main contributor to carbon sequestration in the ocean, accounting for over 97% of the 

total photosynthesized carbon in the ocean every year (Field et al., 1998). 
 

 Equal weighting between environmental, economic & societal aspects: 

BioAtlantis recommend that equal weighting should be given to environmental, economic 

and societal aspects of any plan. This should be the cornerstone of the NMPF and should be 

enshrined in law. 
 
 

 Recommendation 2: Reform of the legal system as it pertains to the marine area: 
 

In order for the NMPF to be effective and fit for purpose, significant changes to the legal 

system are required. At present, the legal system is being used to block developments and 

activities in coastal and marine areas on spurious grounds, lacking scientific foundation in 

some instances. This is untenable and is stifling the development of the bioeconomy and 

marine biotechnology sectors. The following changes are recommended:  
 

 

 Conflict resolution- Arbitration:  

A system of arbitration should be put in place to deal with conflicting opinions on foreshore 
license applications. An arbitration board will consist of independent technical experts 
spanning engineering, ecology, legal and administrative aspects. The arbitration team 
should hear the arguments from both parties, request written submissions if necessary, 
request expert evidence if required and the make a decision on their findings. The decision 
of the board is final. However, either party should be allowed appeal to the courts on 
specific grounds or the arbitration board could recommend that the case should be heard 
in the courts if considered necessary.  
In the event of the decision being disputed or referred to the court, the arbitration body 
should provide a report to both legal teams and the judge that is assigned to the case. The 
report should include the following: 
(a) An outline of the issues in the case and whether the plaintiff has a justifiable 

complaint. 
(b) A statement of agreed facts and issues that are still in dispute. 
(c) An assessment of the legal implications. 
(d) A summary of the case law pertaining to the area.  
The judge should be required to read this report in advance of a case being listed, identify 
missing information and assess the merits of the case. The judge should have the option to 
refer the case back to the arbitrator with direction that the arbitrator’s decision is valid; if 
not, the judge will proceed to hear the case. This will allow for cases to be determined in an 
expeditious manner, preventing the waste of court time and avoid enormous costs to the 
parties involved. Arbitration is a system that is used to settle disputes worldwide, therefore 
there are many examples of how it should be regulated and incorporated into a country’s 
legal system. 
 

 

 Abuse of the Aarhus Convention:  

Some individuals bring cases to the High Court under the guise of being “environmental in 
nature”. This is potentially an abuse of the Aarhus Convention and must be addressed. If a 
case cannot be proven to be environmental in nature, the plaintiff should be liable to pay 
the defendant’s legal costs. The ability to pay the costs of the defendant should be verified 
in advance.  
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 Transparency over sources of funding:  

Any person bringing an environmental case to the courts should be required to fully 
disclose their source of funds. At present, there is no such requirement. This renders the 
legal system open to abuse by unknown outside parties and facilitates the bringing of 
multiple cases with significant costs in terms of time and money to the defendant. These 
cases lead to continuous costs on behalf of the defendant whilst no costs to the plaintiff are 
incurred, as they typically operate on a “No Foal, No Fee” basis. 
 

 Appeal process: The appeal process for foreshore licenses and developments should not 

exceed a period of 6 months. 
 

 

 Recommendation 3: Defining the roles of national, regional and local authorities: 
 

The expertise of national or regional bodies is essential to ensure the seaweed resource and its 
environs are properly managed. Decision making on harvesting licences should remain with a 
Government Department and continue to involve recognised experts such as National Parks 
and Wildlife (NPWS) and the Marine Institute. It is strongly recommended that the national 
body be funded and organized properly so that a team is in place with the expertise to assess 
projects on their merits. The team should include strong administration, technical and legal 
members so that various aspects of the license application can be reviewed prior to finalizing. 
There are potentially up to 18 coastal local authorities in Ireland. Not all local authorities will 
have the expertise necessary to assess the complex ecological and legal aspects to determine 
foreshore license applications. However, the local authorities should be equipped to monitor 
whether regulations are being adhered to and undertaking enforcement actions if required. 
 

 

 Recommendation 4: Mechanical harvesting should be permitted in MPAs: 
In line with other EU countries, sustainable mechanical harvesting should be permitted along 
all of Ireland’s coastline, including Marine Protected Areas (MPAs). The Parc naturel marin 
d’Iroise is an example of an MPA in France that permits the sustainable mechanical harvesting 
of Laminaria hyperborea and Laminaria digitata. Over 50% of the harvest yield of Laminaria in 
France comes from this area. The NMPF should allow for the introduction of similar models in 
Ireland.  
 

 Recommendation 5: Proposed amendment to the ‘Seaweed Harvesting’ OMPP: 
BioAtlantis agree with the objectives for the seaweed sector as outlined in the NMPF. To 
ensure the protection of the existing seaweed industry and its future prospects for expansion 
and job creation, BioAtlantis recommend the inclusion of the following objective: 
 

“To support a compliant and growing seaweed harvesting and processing sector that 
operates in a modern licensing and enforcement system to produce high value added 
products and technologies”. 
 

 Recommendation 6: Assessment of foreshore license applications must be based 
on scientific facts: 
Scientific integrity must be at the core of the NMPF. To ensure this, the framework must 
clearly indicate that all policies and decision making will be based on best scientific knowledge 
and reputable sources such as peer reviewed scientific data.  
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Draft NMPF Submissions, 
Marine Planning Section, 
Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government, 
Newtown Road, 
Wexford 
Y35 AP90  

30th April 2020 

Dear Sirs/Madam, 

We are stakeholders through industry and therefore have a vested interest in this 
submission.  Hook Head Shellfish Ltd are a well-established Oyster Farm in Bannow 
Bay with current employment of ten people, for the past thirty years. Working with 
different government bodies we are fully licensed to operate within the parameters of 
our licensed area and produce the finest quality oysters in the world. Owing to the 
quality of our product, our oysters are in high demand worldwide, with 100% of our 
stock being sold pre harvest season.  Working within the framework of our local 
C.L.A.M.S group we work in harmony with other bay stakeholders, since its inception 
20 year ago.  

  
It is clear from the draft NMPF that the word ‘aquaculture’ encompasses all forms of 
aquaculture: salmon farming, shellfish farming and seaweed farming. However, there 
are fundamental differences within this grouping in terms of structures used, 
species used, location within the marine environment, access, culture practice eg is 
food used to feed the cultured species and whether nutrients are removed/added to 
the water column or benthic sediments.  Therefore, it is necessary for the proposed 
document to separate out the forms of aquaculture and make a clear distinction 
when it comes to negative and positive impacts accordingly. 
 
Aquaculture in the form of Oyster farming in the South East the of Ireland (Bannow 
Bay, Waterford Estuary, Dungarvan Harbour and Ballymacoda Bay in East Cork) is 
in the intertidal zone and does not add feed or pharmaceutical products to the water 
column and removes nutrients (Nitrogen, Phosphorus and Carbon) from the 
ecosystem by way of feeding on phytoplankton, harvesting of stock and increased 
nitrogen removal through benthic-pelagic coupling (enhanced bacterial 
denitrification) in sediments below shellfish. It provides valuable jobs to coastal 



 

communities and has the potential to support regional and local maritime festivals 
and food trails. 
 
 
Thus, shellfish aquaculture is a marine activity that fits very comfortably into the 
three Harnessing Our Ocean Wealth (HOOW) Goals perfectly: 

Goal 1 a Thriving Marine Economy, 
Goal 2 Healthy Ecosystems and 
Goal 3 Strengthening engagement with the sea. 

 
Not all marine activities envisaged under the National Marine Planning Framework 
do this and it could be argued that shellfish farming (which is a long standing 
industry in the southeast) is unique in that it is the only marine/land-based 
activity that actively supports the ecosystem by driving the ecosystem away 
from eutrophication thus supporting biodiversity and sustainability and 
keeping the ecosystem functioning and providing the benefits and services 
that it provides. Shellfish farmers do not get paid for this valuable ecosystem 
service eg nutrient removal which is valued at 30.93 Euro/kg for Nitrogen and 93.63 
euro/kg for phosphorus  Hernandez-Sancho et al. (2010) as stated in Valuing Ireland 
Blue Ecosystem Services  published by SEMRU author Norton, D et al 2018. The 
biological and economic cost of avoiding ecosystem collapse by way of 
eutrophication induced anoxia is an immensely high value.  Think of the loss of 
biodiversity, tourist activity, recreational value and ecosystem services that a 
widespread anoxic event caused by eutrophication could cause in a bay. 
  
Like the NMPF Shellfish Aquaculture also desires to be consistent with Goal 14.1 
and 14.2  of  the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development Goals 
 

Goal 14 Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine 
resources for sustainable development” 

14.1 By 2025, prevent and significantly reduce marine pollution of all kinds, in 
particular from land-based activities, including marine debris and nutrient 
pollution 

14.2 By 2020, sustainably manage and protect marine and coastal 
ecosystems to avoid significant adverse impacts, including by strengthening 
their resilience, and take action for their restoration in order to achieve healthy 
and productive oceans. 
 

 
In contrast, it is clear from the Draft NMPF and its associated SEA and NIS that a 
different view of aquaculture has been taken.  One that requires increased regulation 
and enforcement and further stringent assessments and indeed one that is regarded 
as a threat to the ecosystem even causing eutrophication. This is quite 
remarkable given the large amount of scientific literature that supports 
shellfish aquaculture as supportive to the ecosystem.  Subsequently proving the 
need for peer review of the draft from a wider body of scientific expertise.  



 

 
As it stands the draft NMPF has the following Objectives for Aquaculture: 

1. To support a diverse, compliant, growing aquaculture sector that operates in a 
modern licensing and enforcement system to produce high quality food, protects and 
enhances the social and economic fabric of rural coastal and island communities, 
and conserves biodiversity around our coasts. 

2. To maintain a best practice aquaculture licensing system that promotes the 
efficient use of space, protects water quality and supports the future potential of 
aquaculture. 
3. To further enhance the aquaculture licensing system so that it is characterised by 
the highest levels of legislative, administrative and scientific expertise and promotes 
the fullest possible trust in the regulatory system by aquaculture operators, 
environmental Non-Government Organisations (NGOs) and the general public. 
4. To develop enforcement strategies that deliver the best possible outcomes by 
achieving full compliance while keeping costs and administrative burdens to a 
minimum. 

5. To develop responsive regulation principles designed to enable a differential 
response to diverse operator behaviours in a proportionate manner. 
6. To ensure that the aquaculture licensing system has regard not only for the 
commercial value of the food provided under licence but, crucially, the social 
dividend for coastal communities arising from aquaculture activity 
. 
Shellfish aquaculture is in agreement to objective 1 but would like to emphasise 
that protecting the existing shellfish aquaculture activities is a prerequisite to allowing 
for sustainable growth of the sector and that this should be reflected in the wording 
of the objective. 
 
In relation to protecting water quality in objective 2 it should be recognised that 
shellfish aquaculture enhances water quality through nutrient removal, filtration of 
particulates from the water column, removal of bacteria and viruses through filter 
feeding. As it is written it reads as if shellfish aquaculture is causing water quality 
problems and should be licenced accordingly.  This  phrase should be reserved for 
marine activities/landbased activities on the coastal zone that actually do cause 
water quality issues such as waste water treatment plants, stormwater overflows, 
agriculture and industries that discharge chemicals into transitional and coastal 
waterbodies eg powerstations,  food processing businesses etc. 
Objectives 3 to 6 seems to be worded towards increased enforcement as if 
increased regulation and enforcement are required to contain this threat of 
uncontrolled aquaculture.  Aquaculture is a highly regulated and enforced sector 
which in the southeast of Ireland has already gone through stringent Appropriate 
Assessments under the Habitats Directives. It is worth noting that bottom mussel 
culture in Wexford Harbour in its present form has been in existence since 
1970.  Before that mussels were harvested in the harbour since at least the late 
1900’s for export to England and abroad using many small punts with rakes and 
dredges. So when it comes to sustainable and ecosystem friendly activities mussel 
farming in Wexford  Harbour has passed the test many years ago. Oyster farming in 



 

its current format has been in existence in the southeast of Ireland since the 1980s 
to the present day and has produced no negative ecosystem impacts.  Indeed both 
forms of shellfish culture are recognised in peer reviewed scientific literature as 
assisting with compliance with the Water Framework Directive by removing Nitrogen 
and phosphorus from the ecosystem by way of filter feeding on algae and controlling 
algal populations in a top down manner thus driving the ecosystems away from 
eutrophication. Thus indirectly they support biodiversity as eutrophication reduces 
biodiversity in particular through its extreme form which is anoxia in the water column 
and or benthic sediments. Also shellfish production generates protein in an 
extremely carbon efficient manner as carbon is sequestered in shell. Shellfish 
farmers would welcome the recommendations outlined in the Review of Aquaculture 
Licencing Report which call for a more efficient and transparent licencing and 
enforcement system. 
 
The Aquaculture Marine Planning policies as laid out in the Draft NMPF are as 
follows: 
 
Aquaculture Policy 1 
  

Proposals for aquaculture development that demonstrate use of innovative 
approaches and/or contribute to diversification of species being grown in a 
given locality, particularly proposals applying a multi-trophic approach, should 
be supported. 

What is concerning about this policy is that it ignores the current state of 
shellfish aquaculture production which currently produces world class 
shellfish and which has already passed the sustainability test over many 
decades and which has already passed stringent Appropriate 
Assessments. The wording of this policy suggests that support will be given to 
aquaculture that demonstrates new approaches and/or that different species 
need to be grown. We would recommend that that Policy No1 should be to 
protect the current world class shellfish industry in its current format as a 
foundation for any new aquaculture developments. 
 
Thus Policy No2 could read as should be as: 
Proposals for aquaculture development that demonstrate use of innovative 
approaches and/or contribute to diversification of species being grown in a 
given locality, particularly proposals applying a multi-trophic approach, should 
be supported. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Aquaculture Policy 2 
 
Non-aquaculture proposals in aquaculture production areas must demonstrate 
consideration of and compatibility with aquaculture production. Where 
compatibility is not possible, proposals must demonstrate that they will, in 
order of preference: 

a) avoid; 

b) minimise; 

c) mitigate significant adverse impacts on aquaculture. 

If it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse impacts, proposals should 
state the case for proceeding. 

  

This should now be Policy No3. This policy is to be welcomed but concern 
would exist that some non-aquaculture proposals are so damaging to shellfish 
aquaculture that the MSP might still permit them over aquaculture eg the 
negative impacts from stormwater overflows on sewage networks can 
potentially lead to reduction of shellfish microbial classification of production 
areas that results in companies not being able to export in their current format 
leaving shellfish business non-viable eg a reduction of a mussel production 
area from B to C or an increase nororvirus levels in oysters that prevent sales 
to Asian Markets. In such situations an assurance that long standing shellfish 
aquaculture businesses should have priority over new/existing and potentially 
very damaging land-based activities and this should be written into some 
policy on aquaculture bearing in mind that land based activities negatively 
impacting shellfish businesses via deterioration of a water quality 
parameter(s) also impacts negatively on the ecosystem which as the NMPF 
states is central to the MSP. Thus the interests of shellfish aquaculture are at 
one with the ecosystem approach especially in terms of the water body. In a 
way shellfish aquaculture is a sentinel industry or the canary in the mine on 
behalf of the ecosystem.  What is bad for shellfish farmers is bad for the 
ecosystem. 

It is stated within the SEA and NIS that 
 “Notwithstanding these protection policies, further mitigation would be 
required to ensure significant adverse effects as a result of the draft 
Aquaculture Policies on the integrity of European site(s) can be 
avoided”. 
 

Shellfish farms in the southeast have already been subjected to appropriate 
assessments against either SPA and or SAC’s. Is this not good enough?  No 
mention is made of increased habitats provided by aquaculture structures in 
otherwise bare and relatively barren sand/mudflats, the positive impact of 
oyster farms on Brent Geese who feed upon algae covered oyster bags when 
they arrive every year from far afield, the shelter provided in amongst mussel 



 

beds on the seabed for small marine life which in turn are preyed upon by 
resident and migratory fish, direct consumption of shellfish by birds and fish and 
mammals.  Aquaculture is framed in a negative light in the draft NMPF, the SEA 
and the NIS.  This is neither a fair nor scientific assessment of a long standing 
already sustainable industry. It would be pointless to list the numerous 
references between aquaculture and negative impacts on these documents. 
Some negative statements occur much less frequently but are even more 
outrageous eg overlap between aquaculture and wetlands. Where would that 
be? In the context of the huge tonnages of nitrogen and phosphorus that enter 
into a waterbody from agriculture, human sewage (from untreated sources and 
also from the many stormwater overflows that overflow all to easily thus by 
passing treatment) and from industrial discharges how on earth could shellfish 
aquaculture be a threatening source of nutrient input? Even salmon farming 
which does add feed is but a miniscule amount in comparison to the big sources 
of nutrient inputs which threaten ecosystem health. 
  
Aquaculture is undoubtedly viewed differently in the plans that the EU has for 
its growth.  The authors of the draft NMPF and in particular the authors of the 
SEA and the NIS need to take note of EU plans for the sector and more 
importantly need to do a scientific literature review and read the many papers 
that show aquaculture in a much more positive light. It is clear that this negative 
mindset to aquaculture is not applied to all marine activities. Enormous 
foreshore licences approved and in the pipeline for offshore renewable energy 
companies now cover the east and south coasts of the nearshore Irish Marine 
area after a surge in recent years. Will they be subject to the same rigorous 
appropriate assessments and calls for increased regulation and enforcement 
as what aquaculture has had to go through and which is envisaged for 
aquaculture in the draft NMPF and its associated SEA and NIS? 
  
We trust that because this document is a draft that there is time for the 
necessary changes as suggested in this response. 
  
  

 

We further note, that while  Bord Bia is part of the Advisory Group of Stakeholders 
and given that this is a marine plan and seafood production a listed activity in the 
plan we as shellfish producers would request that the Department invite BIM (The 
Seafood Development Agency) to join the NMPF Stakeholder advisory Group with 
immediate effect, to increase the transparency of the process.  
 
  
With respect, 
 
Jodie & Tommy Hickey 
Directors  
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Draft NMPF Submissions, 
Marine Planning Section, 
Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government, 
Newtown Road, 
Wexford 
Y35 AP90  
 
 
Email to msp@housing.gov.ie  
 
 
30 April 2020 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Public Consultation on the Draft National Marine Planning Framework 
 
The Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) Ireland is a leading planning body for spatial, sustainable, 
integrative and inclusive planning.  We work to promote the art and science of planning for the 
public benefit and doing so we: 
 

 support policy development to improve approaches to planning for the benefit of the public; 

 maintain the professional standards of our members; 

 support our members to have the skills and knowledge they need to deliver planning 
effectively; 

 maintain high standards of planning education; 

 develop and promote new thinking, ideas and approaches which can improve planning; 

 support our membership to work with others who have a role in developing places; and 

 improve the understanding of planning and the planning system to policy makers, politicians, 
practitioners and the general public. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Marine Planning Framework. Our comments 
are set out below. 
 
Principles for the NMPF 
RTPI Ireland believes that a number of principles should be at the heart of the NMPF. These are 
principles that we have also advocated for the NPF:    
 

1. It should be ambitious. 
RTPI Ireland believes that the NMPF and the planning system in general can do a great deal 
for Ireland. This will require the NPF facing up to often difficult decisions where there will be 
winners and losers.  It will benefit no-one if these are ducked as developers, investors and 
communities need clarity, certainty and predictability. The document needs to provide that.   

 
2. It should prioritise. 

Royal Town Planning Institute Ireland 
1 Westland Square 
Pearse Street 
Dublin 2 
 
Phone:  08925 15649 
Email: contact@rtpiireland.com  
Website: www.rtpi.org.uk/ireland 
Twitter: @RTPIIreland 
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There is a need to prioritise investment and the levers that can encourage investment, such 
as infrastructure, both in marine areas and on land to support ambitions for Irish waters.  It 
should be borne in mind that this will not always require new development.  It is often about 
making the best use of the assets that are already in place.   

 
3. It should be integrative. 

We feel that a key role for the NMPF is to bring together and reconcile the objectives of 
various other strategies and objectives published by the Government and its agencies, 
including those covering, for example, transport; low carbon, energy strategy, and tourism. 

 
4. It should be influential. 

The NMPF should lead, rather than follow.  It should be seen as the key spatial plan for the 
Government’s approach to Irish waters. In doing this it must influence the priorities and 
resource allocation of Government. It should also promote a collaborative approach between 
the Government and private sector companies and sectors where risk and rewards are 
shared. 

 
5. It should be resourced.  

There is a need to ensure that the ambitions of the NMPF are backed up with resources 
(staff and money) to allow for its drafting, engagement and publication, as well as its 
delivery. 

 
6. It should focus on delivery. 

RTPI Ireland is of the view that the NMPF works towards a number of specific national 
targets, framed within a number of national outcomes, which are set out in a broader 
planning policy.   

 
7. NMPF needs to be based on sound evidence and needs to be monitored to ensure it 

continues to be fit for purpose. 
RTPI Ireland is of the view that a sound and transparent evidence base must be in place to 
demonstrate why policy directions and priorities have been taken in the NMPF.   

 
General Comments 
RTPI Ireland welcomes the publication of the draft.  Spatial Planning is an important function, 
especially given a rise in competing demands in the marine environment. It is essential therefore 
that the Government continues to maintain this as a priority.   
 
We are pleased to see the recognition of a need for a strong link between marine and terrestrial 
planning and that efforts are being made to ensure that these are joined up. There will be 
implications arising from development and decisions made in the marine environment on land, and 
vice versa. Given this we need to ensure that the frameworks put in place complement and support 
one another. This means approaches to developing a National Marine Spatial Plan must be taken 
forward hand in hand with land use planning documents and strategies including the National 
Planning Framework, the National Development Plan, Regional Economic and Spatial Strategies 
and development plans.   

 
We are pleased that the principles of, and approaches taken to, land use planning provide the 
framework upon which to base approaches to marine planning. We welcome approaches to ensure 
that the NMPF and the NPF will be used as forward planning documents which help support a plan 
led approach to development and conservation in the sea and on land. However, we wonder if there 
is a need to explore if there is a need for a regional dimension to the NMPF ether through specific, 
distinct plans or through the NMPF having a specifically regional dimension looking to the particular 
assets, and circumstance in different parts of Irish waters. 
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Specific Comments 
 
Structure and Format 
The Institute welcomes the structure of the document in setting out Overarching Marine Planning 
Policies applying to all marine activities or development which are then supplemented by Sectoral 
Marine Planning Policies. Hopefully this will allow for a holistic approach to decision making, whilst 
providing detail to cover specific circumstances.   
 
The table on pages 88 and 89 is useful in showing the interdependency of policies to the activities 
and the complexity of this. Again, we hope that this can help to ensure that a holistic approach is 
taken to dealing with different sectors.  
 
However the draft plan, coming in at 198 pages, can be daunting and difficult to deal with and, given 
this we wonder if there is someway it can be produced digitally with cross tabulation so as to make it 
easier to navigate.  There may also be scope for producing summaries for different users. 
 
Page 21 
We are pleased to see the prominence given to climate change in para 2.45 and the fact that it 
considers climate change as “a central consideration”.  
 
Page 22 
We are also pleased to see the references to the UN Sustainable Development Goals and the 
reference to the fact that “The NMPF is part of the Government’s efforts to squarely incorporate 
relevant SDG’s into marine planning policy”  
 
Page 24 
We welcome the mention of the Climate Action Plan and how it envisages a major shift away from 
oil combustion with the heat and transport sectors.  This should be fully embedded in the policies of 
the NMPF. 
 
Pages 25 - Overarching Marine Planning Policies (OMPPs) 
Although welcoming the broad thrust of these we have concerns over the way in which they are 
drafted. The current focus on proposals needing to demonstrate that they will avoid, minimise or 
mitigate significant adverse impacts is useful, however this doesn’t clearly say that there is the 
power to turn down these proposals if they still have unwanted impacts.  It stated across the policies 
that “If it is not possible to mitigate these adverse impacts, proposals should state the case for 
proceeding.” This needs to clearly state that if these concerns are not allayed then the proposal 
cannot proceed. The Climate Change OMPP says “proposals that are likely to result in significant 
adverse coastal change should not be supported.” We believe that a reference of this kind should 
be included in each and every OMPP. 
 
We welcome the reference in para 3.15 to 3.22 to the MSF-led approach to be taken.    
 
Key Sectoral / Activity Polices 
 
Section 9 – Energy Transmission 
Transmission Policy 1 should include a reference to any supported proposals being subject to them 
having no adverse environmental impact. 
 
Transmission Policy 4 – we welcome the recognition of the interrelationship between, and need to 
joining up approaches to, development that have implication in water and on land. 
 
Section 10 – Energy – Petroleum 
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Petroleum Policy 1 - We question if saying “proposals that maximise the long-term supply of 
petroleum should be supported” is within the spirit of the Government’s Climate Action Plan and 
how it envisages a major shift away from oil combustion with the heat and transport sectors? 
 
Section 11 – Offshore Renewable Energy 
ORE Policy 1 should contain a reference to any supported proposals being subject to them having 
no adverse environmental impact. 
 
Section 12 – Fisheries 
Fisheries Policy 1 focusses on proposals needing to demonstrate that they will avoid, minimise or 
mitigate significant adverse impacts is useful, however this doesn’t clearly say that there is the 
power to turn down these proposals if they still have unwanted impacts. 
 
We would be happy to discuss or clarify any aspect of our submission. Our Director, Craig McLaren 
can be contacted on 08925 15649 or contact@rtpiireland.com if you would like this be arranged. 
 
Yours faithfully  
 

Aidan Culhane 
 
Aidan Culhane MRTPI 
Chair 

mailto:contact@rtpiireland.com


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Submission to Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government on draft NMPF. 

By Wexford Mussels Limited, Rockfield, Ivy Lane, Coolcots, Wexford.   30th April, 2020. 

 

 

We have been in the bottom mussel industry since  1970 with 8 people working full time producing 

top quality fresh mussels for the European market, mainly Holland and also France.  Our licensed 

mussel beds are in Wexford Harbour and we source our mussel seed from the east coast. After a 

string of new and second hand boats, in 2005 we invested €3.6m in a 40m mussel dredger which 

was built and fitted out in Holland.  This was done by way of grant aid from the EU of 35% and State 

aid of 5%, the rest was from our own funds.  Over the course of these last 50 years we have invested 

heavily in time and money to make this industry a success.  Our usual PRSI and Income tax bill comes 

to over €200,000.00 per annum.  The mussel we produce from Wexford Harbour is of the highest 

quality and competes with the best of Dutch and German mussels.  We also contribute to the 

upkeep of the harbour by way of harbour dues and landing fees. As there are a lot more operators in 

the mussel industry in Wexford than ourselves it will give some idea of what it is worth to the local 

economy.  Also what is often forgotten is that the mussel dredgers going about their normal 

operations and moored along the quay, gives Wexford it’s maritime look and feel.  Mussel farming in 

Wexford Harbour does not interfere or hinder any other users of the harbour as the mussels are 

sown and grown on the sea bed. 

In the draft document it does not distinguish between the different types of aquaculture.  For 

instance there are big differences between the bottom mussel industry and salmon farming.   There 

needs to be recognition of this as regards to the positive or negative effects on the environment.  

The bottom mussel operation does not involve structures or markers of any kind on the surface or 

on the sea bed.  It is also a proven fact that the mussels contribute to the quality of the water.  

Actually it is often left up to the mussel fishermen/farmers to protect the quality of the water in the 

harbour.  The authorities need to take more seriously the effect of undesirable effluent flowing from 

land based activities and also from food factories and other industries which has a detrimental effect 

on the water quality in the harbour.  The mussel industry depends on good water quality because if 

the water quality deteriorates it will have a devastating effect on the mussel industry, and would 

most definitely bring it to an end, as it wouldn’t be economically viable.  This is because the mussels 

would have to be sold for processing and not the fresh market.  The price for selling mussels to be 

processed in a factory is a fraction of the price of mussel sold into the fresh market.  Probably one  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

eighth to one tenth of the price.  In other words what is bad for the ecosystem is bad for shellfish 

farmers. 

If there had been any scientific input in to this draft document it would have been plain to see the 

benefits of shellfish aquaculture.  The shellfish enhance water quality through nutrient removal, 

filtration of particulates from the water column, removal of bacteria and viruses through  filter 

feeding.  Shellfish farming is recognized in peer reviewed scientific literature as assisting with 

compliance with the Water Framework Directive by removing Nitrogen and phosphorus from the 

ecosystem by way of filter feeding on algae and controlling algal populations in a top down manner 

thus driving the ecosystems away from eutrophication.    

We would welcome the recommendations outlined in the Review of Aquaculture Licencing Report 

which call for a more efficient and transparent licencing and enforcement system.   

Given that this is a marine plan and seafood production is a listed activity in the plan we would like 

to see BIM (Seafood Development Agency) on the NMPF Stakeholder Advisory Group. 

End of submission. 

Sean Ryan. 

Company Secretary/Director. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
Draft NMPF Submissions, 
Marine Planning Section, 
Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government, 
Newtown Road, 
Wexford 
Y35 AP90  
 
By email (msp@housing.gov.ie) 
 
30 April 2020  
 
Dear Sir/Madam,     
 
Ibec, the group that represents Irish business, welcomes the opportunity to present its views on the 
draft National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF).  
 
Ibec is the largest business representative organisation in Ireland; we speak for businesses across a 
range of industrial, commercial and non-profit sectors. The organisation and its sector associations strive 
for business conditions that enable sustainable economic growth.  
 

Overview  
 
As an island nation on the periphery of Europe, Ireland’s economy, culture and society are all 
inextricably linked to the sea. The maritime area is a national asset with immense potential for further 
sustainable development, use, and value creation. It is also a living resource and natural habitat that 
needs to be protected. With so many stakeholders and competing demands, project development in the 
maritime area can be a lengthy, complex, and uncertain undertaking. Ibec has long held the view that 
the maritime sector requires an enforceable, integrated, and long-term strategic planning framework.  
 
In this way, Ibec welcomes the draft NMPF, its proposed statutory underpinning, and alignment with 
Ireland’s terrestrial National Planning Framework (NPF). Ibec broadly agrees with the approach taken 
and stated objectives. When complemented by the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill, 
it should drive appropriate investment by bringing much need continuity and transparency to marine 
planning and development. Critically, it should also foster faster decision making. Even if decisions do 
not always fall in favour of the business, a transparent system that can quickly reach decisions will be of 
benefit to all users of the marine environment. 
 
Notwithstanding our support for the fundamentals of the draft plan, below we identify some areas that 
need clarification and/or minor amendment to prevent unintended consequence or misinterpretations. 
We also offer some suggestions regarding the implementation framework which will ensure the plan 
works as intended and is fully aligned with the NPF and regional planning processes.      
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Ambition  
 
Ibec commends the ambition of the plan. The document succeeds in mapping the contribution the 
sector makes to the national and regional economies and the many commercial and non-commercial 
opportunities yet to be realised. Ibec welcomes the plan’s embrace of the goals set out in Harnessing 
Our Ocean Wealth (HOOW); the delivery of a thriving maritime economy, the protection of healthy 
ecosystems, and a strengthening of our engagement with the sea. As noted in the plan, research by the 
Socio-Economic Marine Research Unit at NUI Galway confirms that the HOOW target, to increase the 
value of our ocean wealth to 2.4% of GDP by 2030, is perfectly achievable with the right policies.  
 

Overarching policies 

 
The plan accurately details the interrelationship of marine activities and the cross-cutting issues which 
need to be considered in advance of, and during the life of, any marine project/development. Ibec 
welcomes the plan’s incorporation of the Good Environmental Status framework and matters relating to 
climate change, habitats and biodiversity, marine litter and pollution, and ocean health. The elevation of 
these issues will ensure sustainable use of the marine environment for present and future generations. 
 
Ibec notes the special attention given to climate change. The NMPF must ensure all marine activity and 
enterprise is in line with national policy on climate change mitigation. While marine activities such as 
offshore renewables, carbon sequestration, and carbon capture can contribute directly to emissions 
reduction, all marine activity has some role to play. Ibec welcomes the obligation on applicants to 
demonstrate consideration of their contribution to greenhouse gas emissions for the lifetime of the 
proposal, both direct and indirect. It is right that proposal must avoid, minimise, and/or mitigate climate 
impacts where possible. 
 
The Framework will also play a critical role in ensuring our marine and coast environment can adapt to, 
and is protected from, the worst effects of climate change. Therefore, Ibec fully supports the obligation 
on applicants to demonstrate that they have considered the impacts of climate change and coastal 
change, have incorporated appropriate adaptation measures where necessary, and will not have a 
significant adverse impact upon climate change adaptation measures elsewhere.  

 
The proposed implementation arrangements 
 
Implementation will ultimately be key to the success of the Framework. As a crucial first step, marine 
spatial planning has been placed on a statutory footing. All public bodies involved in plan making and 
marine decision makers will be statutorily obliged to support and implement the policies and objectives 
of the plan. This is necessary to ensure consistency and regulatory certainty in the assessment of 
applications for a lease, license or consent. However, further information is needed on the precise 
interaction between this framework and the National Planning Framework. Each are to have distinct 
implementation processes, oversight mechanisms and timelines.  
 
Reference is made to connecting marine and land planning. The implementation section of the 
Framework should provide clarity on how alignment and interaction is to occur. This is important to 
ensure it is consistently implemented. For example, the Framework should detail how it is to be 
accounted for by regional and local authorities in their respective plan-making roles (e.g. Regional Social 



 

 

and Economic Strategies and Local Development Plans). The three regional assemblies are to exercise a 
degree of oversight over all local plan-making within their respective region. If this is to be the case in 
terms of implementing the Framework, consideration should be given to the role and capabilities of 
regional assemblies to scrutinise local development plans and planning policies for consistency with the 
Framework.  
 
The legislation provides for the Minister for Housing, Planning and Local Government to direct a public 
body to adopt measures implementing marine spatial planning and to comply with the Framework. This 
is an important tool for ensuring consistency occurs across all public bodies, including decisions taken by 
public representatives. For example, it has already been used to ensure consistency between the 
Eastern & Midland RSES and the NPF.  
 
 implement or ensure compliance and the introduction of a monitoring function to ensure compliance. 
This is vital given the large number of parties involved. Moreover, if implementation proves to be 
problematic, some form of sanction may be required in time.  
 
Ibec supports the maintenance and repurposing of both the Stakeholder Advisory Group and the high-
level Interdepartmental Group. The former has worked successfully to date as a forum for stakeholder 
input, knowledge sharing and consensus building.  
 
Adequate resources will be crucial to the successful implementation of the plan. Ibec would like to see 
more detail on this issue. There is a risk that a lack of personnel with marine expertise in the public 
bodies could see delays in aligning policy decisions with the plan.  
 
Clear processes are needed to ensure expedient decision making for each type of activity. These must be 
set out at an early stage.  
 
The performance of the NMPF should be reviewed on an ongoing basis with respect to the targets in 
Harnessing Our Ocean Wealth (HOOW). It is necessary to pay close attention to the performance of the 
maritime economy to ensure that the right conditions are in place to ensure that it succeeds and meets 
the policy vision of the NMPF. Performance monitoring metrics should be developed and included in the 
framework to assess the performance of the maritime plan. Evaluation of the plan after implementation 
should also include how well it has aligned with the NPF and where bottlenecks are occurring between 
land and maritime planning. Periodic reviews of the marine spatial plan are mandated by the Planning 
and Development (Amendment) Act 2018. Such review should include measuring the performance of 
the plan against key indicators across planning, the economy, and the environment. 
 
 

The proposed spatial designation process 
 
It is difficult to comment on the proposed spatial designation process while the Marine Planning and 
Development Management Bill is still in development. However, Ibec would like to use this opportunity 
to reiterate our support for the hybrid approach or ‘option 3’ and the development of Strategic Marine 
Activity Zones. We believe this approach will allow for the creation of shared facilities and shore services 
and a vibrant co-location of activities.  
 



 

 

However, Ibec is concerned that proposed approach as set out could lead to lengthy delays.  As written, 
any Minister will have the authority to bring forward proposals for designation of one or more zones. 
This will then lead to “multiple opportunities for public engagement and consultation”. Following this 
the designation will be subject to a full environmental assessment (SEA and AA). While is important that 
all communities and stakeholders should have an opportunity to provide input and that environmental 
checks are carried out, it is vital we do not add unnecessary delays to an already lengthy process. It is 
important to note that an SEA/AA can take between 12-18 months to complete.  
 
Ibec seeks clarification on what happens to applications already submitted or in progress for the same 
zone, e.g.  if a project developer is in the process of preparing an EIA and a planning application for a 
renewable energy project but a Minister wants to zone the same area for a different activity.  It is 
unclear what would happen in this scenario and what delays might occur. 

 
 
 
Proposals for key sectors  
 
Aquaculture 
 
Ibec agrees with the objectives set out in the aquaculture section.  The plan sets out the scale and 
potential of what is now an integral part of the coastal economy. However, the sustainability section 
(page 94) omits any consideration of the need for aquaculture licensing system reform. Ibec believes 
that regime changes are needed to apply best husbandry, biosecurity, and environmental management 
practices in the industry. 
 
It is important for the sector that the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine establish a 
separate office to deal solely with aquaculture licensing. This would be similar to the way the EPA has  
managerially separate offices for enforcement and licensing.  The licensing agency needs to be well 
equipped by staff with both the necessary skills and technical understanding of the industry. A realistic 
timeframe should be comparable to the time it takes in Scotland, which up to now has been dealing 
with the same EU environmental directives as Ireland and where typically the application process takes 
18-20 months.  
 
Ibec also queries the absence of any reference to the designated shellfish waters as set out in the 
Shellfish Waters Directive.  
 
Energy- CCS 
 
Ibec agrees with the objectives and planning policies set out in section 
 
Carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology is widely seen as an important decarbonisation option for 
energy intensive industries and power systems in future low carbon scenarios. Conventional CCS 
involves the capture of carbon dioxide from a plant’s flue gases and its transportation to a geologically 
stable underground or sub-seabed facility for permanent storage. The current generation of 
conventional CCS technology can capture and store around 90% of the CO2 at the point of generation. 
While new approaches to CCS are emerging, for example CCS with oxy-fuel combustion, more research, 
development and demonstration will be needed to bring them to commercial viability. 



 

 

 
Conventional CCS features prominently in Ibec’s 2050 low carbon scenario. In our analysis it is a 
relatively cost-effective and technically viable solution to meeting the needs of our future energy 
system. It could support efficient gas fired generation and provide valuable grid stability and reliability in 
a power system dominated by intermittent renewable generation. It could also help certain energy 
intensive sectors like cement and chemical production reduce emissions without adversely affecting 
production. CCS can also trap CO2 from biomass-based energy and industrial plants, thereby achieving 
negative net emissions in a carbon neutral scenario and can reduce the indirect carbon footprint of 
hydrogen gas synthesis. Ireland has the capability to adopt conventional CCS technology through the 
utilisation of depleted gas fields and/or for export.  
 
 
Energy Offshore Gas Storage 
 
Ibec is not aware of any members’ concerns with the objectives and planning policies set out in this section 
of the draft. 
 
 
Energy Transmission 
 
Ibec broadly agrees with the objectives and planning policies set out in this section of the draft. Energy 
transmission and interconnection will play a critical role in the decarbonisation of our economy and in 
ensuring enhanced security of energy supply in the years ahead. We support the explicit references to 
both the (2015) White Paper on Energy and the Government Action Plan to Tackle Climate Disruption. 
Both emphasise the importance of transmission infrastructure and interconnectors to supporting the 
growing demand for sustainable energy. We welcome the inclusion of a specific policy on interconnection. 
Projects like the Celtic Interconnector can help Ireland meets renewable energy targets and deliver a more 
integrated and sustainable European energy system.  
 
Ibec especially welcomes Policy 4 and the identification of transmission grid infrastructure as a strategic 
priority for Ireland.  
 
“Where possible, opportunities for land-based, coastal infrastructure that is critical to and supports energy 
transmission should be prioritised in plans and policies.” 
 
Ibec notes that EirGrid and Gas Networks Ireland have both published new medium and long-term 
strategies (below).  
 

- EirGrid Group Strategy 2020-2025 
- Vision 2050 - Gas Networks Ireland 

 
Each offers new insights and data on the evolving role of energy networks and should be considered in 
the development of the next draft.  
 

 
Energy – Petroleum 
 

http://www.eirgridgroup.com/newsroom/eirgrid-group-strategy-20/
https://www.gasnetworks.ie/vision-2050/
https://www.gasnetworks.ie/vision-2050/


 

 

Ibec supports the objectives set out in this section of the draft. We welcome the reference to the 
Climate Change Advisory Council’s advice to Government that the ‘continued exploration for and 
extraction of new offshore natural gas reserves can be consistent with a low carbon transition’. Natural 
gas is the primary fuel for dispatchable power generation in Ireland today. It will continue to play a 
crucial role in our future low carbon energy system.  
 
 
Energy -Offshore Renewable Energy (ORE) 
 
Ibec broadly agrees with the objectives and planning policies set out in section. To help meet our EU-
mandated energy and climate obligations, the Government has targeted 70% renewable electricity by 
2030. This will require the roll out of 5 GW of ORE capacity. The plan must support the delivery of this 
offshore capacity. Appendix D contains information on additional actions required to facilitate the 
development of offshore wind projects. Regarding Action 1, it is essential that these Guidelines and 
resources be developed in consultation with industry as soon as possible. Clear and workable guidance 
needs to be provided in relation to visualisation assessments and the approach to zoning, capable of 
securing the Government’s climate action objectives are required. 
 
Ibec is concerned however that the designation process could lead to lengthy delays. The designation 
process, entailing public consultations, SEAs and Appropriate Assessments, is likely to take some time. 
With the additional requirement for EIAs, planning consents, grid connection and construction, 
regulatory issues have significant potential to delay achieving the objective of ORE Policy 1 (3.5GW from 
offshore wind by 2030) if conflicts between activities arise in individual zones. 
 
 A robust appraisal of the proposed zones is required to ensure the most optimal areas are identified. 
Sub-optimal zones will lead to increased costs. If the state adopts a narrow or rigid approach to zoning 
whereby sub-optimal zones are identified, there is a real risk that zones will ultimately not be cost 
efficient or deliverable for developers. It is therefore critical that the progression of projects at various 
stages of development along the east coast is facilitated. The alternative would lead to unnecessary 
delays, erode investor & supply chain confidence and Ireland’s ability to meet its 2030 targets. 
 
 
Regarding Policy 3, Ibec would like more information on how test site status is determined/defined. What 
criteria need to be considered in determining test site status? 
 
Regarding Policy 9, for consistency it is important that this be worded in a manner consistent with the EIA 
Directive. 
 
Fisheries 
 
Ibec is not aware of any members’ concerns in respect of this section of the draft. 
 
Marine Aggregates and Mining 
 
Ibec is not aware of any members’ concerns in respect of this section of the draft. 
 
Ports, Harbours and Shipping 
 



 

 

Ibec agrees with the objectives and planning policies set out in this section. As a trade-intensive island at 
the edge of Europe, Ireland is heavily reliant on international connectivity provided by our marine 
transport infrastructure. It plays an essential role in our economic prosperity, especially trade and 
tourism. The plan duly acknowledges the vital role of our ports for high quality international 
connectivity. Policy consistency with the National Planning Framework must be established in the long-
term to avoid duplicative or contradictory spatial plans. 
 
We do however suggest a small but important amendment to Policy 9. See amended text below.  
 
“Proposals for capital dredging will be supported where it is essential appropriate and to safeguard 
national port capacity and Ireland’s international connectivity” 
 
There are many reasons for a port to engage in capital dredging and the word essential could be 
interpreted to be an almost impossibly high bar 
 
Safety at Sea 
 
Ibec is not aware of any members’ concerns in respect of this section of the draft. 
 
Seaweed Harvesting 
 
Ibec broadly agrees with the objectives and planning policies set out in this section.  Innovative high value 
uses of seaweed should be encouraged in areas such as biopharmaceuticals and artisan food products 
Exploration and investment into high value seaweed products can create possible future employment 
opportunities for coastal communities in Ireland. This should be further supported by education from 
state agencies on the sustainable use of marine resources.   
 
Sport and Recreation  
 
Ibec is not aware of any members’ concerns in respect of this section of the draft. 
 
Telecommunications 
 
Ibec broadly agrees with the objectives and planning policies set out in this section. However, we 
recommend that Policy 3 (text below in italics) be amended to take into consideration the need for cable 
maintenance and repair. While sub-sea cables are designed for durability and high reliability, on occasion 
they may need repair. This must be considered at the planning stage.     
 
“Preference should be given to proposals which protect submarine cables whilst achieving successful 
seabed user coexistence, such as bundling of cables (electricity and communications) as well as pipelines 
for multiple activities. In the case of removing redundant submarine cables, a risk-based approach should 
be applied with consideration given to cables being left in situ where this would minimise significant 
impacts on the physical, natural, societal, historic, and economic value of the area.”(Page 164) 
 
Ibec also agrees that existing subsea infrastructure projects like telecommunication lines should be 
protected from accidental disturbance by new projects, dredging and certain methods of fishing.  
 
 



 

 

Tourism 
 
Tourism is an immensely important economic industry in Ireland, it provides income and jobs to all parts 
of the country, urban, rural and coastal. Most Irish tourism activity takes place within the coastal corridor 
and it has an economic impact on coastal communities throughout Ireland. The future of tourism 
development in Ireland must be sustainable, to ensure the security of our tourism ‘product’. The recent 
study undertaken by the Whittaker Institute, NUIG indicates that overseas marine and coastal tourism 
accounts for 14% of total international tourism spend in Ireland. 
 
Wastewater, Treatment and Disposal 
 
Ibec notes that this section focuses exclusively on public water, wastewater services and upgrades to 
treatment facilities. There is no reference to, or consideration given to, private wastewater discharges 
directly to coastal waters. Pollution Reduction Plans prepared by the Department identified private 
wastewater as an area of concern. It must be noted that Irish Water does not have responsibility or 
authority to address these discharges 
 
The plan should reference the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (Article 14 Exceptions) and the 
provisions for smaller public wastewater discharges as set out in the Water Framework Directive (WFD) 
 
Ibec also propose that the plan be better aligned with the River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) and 
consider all pressures to coastal water quality.  While reference is made to the WFD and the RBMP in the 
framework document, Urban Wastewater is the only water quality pressure considered in any detail. The 
RMBP identifies multiple water quality pressures and actions for many sectors for most waterbodies. 
More assessment is required in the next cycle of the RMBP to understand the pressures and measures 
needed in the marine environment. Sharing of data, water quality models, and assessments between 
relevant stakeholders needs to be promoted and facilitated.   
 
 
Concluding remarks  
 
In summary, Ibec is supportive of most of the Department’s proposals in the draft Framework, subject to 
the various concerns expressed above. However, we anticipate that some of our members may wish to 
raise additional points over the coming months as the cross-sectoral implications become clearer. For this 
reason, we look forward to further active engagement through the Stakeholder Advisory Forum. Please 
feel free to contact me or my colleague Aoife O’Donovan if any clarification of this submission is required. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Conor Minogue 
Senior Policy Executive 
 

 



 
 
From: Christoph Harwood 
Sent: 30 April 2020 11:55 
To: MSP - Marine Spatial Planning <msp@housing.gov.ie> 
Cc: Sam Roch-Perks  
Subject: Response to the National Marine Planning Framework Consultation 
 
To whom it concerns, 
 

Simply Blue Energy (SBE) was established in 2011 to become a “blue economy” project 

developer, to work with marine resources to help deliver long-term projects that will be part 

of our societal transition towards sustainable development goals. 
 

SBE was founded on the basis that floating wind farm development is a game-changer for 

sustainable energy generation, given a timely process of commercialisation for foundation 

technology. SBE operates on the basis that there is a need for innovative, credible project 

developers to create opportunities that will enable this process. The benefits associated with 

the maturity and scale of the offshore wind sector present a compelling case to progress 

Floating Offshore Wind (FLOW) projects in Irish waters. 
 

In 2016 SBE conducted a technology review to identify the most viable technology solution 

with greatest potential for near-term commercial deployment in the Celtic Sea and beyond. 

As a result, SBE has been working with PPI since late 2016 to develop a number of strategic 

projects which are integrated into PPIs WindFloat development pathway towards 

commercialisation. With PPI as a technology partner, we are jointly committed to identifying 

complementary project locations in Irish waters and to the development of the supply chain 

that this will stimulate.  
 

SBE has recently partnered with Total for the development of its 100MW demonstration 

project in the East Celtic Sea. The pre-commercial scale project will be developed as part of 

this joint venture under the name Blue Gem Wind and will allow the development of a local 

supply chain in Pembrokeshire in advance of full commercial scale developments. It 

demonstrates the commitment of both parties towards a low carbon economy and confidence 

in the Principle Power floating wind technology.  
 

Despite having one of the best offshore wind resources in Europe, the approach to market 

development in Wales, cannot be mirrored in Ireland right now, largely because of the need 

for clarity for developers on the Irish regulatory regime. SBE commends and welcomes the 

progress that has been made towards this end, by the Marine Spatial Planning team in the 

Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government.  The draft National Marine 

Planning Framework is a comprehensive framework for forward planning, as well as 

providing an overarching framework for development control, (via the referenced Marine 

Planning and Development Management, MPDM Bill). It is vital that the policy and related 

legislation are progressed, to seize the opportunity around the offshore wind market in 

Ireland, which has strengthened considerably in the last two years.  
 

The NMPF seeks to achieve an integrated approach.  However, the siloed nature of marine 

and maritime domains, from shipping to aquaculture, to marine research etc., is evident in the 

way the plan is presented for consultation. Marine Spatial Planning provides a process for 



stakeholder engagement between marine users. While it can be challenging to facilitate 

stakeholder engagement across multiple marine domains, SBE urges the government not to 

stop consultation once the marine plan is signed off. This should be the start of a new 

approach to facilitating joined up thinking, including a role for the government in facilitating 

dialogue between fishers and offshore wind developers, along the line of the Fisheries 

Liaison with Offshore Wind and Wet Renewables (FLOWW) group arrangement in the UK. 

This can be an important platform to explore opportunities for co-existence and benefit 

sharing.  SBE also supports the initiative on proposed coastal partnerships, as the coastal zone 

is the interface for offshore activities, and integrated coastal zone management can be an 

effective approach to capacity building.  
 

SBE will also welcome progress and further detail on the Strategic Marine Activity Zones 

(SMAZ) proposed in the MPDM Bill, and further clarification of how this process will be 

nested in the above. There appears to be scope for a developer-led and centrally-planned 

approaches in the legislation. SBE suggests that it should not be a case of either or, to avoid 

ruling out areas of opportunity for offshore wind that can benefit local coastal communities, 

and contribute to national decarbonisation targets and energy security objectives.  The 

strategic thinking required for consideration of a SMAZ is vital to inform decisions on 

centralised approach to investment in critical supporting infrastructure, including ports, grid 

and maritime skills.  The opportunity for floating wind on the south and west coasts, is where 

this can be most impactful for Ireland Inc. This requires a vision for offshore wind, including 

a vision for scale of development. As a partner in the Eirwind and OPFLOW research 

projects, SBE supports the opportunity for the decision-making process to be informed by the 

outputs of these projects between now and July 2020. 
 

Finally, the current  foreshore regime prevails until the above policy and legislative processes 

are instigated. The COVID-19 crisis has led to extended consultation periods for planning 

processes, including foreshore site investigation applications. The crisis has put a spotlight on 

the need for the planning system to go fully online, which needs to be progressed to deliver a 

21st century system. The uncertainty around consultation periods also needs to be addressed. 

The NMPF appears to be taking digital technology seriously, with regards to the Marine 

MyPlan envisioned, but progress also needs to be made in the short term. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me for any further information or clarification on any of the 

above points. With thanks for taking these into consideration. 
 
Thanks 
Christoph 
 
Christoph Harwood 
Director of Policy & Strategy 
 
Simply Blue Energy 
 
www.simplyblueenergy.com 
 

http://www.simplyblueaquaculture.com/


 
This email and any attachments to it may be confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual 
to whom it is addressed. Any views or opinions expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily 
represent those of Simply Blue Energy.  If you are not the intended recipient of this email, you must neither 
take any action based upon its contents, nor copy or show it to anyone. Please contact the sender if you 
believe you have received this email in error. 
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Submission in respect of the Draft National Marine Planning Framework 
 

Introduction 

Ireland is legally obliged to produce a Marine Spatial Plan or Plans for its entire marine 

space.                                                                                                                                                  

Although, there is no universally agreed definition of a Marine Spatial Plan, it has been 

described as “a strategic plan (including forward looking and proactive) for regulating and 

managing human uses, while protecting the marine environment, including through 

allocation of space, that addresses the multiple, cumulative and potentially conflicting uses 

of the sea and thereby facilitates sustainable development”.  (Jan Ekebom et al. Towards Marine 

Spatial Planning in the Baltic Sea: Balance Technical summary Report 4/4, May 2008 6, para 2.1) 

Article 3 of Directive 2014/89/EU establishing a framework for maritime spatial planning 

(hereinafter referred to as “the 2014 Directive”)  defines “maritime spatial planning” as “a 

process by which the relevant Member State’s authorities analyse and organise human 

activities in marine areas to achieve ecological, economic and social objectives.” 

 

Ireland’s Legal Obligations                                                    

The requirement for a Marine Spatial Plan arises in Directive 2014/89/EU establishing a 

framework for maritime spatial planning which establishes certain minimum requirements 

and objectives to be achieved by the planning process. In broad terms, the Directive obliges 

Ireland to pursue economic, social and environmental objectives in marine spatial planning 

processes and plans.                                                                                                              

The Directive requires Ireland to take the necessary measures to achieve or maintain Good 

Environmental Status (GES) in the marine environment by 2020. It should be noted that this 

was required as far back as 2008 in Directive 2008/56/EC establishing a framework for 

community action in the field of marine environmental policy (the Marine Strategy 

Framework Directive) (hereinafter referred to as “the 2008 Directive”). 

“Good Environmental Status” or GES is based on the qualitative descriptors listed in Annex 

I attached to the 2008 Directive. These include the following requirements or criteria: 

(1)  Biological diversity is maintained. The quality and occurrence of habitats and the 

distribution and abundance of species are in line with prevailing physiographic, 

geographic and climatic conditions. 

(2)  Non-indigenous species introduced by human activities are at levels that do not 

adversely alter the ecosystems. 

(3)  Populations of all commercially exploited fish and shellfish are within safe biological 

limits, exhibiting a population age and size distribution that is indicative of a healthy 
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stock. 

(4)  All elements of the marine food webs, to the extent that they are known, occur at 

normal abundance and diversity and levels capable of ensuring the long-term abundance 

of the species and the retention of their full reproductive capacity. 

(5)  Human-induced eutrophication is minimised, especially adverse effects thereof, such as 

losses in biodiversity, ecosystem degradation, harmful algae blooms and oxygen 

deficiency in bottom waters. 

(6)  Sea-floor integrity is at a level that ensures that the structure and functions of the 

ecosystems are safeguarded and benthic ecosystems, in particular, are not adversely 

affected. 

(7)  Permanent alteration of hydrographical conditions does not adversely affect marine 

ecosystems. 

(8) Concentrations of contaminants are at levels not giving rise to pollution effects. 

(9)  Contaminants in fish and other seafood for human consumption do not exceed levels 

established by Community legislation or other relevant standards. 

(10)  Properties and quantities of marine litter do not cause harm to the coastal and marine 

environment. 

(11)  Introduction of energy, including underwater noise, is at levels that do not adversely 

affect the marine environment. 

Article 8 of the 2008 Directive required the Irish government to make an initial assessment 

of our marine waters in this context. Article 8 set out several sets of criteria and analyses to 

be conducted in order to determine the current environmental status of our waters. 

Having completed the initial assessments, Article 9 of the 2008 Directive required Ireland to 

then consider each of the qualitative descriptors listed in Annex I (and above) in order to 

identify those descriptors which are to be used to determine Good Environmental Status for 

a particular marine region or sub-region. If Ireland considers that it is not appropriate to use 

one or more of those descriptors, then our Government must provide the Commission with 

a justification for that decision when notifying the Commission that Ireland is otherwise in 

compliance with the 2008 Directive. 

In pursuance of the Article 8 requirement to assess the marine space in the context of Good 

Environmental Status, the Marine Institute published its initial assessment in 2013. That 

initial assessment referenced many relevant considerations which were examined by the 

Marine Institute. One issue of note is that of underwater noise. The 2013 Report states the 

following:  

 Underwater noise is increasing as human activities in the marine environment 

continue to expand. Activities such as vessel movement (e.g. shipping, fishing, and 

leisure crafts), seismic surveys, drilling, use of sonar, pile-driving, underwater 
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explosions and dredging all contribute to levels of noise in the marine environment. 

With many offshore activities in the oil, gas and renewable sectors expected to 

increase in the future, levels of underwater noise are likely to increase accordingly.  

Many marine organisms, in particular marine mammals, rely on sound for 

navigation, communication and prey location. The introduction of additional noise 

from human activities holds the potential to disrupt these natural activities leading to 

adverse effects on individuals and populations. Information on the sources, 

magnitude, distribution and impacts of sound in the Irish marine environment is 

presently limited. Research currently being undertaken is intended to support the 

development of ‘risk-based’ noise monitoring programmes for Irish waters, 

incorporating the establishment of baselines and the determination of trends. 

The research of the Marine Institute shows the potential impact on the marine environment 

of activities in sectors such as oil, gas and renewables. Yet, they openly acknowledge that 

information on the impact of sound in the Irish marine environment is limited. Given the 

fact that Appropriate Assessments are required to be conducted before aquaculture 

activities can be permitted in a marine area, it seems unfair and a breach of EU law to 

provide for energy developments in the Irish marine space in the absence of data confirming 

that such activities are not harmful to marine mammals, etc. 

The 2013 Marine Institute Report admitted that work on targets and indicators for four (4) 
of the eleven (11) Descriptors for Good Environmental Status - Biodiversity, Food Webs, 
Sea-floor integrity and Underwater noise/energy - was not concluded.                                                      
The Report also stated that there are many gaps and shortcomings to be overcome and that 
EU law provides the mechanism to progressively fill those gaps over the next and 
subsequent cycles.  
The Report concluded:  
 

The monitoring and assessment of biodiversity, food webs and sea-floor integrity 

present considerable technical problems and there are many questions yet to be 

answered - both scientific and for society generally. Commercial fish and chemical 

contamination (including eutrophication) are the two areas for which there is 

sufficient evidence available to tentatively conclude that things are generally 

improving. Advancements in fisheries management, wastewater treatment and 

measures to reduce the use and discharge of both synthetic and non-synthetic 

contaminants are beginning to be reflected in the current environmental status.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

These are positive signs, but more work is needed to ascertain whether current 

measures are sufficient to ensure progress towards GES is maintained or if more 

effort or alternative approaches will be required in the coming months and years. 

This Report clearly showed that a lot of research is needed before Ireland can legally 

proceed with sanctioning new developments in relatively new sectors in the marine space. 

As a result, Ireland failed to submit the report required under the 2008 Directive to the EU 

within the time specified. Ireland’s Programme of Measures was ultimately submitted to 
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the Commission in July 2016. The Commission’s response in February 2017 stated that 

Ireland’s Programme did not provide sufficient information to allow the Commission to 

make a conclusion on the likelihood of implementation of the new measures. The 

Commission stated that Ireland’s targets lacked ambition, that the new targets were not 

assessed and that a large of targets were reported by Ireland as “existing” or “existing but 

not yet implemented”. The Commission’s response also stated that Ireland’s proposed 

measures do not fully cover certain pressures/activities and associated impacts or 

cumulative impacts. Weaknesses were identified in our GES and targets relating to seabed 

habitats. It stated that the Irish proposals failed to include any GES or target definition for 

water column habitats. The Commission concluded that the Irish Programme of Measures 

“partially addresses the Marine Strategy Framework Directive requirements.” 

By this time, the 2014 Directive had been enacted. It seeks to further enhance the 

implementation of the 2008 Directive. The overarching aim of the 2014 Directive is to 

protect Europe’s marine waters by applying an ecosystem approach to the management of 

human activities while enabling the sustainable use of the marine environment for present 

and future generations.  

The Conference of the Parties, established by the 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity 

(CBD), and assisted by the CBD Subsidiary Body on Science, Technology and Technical 

Advice, developed the internationally accepted definition of the ecosystem approach:  

“a strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living resources that 

promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way”, and explains that it 

is based on: “the application of appropriate scientific methodologies focused on 

levels of biological organisation, which encompass the essential structure, processes, 

functions and interactions among organisms and their environment. It recognises 

that humans, with their cultural diversity, are an integral component of ecosystems”. 

Article 5(1) of the 2014 Directive, entitled “Objectives of maritime spatial planning” states: 

“When establishing and implementing maritime spatial planning, Member States 

shall consider economic, social and environmental aspects to support sustainable 

development and growth in the maritime sector, applying an ecosystem-based 

approach, and to promote the coexistence of relevant activities and uses.” 

In order to comply with EU law, the Irish government must ensure that the National Marine 

Spatial Framework complies with the eleven (11) qualitative descriptors which define the 

EU’s overarching objectives in respect of key socio-economic and ecological aspects of the 

marine environment, already established in the 2008 Directive. These specifically require 

Ireland to adopt a Marine Strategy that ensures that the objectives for Good Environmental 

Status as set out in Annex 1 of the 2008 Directive are met. They are repeated in shorter 

form below:  

 That biodiversity is maintained 

 That non-indigenous species do not adversely alter the ecosystem 

 That the population of commercially exploited fish and shellfish is healthy 
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 That elements of food webs ensure long-term abundance and reproduction 

 That eutrophication is minimised  

 That the sea-floor integrity ensures functioning of the ecosystem 

 That permanent alteration of hydrographical conditions does not adversely affect 

the ecosystem 

 That concentrations of contaminants cause no harmful effects 

 That contaminant levels in seafood are below safe levels 

 That marine litter does not cause harm; and 

 That the introduction of energy, including impacts of underwater noise, does not 

adversely affect the ecosystem. 

It would appear that, based on available published data and reports, Ireland has not 

assessed or set targets in respect of several of the indicators referenced above. Therefore, it 

could be argued that Ireland is currently in breach of the 2008 Directive in this regard. 

It should also be noted that all of the determinants contained in the 2008 Directive apply to, 

and impact on, all uses of the marine resource. None of them can be looked at in isolation, 

and all of them interact and affect each other of them. The EU Commission made it clear 

that member states, including Ireland must, when conducting their analyses and 

organisation of human activities in marine areas to achieve ecological, economic and social 

objectives,  consider all of the above-mentioned Descriptors for determining Good 

Environmental Status, as part of the ecosystem approach required under the 2014 Directive.  

Yet, the Irish government has decided to proceed with a marine spatial planning process 

that does not adequately comply with the critical environmental factors set out in the 2008 

Directive or the ecosystem approach set out in the 2014 Directive. 

 
The 2014 Directive clearly envisages the inclusion of aquaculture and fisheries as a core part 

of the marine spatial planning framework.   

The first paragraph of the Preamble to the Directive lists various marine activities including 

“fishing activities” and “aquaculture installations”. Paragraph 13 refers to “food 

production”. 

Article 3 of the 2014 Directive defines “maritime spatial planning” as “a process by which 

the relevant Member State’s authorities analyse and organise human activities in marine 

areas to achieve ecological, economic and social objectives.” The definition does not 

exclude aquaculture or fisheries. They are clearly “human activities” that come within the 

definition, and must, therefore, be included in Ireland’s marine spatial planning process. 

Additionally, it should be noted that the Directive sets out three objectives or goals, the 

second of which clearly specifies and includes “the fisheries and aquaculture sectors” as 

shown hereunder: 

Article 5 (2) ‘Objectives of maritime spatial planning’  
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Through their maritime spatial plans, Member States shall aim to contribute to the 
sustainable development of energy sectors at sea, of maritime transport, and of 
the fisheries and aquaculture sectors, and to the preservation, protection and 
improvement of the environment, including resilience to climate change impacts. In 
addition, Member States may pursue other objectives such as the promotion of 
sustainable tourism and the sustainable extraction of raw materials. 

Article 8 of the 2014 Directive requires all member states to establish maritime spatial plans, 
and specifically requires all states to “take into consideration relevant interactions of 
activities and uses”. It adds: “Without prejudice to Member States’ competences, possible 
activities and uses and interests may include: - aquaculture areas, - fishing areas, -
installations and infrastructure for the exploration, exploitation and extraction of oil, of gas 
and other energy resources…”. Therefore, it is clear that fisheries and aquaculture are core 
marine activities that must be considered and provided for in Irish maritime spatial 
planning. 

The legal obligation in Article 8 is very clear. It is headed: “Setting-up of maritime spatial 
plans”. Its first paragraph states: 

“When establishing and implementing maritime spatial planning, Member States 
shall set up maritime spatial plans which identify the spatial and temporal 
distribution of relevant existing and future activities and uses in their marine waters, 
in order to contribute to the objectives set out in Article 5.” 

 
This clearly requires the Irish authorities to “identify” the spaces or areas where specified 
marine activities and uses can take place AND to identify the times or periods permitted for 
those marine activities and uses. Yet, the process undertaken by the Irish government to 
date had not identified the spatial or temporal distribution of relevant existing or future 
activities and uses in Irish waters. Article 8 must be complied with.  
 
The Proposed Marine Planning and Development Management Bill 2019: 
 
The process adopted by the Irish government – National Marine Planning Framework – 
appeared to address what is legally required under EU law in terms of procedures such as 
public consultations, etc. However, the culmination of that process seems to be represented 
in a Marine Planning and Development Management Bill, 2019. 
 
It is interesting to note that the website of the Department of Housing, Planning and Local 
Government explains that when implementing the Directive, the Department received legal 
advice from the Attorney General that forced them to abandon the draft Maritime Area and 
Foreshore Amendment Bill in favour of this new Marine Planning and Development 
Management (MPDM) Bill.    The website states that this change of direction was needed 
because “a more comprehensive and holistic approach is being taken to the management of 
development and activities in the marine space”.  
Therefore, it is acknowledged that, in order to comply with the Directive, Irish law must 
adopt a comprehensive and holistic approach to all marine planning. 
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Yet, the General Scheme for the Bill fails to address what everyone would recognise as an 
essential part of that space – fisheries. It also ignores the important aquaculture sector, 
despite the fact that the earlier Bill clearly saw aquaculture as a core marine activity. 
 
The Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government’s website states that the 
Marine Planning and Development Management Bill (MPDM) was developed “to establish in 
law a completely new regime for the maritime area which will replace existing State and 
development consent regimes and streamline arrangements on the basis of a single consent 
principle”, “i.e. one state consent (Maritime Area Consent) to enable occupation of the 
Maritime Area and one development consent (planning permission), with a single 
environmental assessment”.   
 
On the face of it, this Bill encompasses all marine activity. However, the reality is somewhat 
different. The provisions of the General Scheme for the proposed legislation do not include 
Fisheries and Aquaculture. It states: 
 

‘The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine is the appropriate Minister for 
foreshore functions relating to aquaculture, sea-fisheries related development and 
fishery harbour centres under Section 1B of the Foreshore Act. Those activities and 
any other development within the functional remit of the Minister for Agriculture, 
Food and the Marine (MAFM) are excluded from the scope of the Bill.’  

 
This statement came as a shock to all those involved in fisheries and aquaculture in Ireland. 
 

The new single consent principle proposed in the General Scheme for the Bill would be very 

much welcomed by the Fisheries and Aquaculture sectors IF it actually applied to them.                                                                                        

Aquaculture licencing has been problematic for many years so much so that the EU 

Commission required Ireland to remove barriers to the development of aquaculture in 

Ireland. Therefore, the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and the Marine sought an 

independent review of aquaculture licensing in 2016.The Report published by the  

Independent Review Group in 2017 identified a clear need for a new streamlined 

aquaculture licencing system and made several immediately achievable, as well as longer 

term, recommendations to achieve this. 

Therefore, it is very disappointing to note that the new Bill does not implement any of the 

recommendations made by the Independent Review Group. This is clearly a missed 

opportunity. 

But perhaps more important to note is the fact that Ireland is still legally required to achieve 

the objectives set out in Article 5(2) of the 2014 Directive.                                                   

Those objectives require the Irish Government to establish a Marine Spatial Plan that will 

“contribute to the sustainable development” “of the fisheries and aquaculture sectors”.                                                                                                                      

The National Marine Planning Framework and the General Scheme for the Bill do not even 

try to achieve those objectives and, in fact, completely ignore those objectives. 
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The proposed Bill also ignores all EU and Irish policies that support the growth of 

aquaculture, seafood production, coastal communities, the islands, rural Ireland, etc.           

by excluding fisheries and aquaculture from the streamlined licencing proposed in the Bill. 

Irish state-level policy is set out in documents such as Harnessing Our Ocean Wealth – An 

Integrated Marine Plan for Ireland (2012), FoodWise 2025, and the National Strategic Plan 

for Sustainable Aquaculture Development (2015) – all of which officially require State 

support for the sustainable development of aquaculture and seafood production. 

If all marine based sectors are to benefit from a streamlined licencing process except 

aquaculture and fisheries, then that will create an imbalance in terms of prioritising some 

activities over others.  For example, it can take over ten years to get a decision on an 

aquaculture licence application under the current aquaculture licensing process.  This 

excessive delay is already severely hindering investment into the sector. So, the additional 

Marine Spatial Planning considerations will, when enacted, create yet another hurdle to 

cross when navigating the existing aquaculture licencing process.   

It is clear therefore, that rather than streamlining the aquaculture licensing system that is 

widely acknowledged to be overly complex, time-consuming and costly, the new Bill will not 

remove any of the existing requirements or red tape but will instead add to the growing 

weight of regulation that applicants for aquaculture licences must face when attempting to 

invest in or progress the development of this important sector.                                                                                      

The Bill is completely ignoring the importance of the Fisheries and Aquaculture sectors 

which are specifically identified in Article 5(2) of the 2014 Directive. 

It must also be pointed out that Ireland’s draft Marine Spatial Plan is still just that – a DRAFT 

plan. It may yet, and can be, revised by the incoming government.  

Therefore, the General Scheme for the proposed legislation is premature. Perhaps this is a 

‘chicken and egg’ scenario. Should the policy be decided upon by government or parliament 

– via Cabinet policy or via Oireachtas legislation? As things stand, it is clear that the outgoing 

Government’s DRAFT marine spatial plan is being given legal effect by the proposed Bill. 

Neither the policy nor the General Scheme for the Bill have been approved by the incoming 

government, and the Oireachtas has not been given a chance to have any input on these 

proposals to date. 

As the current General Scheme for the outgoing Government’s Bill clearly excluded two core 

sectors (fisheries and aquaculture), it is important that all incoming political representatives 

are made aware that the Bill does not comply with, or implement, the 2008 and 2014 

Directives.  Aquaculture and Fisheries are essentially excluded from any benefits arising 

from the Irish Marine Spatial Plan while the General Scheme for the Bill also fails to properly 

protect the marine environment in such a way as to ensure Good Environmental Status.                                    

The Minister for the Marine is the person currently given sole power in relation to whether 

an applicant is, or is not, granted an aquaculture licence. Decision-makers in both 

aquaculture and fisheries are legally required to consider the 2008 and 2014 Directives 
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when deciding to grant or refuse licences.  This requires them, in practice, to consider the 

impact of any proposed licence on any other sector.   

However, the converse is not the case. The other marine sectors cannot be aware of the 

impact of their activities and proposed activities on aquaculture and fisheries because 

aquaculture and fisheries data and decision-making is, and will be, outside the regulatory 

sphere of their own sectors’ respective Ministers’ considerations. In other words, the main 

regulatory system proposed in the General Scheme for the Bill will operate without 

reference to what is happening in, or their impact on, fisheries and aquaculture. This 

completely undermines the spirit and objectives of the EU Directives referenced above. 

 

A Comparison of EU Directive Requirements with Irish Implementation: 

 

A. The 2014 Directive states at paragraph (2) of the Preamble: 

Such an approach to ocean management and maritime governance has been 

developed in the Integrated Maritime Policy for the European Union (‘IMP’), 

including, as its environmental pillar, Directive 2008/56/EC of the European 

Parliament and of the Council. The objective of the IMP is to support the sustainable 

development of seas and oceans and to develop coordinated, coherent and 

transparent decision-making in relation to the Union’s sectoral policies affecting 

the oceans, seas, islands, coastal and outermost regions and maritime sectors, 

including through sea-basin strategies or macro-regional strategies, whilst achieving 

good environmental status as set out in Directive 2008/56/EC. 

 If the objective of IMP is to support the sustainable development of seas and oceans, 

how can this be achieved if aquaculture and fisheries are excluded from Irish marine 

planning? The 2014 Directive’s references to aquaculture and fisheries clearly show 

that the EU includes those sectors in its IMP. 

 There cannot be “coordinated, coherent and transparent decision-making” in Ireland 

when two core marine sectors are completely excluded. 

 Transparent decision-making and the process for granting or refusing licences in all 

sectors (other than aquaculture and fisheries) is outlined in the General Scheme for 

the Bill.  Therefore, and despite the strong recommendations made for streamlining 

the aquaculture licensing process in the 2017 independent Report, aquaculture and 

fisheries are the only sectors which will not benefit from this new process for 

transparent decision-making that is balanced, coherent and coordinated.  

 The Bill proposes to make the Minister of Housing, Planning and Local Government 

responsible for achieving Good Environmental Status (GES) as set out in Directive 

2008/56/EC.  Aquaculture and fisheries have both positive and negative impacts on 

GES. The Housing Minister cannot ensure compliance with the Directive when she or 

he has no direct contact with, or authority or control over, the aquaculture and 

fisheries sectors. 
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B. Paragraph (3) of the Preamble to the Directive states: 

The IMP identifies maritime spatial planning as a cross-cutting policy tool enabling public 

authorities and stakeholders to apply a coordinated, integrated and trans-boundary 

approach. The application of an ecosystem-based approach will contribute to promoting 

the sustainable development and growth of the maritime and coastal economies and the 

sustainable use of marine and coastal resources. 

 Fisheries, as with shipping, requires a coordinated, integrated and transboundary 

approach as its activities lie within the Common Fisheries Policy which, by its very 

nature, requires a transboundary approach to marine resources.  Fisheries is 

included in the Marine Spatial Plans of other countries such as Scotland.              

Surely it is appropriate that Irish fisheries are represented under MSP in this context.  

 

C. Paragraph (4) of the Preamble to the Directive states: 

Maritime spatial planning supports and facilitates the implementation of the Europe 

2020 Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth (‘the Europe 2020 Strategy’), 

endorsed by the European Council in its conclusions of 17 June 2010, which aims to 

deliver high levels of employment, productivity and social cohesion, including promotion 

of a more competitive, resource-efficient and green economy. The coastal and maritime 

sectors have significant potential for sustainable growth and are keys to the 

implementation of the Europe 2020 Strategy. 

 In this regard, and in terms of sustainable growth potential, fisheries and 

aquaculture are repeatedly reported as being a resource efficient method of 

developing high levels of employment, productivity and social cohesion.  In order for 

these sectors to become more competitive and resource efficient, they must have 

surety of access to growth through new licences and planners and decision-makers 

must have an in-depth understanding of other activities which might restrict the 

required development of aquaculture.  When aquaculture and fisheries are excluded 

from the Bill, associated MSP and the streamlined surety of available marine space 

and associated licences provided for other marine activities, it reduces the potential 

positive impact that marine spatial planning could have on rural coastal 

communities.                                                                                                                             

By comparison, and while accepting the need for increased renewable energy 

sources, wind energy has far less ability to create jobs when compared to 

aquaculture and fisheries. Therefore, it is essential that Aquaculture and Fisheries 

are included fully in the Bill and the associated Marine Spatial Plan, in the same way 

that wind energy is catered for, so as to give full effect to the aims of the Directive 

itself. 

 



AQUALICENSE 
3/1/20 

SUBMISSION IN RESPECT OF THE DRAFT NATIONAL MARINE PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

 

11 
 

 

D. Paragraph (5) of the Preamble to the Directive states: 

In its communication entitled ‘Blue Growth: opportunities for marine and maritime 

sustainable growth’, the Commission has identified a number of ongoing Union 

initiatives which are intended to implement the Europe 2020 Strategy, as well as a 

number of activities on which blue growth initiatives could focus in the future and which 

could be adequately supported by greater confidence and certainty for investors 

provided through maritime spatial planning. 

 This section recognises that maritime spatial planning will give greater confidence 

and certainty for investors. This is required in Aquaculture and Fishing as much as in 

any other sector. With this clear benefit being outlined, surely it is punitive on 

aquaculture and fisheries not to be included in the new marine planning system? 

Why should investors in fisheries and aquaculture not get the same assurances of 

certainty that investors in other marine activities will get under the proposed Irish 

legislation?  

 

 The communication of the EU Commission’s ‘Blue Growth: opportunities for marine 

and maritime sustainable growth’ specifically identifies 

‘the lack of available maritime space for aquaculture activities, competition in the 

global market and administrative constraints in particular concerning licensing 

procedures are amongst the challenges to growth.’ 

Despite this, the recommendations to update and amend the administrative process 

for aquaculture licensing put forward by the Independent Review Group and 

accepted by the Minister in 2017, have still not been implemented. 

 Moreover, as part of the Common Fisheries Policy reform, the Commission proposes 

to  

“promote aquaculture through an ‘open method of coordination’ based on non-

binding strategic guidelines, multiannual national strategic plans and the exchange 

of best practice”. 

           It states there is  

‘wide scope for improving administrative practices, especially in licensing.  Member 

states need to be aware of ways of increasing production that are sustainable and 

that meet the coastal or sea space – for example, by building cages along with 

offshore windfarms or by integrated multi-trophic aquaculture. Such measures will be 

supported financially by the proposed European Maritime and Fisheries Fund.’ 

 This same fund supports the development of the IMSP. Therefore, given the 

Commission’s identification of issues surrounding the development of Aquaculture 

and its clear guide to increasing aquaculture production, it is appropriate that the 
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new streamlined all-encompassing marine licencing regime should apply to 

aquaculture. 

 

E. The Eco-System Approach required under European Union Law: 

Both the 2008 Directive and the 2014 Directive require the Irish Marine Spatial 

Plan/Framework to consider all pressures on the marine resource.  

They point out that human activities, climate change effects, natural hazards and shoreline 

dynamics such as erosion and accretion, can have severe impacts on coastal economic 

development and growth, as well as on marine ecosystems, leading to deterioration of 

environmental status, loss of biodiversity and degradation of ecosystem services. EU policy 

and law supports the sustainable development of the marine environment. The EU argues 

that healthy marine ecosystems and their multiple services, if integrated in planning 

decisions, can deliver substantial benefits in terms of food production, recreation and 

tourism, climate change mitigation and adaptation, shoreline dynamics control and disaster 

prevention. It is important that Irish policy and law complies with this approach. 

Therefore, it is disappointing to note that the proposed Bill fails to establish procedures that 

will protect and promote healthy marine ecosystems while delivering substantial benefits in 

terms of food production, recreation and tourism, climate change, etc. 

 

F. EU Policy Supports the Multi-Use of Marine Resources 

The main purpose of maritime spatial planning is to promote sustainable development and 

to identify the utilisation of maritime space for different sea uses as well as to manage 

spatial uses and conflicts in marine areas. Maritime spatial planning also aims at identifying 

and encouraging multi-purpose uses, in accordance with the relevant national policies and 

legislation.                                                                                                                                           

These objectives are shared and supported by fishers and aquaculture farmers.                                                                                                                                           

In order to achieve that purpose, Ireland must ensure that the planning process or 

processes result in a comprehensive spatial and temporal plan that identifies the different 

uses appropriate for specific areas of our marine space and takes into consideration long-

term changes due to climate change.                                                                                                          

Yet, the Draft Marine Spatial Policy Statement, the draft Framework, the General Scheme 

for the Bill, and other documentation provided by the Government to date, do not indicate 

any serious consideration of this issue. Indeed, it could be argued that that the Irish State 

seeks to avoid making any decisions on the overall use of Irish waters, and is happy to allow 

all newcomers use our publicly-owned  marine space on a “first-come, first-served” basis for 

whatever private enterprises they want. 

The Irish Approach to Applying EU Law 
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The Draft Framework sets out Objectives for Aquaculture. We were alarmed and shocked 

when we read those “Objectives”. None of them seek to enable the sustainable 

development of aquaculture, despite the fact that this is an EU requirement. 

Indeed, the so-called “Objectives” simply express different ways to restrict the sector. 

It is extremely important that these points are noted by all those involved in developing the 

Framework. When the “objectives” are wrong, the entire process flowing from those 

“objectives” will be wrong. The objectives for any project dictate the overall aim and 

ambition for the project and how it will be managed and implemented. Therefore, when we 

read the “objectives” for aquaculture, we realise that the Irish government is not aware of 

the need for aquaculture and its health, social, economic and environmental benefits. We 

now see that the real objective is to squeeze aquaculture out. The Irish government would 

appear to be quite happy to have Ireland import even more seafood than it already does – a 

disgrace for an island nation. It also seems to have no issue with the fact that these 

“objectives” will be the death knell for many coastal communities.  

The Framework truly facilitates commercial, often foreign-owned, entities to take over our 

valuable seas for their own purposes, for so little economic gain, and despite their negative 

social and environmental impacts. Yet, in the same document, it seeks to apply even stricter 

criteria and controls on one of the smallest marine sectors – aquaculture. 

This document is not a framework or a plan for aquaculture and it should not pretend to be 

such. 

Most of the “Objectives” are at odds with the objectives set out for the other marine sectors 

and new sectors such as Offshore Renewable Energy operations. The “Objectives” seem to 

be based on assumptions that aquaculture is “bad”, damaging the environment, that 

aquaculture farmers are breaking the law and must be made subject to more laws, and that 

the sector must be controlled. These assumptions are plainly incorrect, but they show a 

level of ignorance of the sector that is alarming. 

Objective 1 seeks a “compliant” sector. That objective is not found in the Objectives for any 

other sector. It references the need for a modern licensing system, yet the proposed Bill for 

Marine Planning, which provides a streamlined licensing process for other marine users, 

specifically excludes aquaculture. This is despite the fact that aquaculture is the only marine 

sector that already has a 2017 independent report which made clear recommendations on 

how the aquaculture licensing system could be improved. Those recommendations were 

accepted by Government but never implemented. 

In addition, Objective 1 speaks of the need for a modern enforcement system as if current 

enforcement were not sufficient or effective. That is not the case. Aquaculture is highly 

regulated, and enforcement authorities, such as the Sea Fisheries Protection Authority and 

the Minister for the Marine, have what many would describe as draconian enforcement 

powers. 
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Objective 1 also speaks about protecting the social and economic fabric of rural coastal and 

inland communities. Aquaculture and fisheries are the only marine sectors that provide 

employment in those areas. One must ask how many jobs will be created, and how much 

social and economic benefit will be gained from opening Irish waters to ORE companies and 

other commercial entities seeking to make enormous gains for their shareholders and 

investors. 

Objective 1 also implies that aquaculture may not conserve biodiversity around our coasts 

when, in actual fact, many aquaculture activities assist and enable biodiversity. 

Objective 2 seeks to “maintain a best practice aquaculture licensing system” as if we already 

had one. This flies in the face of the EU Commission’s demand that Ireland removes the 

blocks created by our notoriously slow and costly licensing process. The statement also 

ignores the fact that the Irish Government has failed to implement the recommendations of 

the Independent Review Group into the Irish Aquaculture Licensing system. 

The reference in Objective 2 to the need for “efficient” use of space is worrying. It implies 

that there should be a more intensive use of our marine space and/or that aquaculture is 

taking up too much space. The total space utilised by all aquaculture activities in Ireland is 

miniscule, especially when compared with the enormous space being sought by large energy 

producers over our entire seas! 

Again, Objective 2’s reference to protecting water quality implies that aquaculture is 

damaging water quality. This is completely untrue in respect of specific aquaculture 

activities, and generally untrue in terms of the stringent processes that apply to obtaining an 

aquaculture licence and the constant monitoring of water quality that all aquaculture 

farmers conduct. The reference to protecting water quality also smacks of hypocrisy when 

the vast majority of damage to water quality is caused by land-based activities, not marine 

users. Sea-farmers are already legally required to protect water quality, and their livelihoods 

depend on that, but land-farmers can continue to operate even then they pollute our 

waters. State authorities are allowed to operate even when they pollute our waters. So why 

are aquaculture farmers being selected as the only group responsible for maintaining water 

quality? 

Objective 3 speaks about “enhancing” our licensing system. The recommendations of the 

Independent Review Group could easily be adopted by our Government, but this has not 

been done. All aquaculture farmers are calling out for reform of the most complex, costly 

and time-consuming licensing system that exists in Ireland. They also want a fair, open and 

transparent decision-making process. EU environmental protection laws already provide for 

full participation by NGOs and the public. It must be remembered that the decision-maker in 

respect of who gets a licence cannot be influenced by those who have the best PR, political 

influence, or other factors. The decision must be objective and based on scientific expertise. 

It must also be remembered that the law requires the decision-maker to give equal weight 

to the 3 pillars of sustainable development – social and economic, as well as environmental. 

People living in rural coastal communities should be enabled to continue to live there, have 

gainful employment there and be part of vibrant communities there. Those who demand 
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pristine land and seascapes from their holiday homes or when visiting these rural locations, 

should remember these other objectives and requirements. 

Objective 4 is again objectionable. It is not at all an aquaculture objective but rather a 

Department of Finance objective - that enforcement should be more cost-effective.               

In addition, it is based on an erroneous assumption that aquaculture regulations are not 

sufficiently enforced or properly enforced. It is noted that other sectors – land-based as well 

as marine-based – are not subjected to the same allegation. Why has this tiny sector been 

selected for this dubious honour? Is it because other sectors have more money for PR 

and/or are more politically organised? Aquaculture farmers tend to get on with their work 

and clearly do not have the time and resources of the large corporate entities pursuing ORE 

and other large profit-making sectors.  

Furthermore, it must be stated that aquaculture regulators have all the enforcement 

powers they need. They can, and do, withdraw licences – the strongest enforcement power 

possible, short of imprisonment, as this deprives the licence-holder and its employees of 

their livelihoods. We would suggest that fairer and more proportionate enforcement 

mechanisms should be adopted.                                                                                                      

But we would also wish to see equal levels of enforcement mechanisms being adopted and 

implemented against polluters, in other sectors and none - be they state authorities, land-

based, or otherwise.                                                                                                                                  

Objective 5 is very vague.                                                                                                                                   

In addition, it does not have any basis arising from the Baseline Report, existing public policy 

or elsewhere. Where or who is the source for this “objective”?                                                       

Perhaps it is acknowledging the application of draconian responses to technical breaches of 

out-of-date licences. If this is the case, then it may be a valid objective, although it should be 

noted that it is properly part of the other Objectives and not a new point. And, if that is the 

case, then it would be better for the “objectives” to simply undertake to comply with EU 

policy and law and undertake to implement the recommendations of the Independent 

Review Group around aquaculture licensing. 

Indeed, it must be pointed out that what are termed “Objectives for Aquaculture” are 

largely focused on the regulation and curtailment of the sector as opposed to its sustainable 

development.  The Framework essentially fails to comply with EU law in this regard.         

Objective 6 seems to espouse something that is already long-standing EU and Irish law – the 

requirement for the licencing decision-maker and the procedures to consider the economic 

and social aspects and impacts of aquaculture. These requirements form the 3 pillars for 

sustainable development that are required to be complied with at the highest level of EU 

law- in the EU Treaties: Article 3(3) of the TEU in this case.  So, it begs the question as to 

why long-standing law should be expressed as a future “objective” when it is already a 

constant legal requirement.        

In summary, the Framework shows a complete lack of understanding of aquaculture, its 

very different sub-sectors, how they each operate, their different needs, their different 
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impacts, their supportive role in rural, coastal Ireland, their role in providing indigenous, 

sustainable and healthy protein, their ability to co-exist with other sectors, etc.  

The Framework does nothing to support the sector. The Framework fails to address the real 

difficulties in the sector in terms of dealing with antiquated laws, the need for fair and 

transparent decision-making that is based on science and is made in a timely fashion, the 

need for investment in the sector, the need for aquaculture farmers to be notified when 

companies apply for exploration and other licences over or adjacent to their farm, the need 

to facilitate value-added sea-food production in Ireland, the need to increase consumer 

demand for healthy aquaculture products, etc.             

Therefore, given the above, it is not surprising that the policies proposed for aquaculture in 

the Framework fail to tackle its real problems and fail to deliver anything of worth to the 

sector. Furthermore, the policies are not linked to the objectives.  

All policies must flow from clearly defined objectives. This is not the case here.     

In addition, the proposed policies do not provide for the sustainable development of 

aquaculture, despite the fact that this is a legal requirement. 

The fear also remains, that in the absence of a proper understanding of the sector and its 

needs, any policies adopted will not address those needs. 

Moreover, how are the policies going to be implemented when aquaculture interests are 

outside of the decision-making process for all other marine activities?                                             

Who will be responsible when policies are not implemented?   

It must also be remembered that Irish policy must comply with existing law and EU policy. 

This Framework cannot be used to avoid or minimise legal or EU policy requirements in 

relation to social, economic and environmental laws.  Nor can it be selective in this regard.                         

 

Review of Part 5 of the Planning and Development (Amendment) Act 2018 

It is widely known that the 2014 Directive was originally brought into Irish law by means of a 

Ministerial Regulation. A Ministerial Regulation, as with all other Statutory Instruments, 

become law without being debated, approved, or enacted by our TDs and Senators. This is 

permitted when the Statutory Instrument simply provides the details of what was properly 

enacted by the Oireachtas. However, because this Regulations went beyond what was 

required in the Directive, they should not have been made law without the involvement and 

support of the Oireachtas and were therefore, deemed invalid and had to be repealed.         

In July 2018, the Oireachtas enacted the Planning and Development (Amendment) Act 2018.  

Part 5 of that Act relates to the implementation of the 2014 Directive and it is entitled: 

“Marine Spatial Plans.” Section 67 made the Minister for Housing, Planning and Local 

Government the competent authority for marine spatial planning. Section 69 implements 

the 2014 Directive in terms of specifying the requirement to carry out a process of marine 

spatial planning, its objectives, and the issues to be considered during that process.  
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Review of the National Marine Planning Framework Baseline Report  

The Baseline Report comprises some 109 pages yet only 5 pages addressed aquaculture 

while fisheries are covered in 8 pages, most of which is taken up with maps and images as 

opposed to text. While the Report contains some factual data relating to the sectors, it is 

submitted that the Baseline Report did not provide a comprehensive picture of the current 

state of those sectors and did not adequately set out or explain current policies and plans to 

develop the sectors.  

Nonetheless, the Baseline Report openly admits that aquaculture and fisheries are diverse 

sectors that are active in a large proportion of our total marine space. The Baseline Report 

makes the obvious point that both fisheries and aquaculture have many interactions with 

other marine sectors. 

When addressing aquaculture, the Baseline Report states: 

Marine aquaculture has many diverse interactions with a range of other marine 

activities and sectors. (p.25) 

Planning for the strategic growth of the industry is a critical task in the period ahead. 

At a European level, while overall production has decreased over the last decade, it is 

generally anticipated that aquaculture production will increase to meet growing 

demand for sea food, including strong demand for differentiated and quality assured 

seafood products within the EU, as well as the need to lower sea food imports and 

reduce pressures on fish stocks. Marine planning can play an important role in 

supporting a plan-led approach to the strategic development of the industry within 

Ireland and across the EU. (p.24) 

When describing Irish fisheries, the Baseline Report states: 

The fisheries sector is very diverse and has a wide spatial reach. As such, it is a sector 

that has multiple interactions with many other marine activities or sectors. Examples 

include ports and harbours which form a key part of the value and supply chain, 

marine leisure and recreation which are often co-located with fishing activities, or 

shipping lanes which may pass through fishing grounds. (p.55 of Baseline Report) 

While stock management/sustainability is a key ongoing issue which the industry is 

engaged with in terms of managing outtake from certain fisheries, any changes in 

behaviour/ developments by other stakeholders which have capacity to impact on 

stocks must consider the potential impact on the optimum conditions for sustaining 

healthy fish stocks.(p.55) 

So, while the Baseline Report naturally acknowledged the scope of fisheries and aquaculture 

and the need to develop these sectors in a strategic manner through marine planning, the 

subsequent draft Plan and the proposed legislation completely ignores these two sectors. 
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While the Baseline Report presented quite basic data on each marine sector, its most 

interesting contribution to the debate is the section titled “Waste Water Treatment and 

Disposal” in which reference is made to the fact that, in 2016, the EPA identified 44 areas in 

Ireland where raw sewage is being discharged into our rivers, lakes and coastal waters. It is 

acknowledged that “the vast majority of these areas are in coastal locations.” The map 

showing the areas discharging raw sewage on page 96 of the Baseline Report is alarming. 

The fact that must be addressed is the fact that this marine pollution is not being caused by 

marine users but by the State. It should also be noted that the aquaculture and fishing 

sectors are being impacted directly and indirectly by the State’s creation of land-based 

pollution and the State’s failure to mitigate the damage caused when it runs into our rivers, 

lakes and seas, and its failure to prevent further land-based environmental pollution. 

Aquatic ecosystems are threatened when untreated land waste is released on a daily basis 

into our rivers, lakes and coastal waters. To add insult to injury, aquaculture farmers are 

now being refused the licences they need to make a living because the water in the vicinity 

of their farms may be polluted by the untreated wastewater. Ordinary aquaculture farmers 

are being told by the Minister that they must prove that the water is not polluted before 

they can get an aquaculture licence, despite the fact that the Minister is aware of the real 

cause of any pollution found in that area. One can only conclude that the State is preventing 

aquaculture farmers from earning their livelihoods because of the State’s own failures. 

When such basic environmental issues persist in Ireland, it seems disingenuous on the part 

of the State to introduce additional laws claiming to protect the very same environment. 

In any case, the Baseline Report, once published, was quickly followed by the publication of 

the General Scheme for the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill, which 

really bears no relation to, and places no reliance on, the Baseline Report. 

 

Review of the Marine Planning Policy Statement  

We must make the point that the Policy Statement should properly only be drafted after the 

legislation had been enacted by the Oireachtas. At this point in time, the Policy Statement 

has no legal basis whatsoever. 

In addition, the Statement may well be in breach of the incoming Act. While the 

Government is entitled to develop its own policies on all matters, it cannot adopt a policy 

that breaches Irish or EU law. It would therefore be prudent to wait until the new legislation 

is enacted before issuing any Marine Planning Policy Statement. 

 

In any case, and with reference to the Statement already published, we note that it states: 

Both the draft and final plan will set out specific objectives and marine planning policies for 

all of the activities taking place in Ireland's seas, from aquaculture through to waste water 

treatment. All of these activities will be contextualised within the pillars of their economic, 

environmental and social considerations. The plan will also set out the proposed future 
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approach to the adoption of spatial designations for marine activities or designated marine 

protected areas, and take account of the existing network of designated European sites 

under the Habitats or Birds Directives by the Minister for Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht. 

(p.5) 

The Statement states the Government’s vision is “for an integrated, holistic marine planning 

system in Ireland” “for a marine planning system with clear forward planning, development 

management and enforcement elements that promotes and sustains ocean health, and 

supports the sustainable (recreational) enjoyment, management and use of Ireland's marine 

resource. (p.8) 

We would submit that this vision cannot be achieved when aquaculture and fisheries are 

excluded. The Government cannot claim to have an “integrated, holistic marine planning 

system” in circumstances where two significant marine sectors are not included in the main 

governing legislation and their regulatory controls are not aligned with other marine 

regulation. 

It is also noted that the Marine Planning Policy Statement states on page 10: 

The marine planning system will support the maintenance and sustainable development of 

our seafood industry, particularly in recognition of our strong fishing heritage and its 

contribution to vibrant, accessible sustainable coastal and island communities.  

How can the Government make the above claim when it has not reformed the aquaculture 

licensing system as recommended by the Independent Review Group in 2017? How can it 

make this claim when all of its actions around marine planning are focused on other, often 

opposing, marine activities such as gas exploration, wind energy developments, etc.? 

We also note that the Government claims that all marine interests will be treated fairly. 

The marine planning system will treat all marine interests in a fair and transparent manner 

when decisions are being made in the marine environment and will ensure that early and 

effective public engagement with the public and all marine stakeholders is undertaken across 

all forward planning, development management and enforcement elements of the system. 

(p.10) 

We must point out that the Government itself cannot be sure that it will treat all marine 

interests in a fair and transparent manner when the aquaculture and fisheries are being left 

“outside the loop” and left with a system that is neither fair nor transparent. 

The Policy Statement also sets out the Government’s 5 main priorities.  

Under Priority A. Up-to-Date, Robust Legislative Framework, there is reference to a number 

of Bills and proposed legislation. What really sticks out is the fact that none of them relate 

to fisheries or aquaculture. This also shows that the Government has no intention of 

implementing the recommendations around aquaculture legislation which were strongly 

recommended by the Independent Review Group in 2017, and which the Minister accepted 

as necessary at that time. 
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Priority B. seeks “An Integrated Marine Forward Plan as a parallel to the National Planning 

Framework”. It states that the “Government will provide clear direction through the NMPF 

for how Ireland manages its seas out to 2040.”  

We would submit that if the management of our seas is dictated by the NMPF, then that 

Plan must properly include and provide for the development fisheries and aquaculture.  

The Government’s Priority C. is “Greater Awareness and Understanding of the Maritime 

Planning System/Marine Planning Processes.” However, yet again, the section does not 

even mention aquaculture or fisheries and does not acknowledge the fact that aquaculture 

currently labours under what is acknowledged to be the most complex, time-consuming, 

and out-of-date system in the country. 

We would submit that our concerns lie not only in the need for the public to be made aware 

of the processes applicable to aquaculture and fisheries but, more importantly, the need for 

politicians and decision-makers to understand the serious flaws and shortcomings in the 

current systems applicable to aquaculture. 

Policymakers cannot fix what they do not understand. We would welcome an opportunity 

to meet with our policymakers and decision-makers so that they might become more 

informed about aquaculture. 

The Government’s Priority D. is titled “Transparency and Fair Decision Making”. The 

Statement claims that this will be achieved by its proposed legislation. We must point out 

that since aquaculture and fisheries are excluded from that legislation, there is nothing in 

this section that gives us any hope that decisions affecting fisheries and aquaculture will be 

either transparent or fair. 

The fifth and last Priority is “E. Robust Governance and Enforcement Systems to Support 

Quality Marine Planning Outcomes”. Yet again, this section makes no reference to the fact 

that both fisheries and aquaculture are excluded from the benefits of the new systems 

proposed, and remain subject to several, un-aligned regulatory and enforcement systems, 

while having, as an additional layer of regulation and control, the proposed NMPF, which 

does not properly address or include fisheries or aquaculture. 

The Marine Planning Policy Statement concludes with a reference to “delivering the 

necessary structures to complete an integrated system with identifiable forward planning, 

development management and enforcement elements.”                                                                                                     

We fail to see how this claim or aim can be made when the proposed system is not 

integrated and completely excludes two core marine sectors.                                                                                          

More important to note is that fact that, by being left out of the new system, there is little 

hope that Irish fisheries and aquaculture will be planned, developed, managed and enforced 

in the same way, and to the same extent, as other marine sectors. The Government’s claims 

in relation to transparency and fair decision-making ring hollow when it has unilaterally, and 

without consultation, left Irish fisheries and aquaculture in cold storage, while putting 

sectors such as energy on the fast train to commercial prosperity. 
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Some Initial Responses to the General Scheme of the Marine Planning and Development 

Management Bill 

Preliminary Point: 

We must preface our remarks in this section by stating that, since the Bill does not apply to 

aquaculture, it may seem that there is little point in reviewing it. However, we felt it was 

important to review the proposed legislation to see if it complies with EU and Irish laws 

regulating the environment, as well as to assess the potential impacts of the Bill on 

aquaculture. 

General Points in relation to the published Scheme at this point in time: 

It is noted on the Department’s own website that the Attorney General advised that a more 

comprehensive and holistic approach was needed, yet the General Scheme shows that it is 

completely ignoring fisheries and aquaculture – two core marine activities. 

This is despite the fact that those two sectors are the most complex in terms in their 

regulatory regimes. 

This is also despite the fact that the 2017 Report of the Independent Review of the 

Aquaculture Licensing Process made a number of critical recommendations, many of which 

cold still be incorporated into the new Bill. 

The fact that the General Scheme completely ignores aquaculture also flies in the face of the 

EU Commission which specifically required Ireland to promote aquaculture and to eliminate 

its licensing backlog. These requirements, issued by the highest institution in the entire 

European Union, are admitted by the Government in the Draft National Marine Planning 

Framework Consultation Paper (p.92) but then completely ignored in the General Scheme 

for the proposed Bill.  

A further general point is that the General Scheme for the Bill make it clear that the title of 

the Bill is a misnomer. The Bill should really be titled the Development of Off-shore 

Renewable Energy Operations Bill. The entire Bill is designed to speed up ORE development 

applications, reduce the requirements and criteria applicable to ORE development 

proposals, and ensure that ORE developers and operators are commercially and 

operationally supported. While the Bill purports to provide for marine planning generally, its 

clear focus is on ORE development. Every Part of the Bill contains sections catering 

specifically for ORE developments, e.g. sections 30, 30A, 31, 32, 42, 43, 44, 47A, etc. 

We would submit that there is nothing wrong with the Government adopting a policy that 

supports ORE. What is wrong is that the Government appears to be fast-tracking ORE 
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development under the guise of what is clearly meant to be a much wider legal requirement 

– to produce a comprehensive, coordinated and transparent Plan that sets out how the Irish 

state will utilise its entire marine space in a manner that is environmentally, socially and 

economically sustainable in the long term.                                                                                      

We are concerned that the Bill is working towards undisclosed and undemocratic objectives 

that may not be in the best interests of the Irish people. 

Submissions in respect of particular Heads of the Bill: 

1. The Bill does not facilitate multiple uses in the same marine space, although EU policy has 

favoured appropriate multi-use for many years. 

2. Head 1 (4) allows, as is often the case, for the Bill to be enacted into law by the 

Oireachtas without actually becoming operational. It allows the Minister for Housing, 

Planning and Local Government to bring certain sections into operations as and when 

he/she decides without any time limits whatsoever, and without any restrictions on his or 

her discretion. While the operation of any new Act may need to be delayed to allow for the 

establishment of bodies to implement it, etc., this is not the case here. Additionally, it would 

seem unsatisfactory and unfair to bring into operation laws regulating certain sectors while 

allowing others to operate under other, or no, regulatory systems.  

3. Head 2 places a general obligation on Ministers and public bodies to discharge their 

functions with the aim of achieving sustainable development. However, a note states that 

this provision may be removed because of “a difficulty of defining sustainable 

development.” We would submit that there should be no such difficulty. The phrase is 

widely used and commonly understood. Both the UN and the EU have endorsed and applied 

the Brundtland definition and the three pillars of economic growth, social cohesion and 

environmental protection. The concept is a long-term objective of the EU and is enshrined in 

Article 3(3) of the Treaty on European Union.  We would submit, in any case, that the 

proposed obligation should remain in the proposed legislation. It must be remembered that 

this Bill, as with all other legislation relating to the marine, must comply with both EU and 

Irish laws that already require all marine development to be sustainable and seek to have 

Ireland enhance and improve the quality of our waters. So, these over-riding requirements 

must be provided for in the Bill. 

4. Head 3 allows the Housing Minister to prepare and publish a Marine Planning Policy 

Statement containing the policy objectives and priorities of the Government. Part 2 requires 

the Minister to consider certain specified laws and plans. We would submit that it should 

simply require the Minister to comply with all applicable and relevant laws and consider all 

applicable and relevant plans. That will allow the provision to operate effectively into the 

future without the need for regular amendments. 

5. Head 4 allows the Minister to issue marine planning guidelines. This is acceptable. 

However, it also provides that the Minister may include in those guidelines specific planning 

policy requirements outside of this Act. We would submit that the Minister should not be 
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allowed to impose requirements on public bodies which are not authorised in this legislation 

or in other legislation.  

6. Part 2: Definitions and Interpretation:  

Heads 6, 7 and 8 explain the new definitions in a way that will give rise to ongoing 

confusion. We would suggest that the definitions be set out in a more concise and clear 

manner in the draft Bill.  

Furthermore, the Bill will have to provide for situations where consent applications are 

sought for areas which are governed by different authorities. 

The exclusion of decisions in relation to aquaculture and fisheries from the proposed Act 

remains an issue which we believe to breach of the EU 2014 Directive.  

7. Head 9 deals with “Forward Planning”. It essentially re-states what is Part 5 of the 

Planning and Development (Amendment) Act 2018. The proposed provisions make it clear 

that the system proposed for forward planning in relation to the marine space must not 

contravene existing environmental protection laws including the 2001 Directive on effects of 

plans and proposals on the environment, the Birds Directive and the Habitats Directive. Its 

statement is slightly stronger when it references the 2014 Directive, as in that section, it is 

stated that all plans must ensure compliance with the requirements of that Directive. 

We would point out that, even if the Bill did not mention those Directives, they, 

nonetheless, must be complied with in Ireland. 

What is interesting to note in this context is that the other provisions of the Bill make little 

or no reference to the need to comply with all environmental protection laws. It could be 

argued that the Bill pays lip service to these laws by mentioning them at this point yet does 

not ensure they are complied with by building them into all the relevant parts of the Bill. 

8. By way of example, we would refer to Head 28 which sets out what the Minister must 

consider before granting a Planning Interest. The list of considerations does not include any 

environmental protection matter. In other words, the Bill allows the Minister to grant 

Planning Interests that may breach environmental law or have an adverse impact on the 

environment. 

9. Head 11 makes the Minister for Housing, Planning and Local Government the Competent 

Authority in relation to all aspects of marine planning and development, except for fisheries 

and aquaculture. The question of competence naturally arises when the Minister and the 

Department for Housing, Planning and Local Government are not expert in matters 

connected with the marine. EU law requires the state entity charged with implementing EU 

law to be competent in the sphere of its authority, yet this would not seem to be the case 

here. 

10. Head 28 (10) states that when there are competing applications for the same area, the 

Minister “may” consult with other relevant Ministers. That means that she/he does not 
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have to consult and, in fact, may never consult with another Minister. This does not suggest 

a robust planning system. 

11. Head 28 (12) provides that the Minister can refuse an application if she/he thinks it may 

conflict with an existing Planning Interest or application. Since the Bill excludes aquaculture 

and fishing licences and applications, the Minister may not be aware of existing rights in 

those sectors and would not then, be able to protect those rights by ensuring they are not 

adversely affected by conflicting Planning Interests. 

12. While the Minister must publish her/his decision on the Department’s website, Head 28 

(19) does not require the Minister to do within any particular timeframe. Yet the time for 

submitting an appeal against that decision starts to run from the time the decision was 

made! It is blatantly unfair to run down time on potential appellants by failing to publish the 

decision on the date the decision is made. 

13. Head 34 provides for Maritime Area Consents. As already noted, the Bill does not apply 

to fishing or aquaculture activities so those seeking to be, or remain, involved in those 

activities must apply to the Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine under the older 

pieces of legislation. 

14. Those interested in protecting the environment should however, note that Head 34 (8) 

allows the Minister for Housing to change the conditions that were originally attached to 

the Maritime Area Consent, and allows her/him to agree to sales of those Consents without 

the need for environmental impact assessment, etc..  

15. It is important to note that Head 34 (10) allows the Housing Minister to grant a Consent 

without reference to, or conditional upon, compliance with environmental laws. Consents 

can also be given even if fishers or aquaculture farmers will be adversely affected by that 

Consent. 

16. Head 34A provides for the laying of international cables without any reference to 

compliance with environmental laws or the existing rights and entitlements of fishers and 

others. 

17. Head 35(3) lists matters which the Minister must consider before granting these 

Consents. The list does not include any environmental issues or concerns. Nor does it 

include any consideration of the impact of any Consent on fishers and aquaculture farmers. 

18. Head 35(6) does not even ask the Minister to consider the adverse impact on fishers and 

aquaculture farmers or on the environment when deciding whether to refuse an application 

for Consent. 

19. We are also concerned to note that Head 35(14) allows the Housing Minister to change 

the conditions in a Consent at the request of the developer holding that Consent. This 

section does not require the Minister to consult with anyone before doing this. This section 

does not require the Minister to consider other marine users or the environment before 

agreeing to whatever the developer wants. 
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20. Head 35(17) allows the Minister to make his or her own laws around the area of 

Consents, but the section does not require the Minister to do this. Even if the Minister 

decides to make such laws, those laws are not subject to scrutiny by the Oireachtas or 

anyone else prior to becoming law. 

21. We are very concerned to note that in Head 35(20), yet again, the Minister is free to 

publish her/his decision to grant a Consent at any time. Yet, the very strict and limited time 

for appealing against her/his decision runs from the time the decision is made. We feel that 

the law should not allow the Minister to avoid scrutiny and limit the right to appeal by a 

failure to publish at the time the decision is made. 

22. Head 36 allows the Minister for Housing to suspend or terminate the Consent based on 

considerations that do not include the impact on fishers, aquaculture farmers and the 

environment. These provisions completely ignore the legitimate rights of other marine 

users. We would also submit that these provisions are in breach of all EU Directives 

requiring the protection of the marine environment, sustainable development, etc. 

23. Head 27(1) requires the developer to “restore or maintain” the marine area in which 

they operated before leaving that area. This reference is a tacit acknowledgement of the 

fact that developers can, and do, damage the marine environment. Yet, the Bill does not 

require developers to submit insurance or cash deposits to the authorities to meet the cost 

of any such damage if the developer’s company is wound-up, etc. Nor does the Bill set out 

any minimum standards or seek to penalise developers who breach this requirement. 

24 Head 27(16) allows the Minister to make her/his own laws around Consents but again, 

the Minister is not obliged to do this, and even if she/he does, their regulations can be made 

law without consulting anybody, including the Oireachtas, statutory bodies and those 

operating in the general marine sector. 

25. Head 40 allows the Housing Minister to make certain developments exempt from 

having to comply with this Bill. She/he may not exempt a certain development if it would 

conflict with other users, but we are concerned that the Minister may not know about those 

who are fishing in the area, etc. 

26. Head 40(13) allows the Minister to revoke a decision to permit development without a 

Consent if there is a change in circumstances relating to the environment in the area in 

question. However, EU law requires the Irish authorities not to permit any activity that 

might affect the environment. The requirement to prevent damage in the first place seems 

to be ignored when the Housing Minister can allow an activity to take place without thinking 

of its impact on the environment. 

27. Head 40 does not require the Housing Minister to consult with the Minister for 

Agriculture, Food and the Marine before allowing a developer to by-pass the statutory 

process. 

28. Again, Head 40 allows the Housing Minister to make her/his own laws around 

exemptions from the law. The Minister may or may not do so but if she/he does, then 
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she/he does not have to consult with anyone and their laws can be made without the 

agreement of the Oireachtas, etc. 

29. Head 42 focuses on Off-Shore Renewable Energy and Natural Gas storage 

developments. The section requires the Minister to notify certain bodies of an application 

for such developments. However, the Minister responsible for fisheries and aquaculture is 

not named as a person who must be consulted. In addition, the Bill does not provide for 

existing users of that space to be notified of the proposal. 

30. Head 43 allows the Housing Minister to grant extensions of time to developers who 

have obtained a Planning Interest that has not been implemented. This extension can be 

granted without reference to any new laws that may have become applicable in the 

intervening period. This provision will encourage developers to apply for Planning Interest 

on a speculative basis and in advance of the introduction of new laws governing this area. 

31. Again, Head 44 allows Off-Shore Renewable Energy developers to have the terms of 

their Consent amended without notifying or consulting with those who may be affected by 

those changes. The decision will be published on the Department’s website but not 

everybody checks that on a daily basis. In any case, there is no provision for objections or 

the making of representations. The developer can appeal against the Minister’s decision, 

but others affected by it cannot.  

32. Head 46 is of concern to us as it allows the Housing Minister to make new laws in 

respect of the marine without going through the Oireachtas or consulting with others, 

including fishers and aquaculture farmers. The Minister will be able to decide on areas 

where development and activities will not be permitted and will be able to ban particular 

activities in any marine area as she or her sees fit.                                                                                  

We would submit that this provision, if enacted, would be in breach of Article 15 of the Irish 

Constitution which requires all laws to be made by the Oireachtas. 

33. Head 47(7) requires consultations to take place between the Housing Minister and the 

Minister for the Marine in relation to potential spatial conflicts or overlapping applications 

pending the adoption of the Marine Spatial Plan. We would expect that those consultations 

would be transparent and allow for input from fishers and aquaculture farmers. 

The above is just an initial review of the General Scheme for the proposed Bill. Because the 

entire process is based on underlying objectives and a lack of understanding of aquaculture, 

among other matters, the proposals are critically flawed and should be revisited in their 

entirety. 

 

 

 

 

 



Reply to: 

Public Consultation on the Draft National Marine Planning Framework 

Dear Minister Eoghan Murphy and Minister Damien English, 

As Assistant Professor of Dublin City University & as chair of Hydrogen-Ireland, I welcome the 

opportunity to feed information into this consultation to enable Government to set a clear direction 

for managing Ireland’s resources, clarify objectives and priorities, and direct decision makers, users 

and stakeholders towards a more sustainable, environmentally and ecosystem focused, strategic, 

efficient and forward thinking use of our marine resources. 

In my position in the School of Mechanical & Manufacturing Engineering at Dublin City University, I 

am actively involved with energy-related education, research and development. The main aim of my 

research is to develop a better understanding of the technologies, strategies and economic models 

required to achieve Paris aligned national & global ambitions to mitigate the major effects of Global 

Climate Change. Focusing on clean, low-cost, sustainable energy for households, industry and for 

transport, interacting with renewable energy, hydrogen and storage technologies, I have ongoing 

projects with Irish & EU academic & industry partners and government bodies such as Enterprise 

Ireland & Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland (SEAI). I am an advisor to the World Energy Council 

Hydrogen taskforce. I am a hydrogen expert to the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 

taskforce on the role of hydrogen in attaining carbon neutrality in the UNECE region. 

Hydrogen-Ireland is a not for profit association formed in 2019, on the back of a growing interest 

from industry, in Hydrogen, the technology, and its potential application in the energy, transport and 

industry sectors to assist with the transition towards a zero carbon economy. Our members are from 

across the economy in Ireland (north and south of the border) semi-state companies and 

organisations, SMEs, large corporate companies, large energy users, multinational companies, large 

energy producers, etc. Some members want to be updated on hydrogen, some want a solution for 

their energy problem, others want to be educated on new technologies so that they are ready for an 

energy transition where hydrogen is centre stage. 

My role as chair of Hydrogen-Ireland is to listen to the voice of our members and partners; to inform 

and share information with communities, industry, government & EU representatives; to support 

safe hydrogen technology development, demonstration and scale up on the island or Ireland; to 

achieve carbon emissions reductions; to support the creation of hydrogen jobs & IP; and allow 

Ireland become a leader in hydrogen in Europe. 

I have commented on specific section of the Draft National Marine Planning Framework in the 

following section and also have an introduction section on hydrogen for your information. I am 

available to be contacted to clarify any topic or answer any questions you may have. 

Kind Regards, 
 
Dr James Carton 
 
Assistant Professor in Energy Sustainability & Hydrogen & Fuel Cell Technology Development 
Mechanical & Manufacturing Engineering, Dublin City University  



Future of Petroleum Exploration in Ireland (2.55) 

I am in agreement that the exploration for and recovery of new offshore oil reserves is 

not compatible with a low carbon transition. 

In relation to the section: 

“The Council have further advised that the continued exploration for and extraction of new offshore 

natural gas reserves can be consistent with a low carbon transition.” 

Fossil natural gas is still a carbon emitter when combusted, so by definition it is not by itself 

compatible with a low carbon transition.  

See section on CCs & Hydrogen below. 

Air Quality (3.137 & 3.140) 

Ireland is an Island and relies on shipping and therefore must be protective as the standards now 

applying in Sulphur Emission Control Areas (SECA) in the North Sea and the Baltic Sea. The 

IMO requirement for 0.5 % sulphur standard for marine fuel oil from 2020 is welcome but must go 

further.  

Some retrofitted technologies added to ships, used to adhere to this standard, have had severe 

repercussions on the marine life in the water surrounding the ships. This process needs compliance 

and regulation and standards. 

This IMO regulation will also push the requirement onto oil refineries to reduce sulphur in the fuel 

they provide to shipping. The process to reduce sulphur in oil requires hydrogen. This hydrogen 

historically has been sourced from fossil fuels and releases carbon emissions. For Ireland Whitegate 

Refinery may expand its desulphurisation requirements, potentially releasing more GHG emissions. 

Or this hydrogen could be sourced from green low carbon renewable sources. (This will be discussed 

later in a section on hydrogen production from renewables). 

Climate change (3.146) 

As a nation of Ireland, as part of Europe and as an inhabitant of planet Earth must reduce our 

emissions and slow the devastating impact of Global Climate Change and related biodiversity 

collapse, or we will not have the resources we cherish so much today. 

Infrastructure (3.180) 

Adaptation of port facilities, e.g. Moneypoint or Tarbert or Cork Harbour or Dublin Port and the 

repurposing of decommissioned offshore infrastructure e.g. Kinsale is welcomed as it reduces green 

field destruction and creates local jobs. 

Rural Coastal and Island Communities Planning Policies Proposals contributing to access, 

communications, energy self-sufficiency or sustainability of rural coastal and/or island communities 

should be supported. 

  



Key Sectoral / Activity Policies (4) 

Hydrogen is a key sector for Ireland, and for the marine industry, enabling the energy transition to 

full decarbonisation, coupling major parts of energy sector to achieve 100% renewables. Hydrogen 

must be added to the National Planning Framework.  

See chapter on hydrogen added below, structured in the same format under the following headings: 

 Objectives 

 Marine Planning Policies  

 Key References 

 Background and Context 

 Key Issues for Marine Planning 

 Interactions with Other Activities 

 Issues for Sustainability 

Energy – Carbon Capture & Storage (7) 

Carbon Capture & Storage (CCS) must refer to geological “storage” over millennia and not utilisation 

(unfortunately CCS is not permanent or without leakage, which can be as high as 20% [H Deng, et al, 

2017] ). The aim of CCS is to limit carbon emissions release not postpone it which can happen if the 

carbon is used and releasing by industry.  

An issue in Ireland is the lack of geological storage locations suitable for storing CO2 in our 

jurisdiction. Kinsale is possibly the only location for CO2 storage but it is limited in capacity, this 

might mean Ireland would have to export tanker ships full of CO2 to other countries for storage 

there. A strategic country would recognise that if we reduced emissions from fossil fuels, the country 

would not have to invest as much in CCS.  

However, globally CCS must be developed to limit global warming to 1.5degrees, and every country 

on the planet will have to capture their fair share [B. McMullin, et al, 2019]. CCS must align with bio-

energy (BCCS) not fossil fuels to ensure net negative emissions. CCS should not be a method for 

fossil fuel industries to unsustainably extract already geological stored carbon, fossil fuels.  

Energy – Offshore Gas Storage (8) & Natural Gas (9.16) 

In 2018 fossil natural gas supplied energy for electricity generation, a raw material and heat to 

industry and heat for domestic houses, releasing c.10million tonnes of CO2e; one sixth of Ireland’s 

emissions [GNI, Vision 2050, 2019].  

Ireland is 89% reliant on fossil fuels in our entire energy sector and is energetically interconnected to 

Europe via the UK with two natural gas pipelines, three cross border cables and two DC subsea 

cables [SEAI, Energy in Ireland, 2019]. 60% of Ireland’s greenhouse gas emissions are from the 

energy sector equivalent to almost 39million tonnes of CO2.  

Natural Gas or LNG are fossil fuels and as so must be decarbonised. Building new fossil fuel 

infrastructure risks that infrastructure and becoming stranded and its employees losing their jobs in 

the coming years, as seen with Bord Ná Mona’s peat plants & ESB’s coal plant.  



The Petroleum and Other Minerals Development (Prohibition of Onshore Hydraulic Fracturing) Bill 

2016 was passed in the Dáil in Ireland in 2017; haunted by the of the controversial Corrib gas 

project. Continued natural gas exploration or LNG imports (from fracked origins) are not compatible 

with a low carbon transition and would be a front to the Dáil decision of 2017 and a social and 

climate ‘disaster’ for Ireland. 

Energy – Transmission (9) 

Ireland with a small population and with one of the biggest potential for offshore wind in Europe has 

the potential to be totally energy secure using indigenous resources, backed up by interconnection 

to Europe. 

Continue with interconnection on a cost benefit basis, it will be needed to export surplus electricity 

as we approach 100% renewables and have excess storage on the island via Power-to-Gas or Power-

to-Chemicals or Power-to-X. 

See project looking at Germany requiring huge amounts of Hydrogen for its industry, Ireland could 

be a supplier: https://www.frontier-economics.com/media/2642/frontier-int-ptx-roadmap-stc-12-

10-18-final-report.pdf  

Energy – Petroleum (10) 

Continued natural gas exploration or LNG imports (from fracked origins) are not compatible with a 

low carbon transition. See section above: Energy – Offshore Gas Storage (8) & Natural Gas (9.16) 

Possibly reference the Climate Action Plan, 2019 https://www.dccae.gov.ie/en-ie/climate-

action/topics/climate-action-plan/Pages/climate-action.aspx 

I would also suggest to reference more up to date studies on the impact of the fossil fuel industry, 

including; leakage, waste, flaring, etc. [Hmiel et al, 2020 or https://www.carbonbrief.org/methane-

emissions-from-fossil-fuels-severely-underestimated ] 

The findings from [R. Mullan et al. 2019] decisively contradict the suggestion that “continued 

exploration for indigenous fossil fuels is in the national interest of Ireland.” 

Energy – Offshore Renewable Energy (11) 

Offshore Renewable Energy is consistent with a low carbon transition. The objective to support the 

establishment of Ireland as a world leader in Offshore Renewable Energy deployment is 

commendable.  

Over the next 2 decades offshore wind technology by far has the most potential and the fastest and 

easiest to scale of any renewable technology for energy generation in Ireland [R. Mullan 2020]. 

Fixed Offshore Wind Turbine technology to produce renewable energy is mature and at the scale to 

be deployed immediately to increase Ireland renewable electricity penetration. Due to the 

geography of Ireland and the location of grid infrastructure the East & South coasts are suitable for 

deployment of Fixed Offshore Wind Turbine technology.  

https://www.frontier-economics.com/media/2642/frontier-int-ptx-roadmap-stc-12-10-18-final-report.pdf
https://www.frontier-economics.com/media/2642/frontier-int-ptx-roadmap-stc-12-10-18-final-report.pdf
https://www.dccae.gov.ie/en-ie/climate-action/topics/climate-action-plan/Pages/climate-action.aspx
https://www.dccae.gov.ie/en-ie/climate-action/topics/climate-action-plan/Pages/climate-action.aspx
https://www.carbonbrief.org/methane-emissions-from-fossil-fuels-severely-underestimated
https://www.carbonbrief.org/methane-emissions-from-fossil-fuels-severely-underestimated


Planners must recognise that suitable locations in the East & South coasts of Ireland are sand banks 

that are relatively close to shore compared to UK & Netherlands or other European countries. 

Therefore attention must be paid to communities, fishing and wildlife habitats where these Fixed 

Offshore Wind farms will be located. 

Offshore Renewable Energy is consistent with a low carbon transition. The objective to support the 

establishment of Ireland as a world leader in Offshore Renewable Energy deployment is 

commendable but this ambition should evolve to be world leader in Offshore Floating Renewable 

Energy development. 

Ireland by far of any other country in Europe has the biggest potential for Offshore Floating 

Renewable Energy development, at the scale that the energy production could many times dwarf 

Ireland own consumption, allowing Ireland to be a net exporter of Renewable Energy to Europe & 

UK. 

Ireland is the best placed country in Europe to test deep water (70m-350m) offshore floating 

renewable wind. On the west and south coasts of Ireland Offshore Floating wind farms could be 

deployed 10’s to 100’s of Km from shore, avoiding any near shore community, fishing and wildlife 

habitat issues. 

There are a number of companies (Irish, UK, German, etc) who are seriously investigating this and 

looking at Ireland to develop this technology. Ireland has experienced wind industry, experienced 

TSOs, the engineers to build the floating infrastructure, educated workforce and skilled graduates, 

deep water ports to build, deploy, service and maintain this technology. 

  



Energy – Hydrogen (possibly chapter 22) 

Hydrogen is a key sector for Ireland, for the energy system and for the marine industry, enabling the 

energy transition to full decarbonisation, coupling major parts of energy sector to achieve 100% 

renewables. Hydrogen must be added to the National Planning Framework.  

The following section is structured in the same format as previous chapters 

Objectives 

 Support the establishment of Ireland as a world leader in Hydrogen deployment 

 Support Ireland’s decarbonisation journey through the storage of excess renewable energy 

 Support all parts of the energy sector by the delivery of hydrogen as an energy vector to 

transport, heating or industry. 

 Provide enhance security of supply for Ireland in the medium to long term 

 Ensure good regulatory and safety practices in hydrogen technology installation, hydrogen 

generation and hydrogen storage and transport, including at end of life according to 

international best practice. 

Marine Planning Policies  

Climate Action Plan 

Key References 

See reference in the text and in the reference section below. 

Background and Context 

It is widely recognised that the current Irish energy system carries a significant security-of-supply 

risk, due to heavy reliance on natural gas, with very constrained diversity and capacity of import 

supply routes. This risk may become even more severe in the years immediately ahead as the only 

significant indigenous natural gas source (the Corrib gas field) is depleted and the other (even higher 

carbon intensity) fossil energy sources (coal, oil and peat) are progressively removed from the Irish 

energy mix. 

Ireland with a small population and with one of the biggest potential for offshore wind in Europe has 

the potential to be totally energy secure using indigenous resources, backed up by interconnection 

to Europe. Ireland could achieve net export of renewable electricity! Offshore wind certainly has the 

greatest part to play towards 2030 targets. 

With ever increasing renewable energy penetration, grid access is getting more difficult and more 

costly. For example onshore, prime solar sites are many km’s from a suitably large enough grid 

substations and the cost of reinforcing the cables/substation is many times the cost of the solar 

plant. The same issues arise with prime wind sites across Ireland, and of course offshore wind.  

For Ireland, there are clearly identifiable pathways to transition the great majority of its energy 

requirement to proven indigenous zero- or negative-carbon energy sources (primarily wind, solar, 



and sustainably cultivated indigenous bioenergy). This does require, the development of large scale 

(multi-TWh) energy storage facilities to buffer variability on at least an annual basis.  

Such energy storage is technically feasible, using well proven conversion and storage technologies, 

through the use of hydrogen as the vector to produce gaseous and/or liquid “electrofuels”: Power-

to-Gas or Power-to-Chemicals or Power-to-X; hydrogen, ammonia, possibly synthetic hydrocarbons 

(with carbon cycling), all produced primarily from indigenous variable renewable energy sources. 

The basic technology to produce hydrogen is water electrolysis, where DC current is passed through 

water to produce hydrogen and oxygen. Hydrogen is being pursued as a sustainable energy carrier 

for fuel cell electric vehicles (FCEVs), stationary fuel cell systems for buildings, backup power, or 

distributed generation, and as a means of increasing the output of renewable energy systems such 

as large wind farms and storing renewable energy at utility scale, shifting some variability caused by 

intermittent renewables on the electricity grid onto the gas grid. 

There are greater than 30 developments of 5-10MW electrolysis projects in Europe producing 

hydrogen from wind or solar for many applications [https://www.frontier-

economics.com/media/2642/frontier-int-ptx-roadmap-stc-12-10-18-final-report.pdf  ] 

http://europeanpowertogas.com/projects-in-europe/ ] 

Production of renewable hydrogen is a key enabler to deliver renewable natural gas and offers huge 

potential as a precursor vector in future sustainable energy systems, transport (synthetic CNG/H2 

transportation), heating (methanation of CO2), and power generation displacing fossil fuel natural 

gas. Greening the natural gas grid by direct injection of H2 (in limited quantities at specific sites) is 

already a feasible option [ http://www.certifhy.eu/ ]. 

In a recent report on Ireland by the IEA some comments are note-able:  [IEA, Ireland, 2019] 

 “The Irish government should intensify research on hydrogen” 

 “Emerging international research areas such as those relating to hydrogen also offer 

potential benefits and align well with the Irish resource endowment and its energy sector 

policies.” 

 “The efforts to decarbonise the Irish gas infrastructure by the admixture of biomethane 

could potentially be supported by the use of hydrogen.” 

Support for renewable hydrogen in planning is important. Strategic planning decisions support Irish 

businesses to develop knowledge, intellectual property and early hydrogen deployment projects 

across the country, overcoming economic and social barriers so that by 2030 Ireland is positioned to 

assist in achieving the targets set to achieve our energy system decarbonisation goals. 

While the hydrogen or electro-fuel production is challenging in terms of technology maturity and 

immediate investment cost, this is true of all decarbonsation pathways that might credibly be 

commensurate with meeting the Paris climate goals. Hydrogen however has the unique advantages 

of high confidence in the effectiveness of decarbonisation and relatively rapid achievement of very 

high national energy security. Such a rapid fossil fuel phase out would additionally bring very 

significant co-benefits in balance of payments and overall national social and economic resilience.  

Key Issues for Marine Planning 

https://www.frontier-economics.com/media/2642/frontier-int-ptx-roadmap-stc-12-10-18-final-report.pdf
https://www.frontier-economics.com/media/2642/frontier-int-ptx-roadmap-stc-12-10-18-final-report.pdf
http://europeanpowertogas.com/projects-in-europe/
http://www.certifhy.eu/


Hydrogen can be an important pillar in the strategy for the complete decarbonisation of the Irish 

energy system.  As mentioned in this submission, hydrogen can offer solutions for Ireland’s 

emissions problem, but it does need support from policy & government and industry to see how 

much it can contribute to a better cleaner energy society up to 2030 and towards 2050. 

Ireland is the perfect country in Europe to use hydrogen and offshore renewables to repower coastal 

coal power plants or open cycle gas turbines - serving as a grid connection, grid balancing, power-to-

gas and Hydrogen peaking plants (This is about maintaining jobs potentially lost from fossil fuel 

closure and boost rural and coastal economies, Europe & many companies are engaged).   

All above need government and policy support. For example Green Certs have been implemented 

across other EU countries to promote alternative renewable transport fuels and renewable heat 

alternatives [ http://www.certifhy.eu/ ].   

All the technical solutions for our 2050 targets exist today! However we are not able to implement 

them today as some pose risks and costs that we are unsure about! Research & Development and 

deployment as scale is key to overcome this problem! 

Ireland needs to test their capability across, planning and integration and become world leading 

again, but now in hydrogen. 

Interactions with Other Activities 

Offshore Renewable Energy: The demonstration of innovative critical technologies to enable future 

large-scale deployment of offshore renewable energy technologies and their integration into the 

energy system is necessary and hydrogen is that technology and Ireland is the place to deploy it. 

Gas: Gas grid injection of hydrogen is an area with a lot of interest in Ireland & across Europe, from 

blending hydrogen to gas grid, upgrading gas, technology demonstration or hydrogen micro grid 

demonstration. 

Workforce: Ireland is internationally recognised as a leading integrator of energy systems (ESBi, 

Eirgrid & GNI for example), but also of marine projects. Ireland has the renewable resource & 

educated engineers to be able to build, install and integrate wind technology & hydrogen 

technologies. 

Transport: Hydrogen Mobility Ireland is an industry group aiming to deploy the first hydrogen 

fuelling stations, hydrogen supply chain and hydrogen fuelled public busses and cars in Ireland by 

2023. Hydrogen Mobility Ireland we are deploying a roadmap towards 35,000 vehicles by 2030. 

Transport, cars, buses and ships will need hydrogen fuel and offshore renewables could supply this 

fuel. https://www.rte.ie/news/business/2019/0606/1053809-new-group-addresses-hydrogen-

transport-in-ireland/  

Issues for Sustainability 

Hydrogen is a zero emission energy vector, only producing water as a by-product of its use. 

http://www.certifhy.eu/
https://www.rte.ie/news/business/2019/0606/1053809-new-group-addresses-hydrogen-transport-in-ireland/
https://www.rte.ie/news/business/2019/0606/1053809-new-group-addresses-hydrogen-transport-in-ireland/


Hydrogen enables the buildout of renewables as a means of increasing the output of renewable 

energy systems such as large offshore wind farms and storing renewable energy at utility scale, 

shifting some variability caused by intermittent renewables on the electricity grid onto the gas grid. 

Ireland can send the hydrogen to a number of demands, from GNI gas grid or electro-fuel or 

transport or industry or peaking plants. 
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Hydrogen projects in Ireland 2020: 

Government bodies such as “Enterprise Ireland” & “SEAI” have supported some of small 
hydrogen projects in Dublin City University over the years. But recently a number of large EU 
funded projects have been successful on the Island. These include; 

NortherIreland Hydrogen Transport- Aims to install 1 hydrogen fuelling station and provide 
3 hydrogen buses. https://ee.ricardo.com/htpgrants 

GenComm – Aims to address the energy sustainability challenges of North West Europe 
communities, by commercially validating renewable hydrogen technologies. 
http://www.nweurope.eu/projects/project-search/gencomm-generating-energy-secure-
communities/  

SeaFuel – Aims to use the renewable resources and hydrogen across the Atlantic Area to power 
local transport fleet and support the shift towards a low-carbon economy 
http://www.seafuel.eu/ 

HUGE – Aims to address the necessity for assessing the hydrogen renewable energy chain from 
production through storage, transport and on to the end-user in the Northern Periphery and 
Arctic region. https://actionrenewables.co.uk/news-events/post.php?s=new-eu-project-huge-
to-launch-next-month 

HyLantic – Aims to establish a network to advance renewable hydrogen generation, storage, 
utilisation and implementation in the Atlantic area. 

http://hylantic.com/   

 

Separately a number of industry community groupings have focused on Hydrogen, these 
include; 

Hydrogen Ireland Association - Aiming to achieve the establishment of a hydrogen economy 
on the island, through management of renewable energy and its utilization in zero emissions 
transport and grid injected to assist the decarbonisation of electricity and 
heating. http://hydrogenireland.org/ 

https://www.h2-view.com/story/hydrogen-ireland-association-hoping-to-create-hydrogen-
economy-for-ireland/  

https://www.worldenergy.org/publications/entry/innovation-insights-brief-new-hydrogen-economy-hype-or-hope
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Hydrogen Mobility Ireland – Aiming to deploy the first hydrogen fuelling stations, hydrogen 
supply chain and hydrogen fuelled public busses and cars in Ireland by 2023. 
https://www.rte.ie/news/business/2019/0606/1053809-new-group-addresses-hydrogen-
transport-in-ireland/ 

Valentia - Aims to address the energy sustainability and economic challenges of island 
communities, utilising renewable 
hydrogen.  https://www.irishexaminer.com/breakingnews/ireland/valentia-aims-to-lead-
wayin-hydrogen-energy-use-919902.html 

 

https://www.rte.ie/news/business/2019/0606/1053809-new-group-addresses-hydrogen-transport-in-ireland/
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https://www.irishexaminer.com/breakingnews/ireland/valentia-aims-to-lead-wayin-hydrogen-energy-use-919902.html
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By email to: msp@housing.gov.ie 
 
Response to Ireland’s National Marine Planning Framework Consultation 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

DP Energy welcome this consultation and opportunity to provide a response. We are members of the 

Irish Wind Energy Association (IWEA) and Marine Renewable Industry Association (MRIA) and active 

participants in the Eirwind Consortium and we are fully supportive of their responses to this 

consultation.  

The following Section sets out DP Energy’s key recommendations, in line with the IWEA and MRIA 

responses. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a response. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have 

any queries or wish to discuss our response in more detail. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Clodagh McGrath,  

Environment & Consents Manager, DP Energy

mailto:msp@housing.gov.ie
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1.0 Introduction 

DP Energy welcomes the publication of the National Marine Planning Framework (henceforth referred 

as the NMPF) which has been drafted under the legal mechanism brought into effect under Part 5 of 

the Planning and Development (Amendment) Act, 2018 [transposing the Marine Spatial Planning 

Directive (2014/89/EU)]. As part of the public consultation process, DP Energy would like to submit 

the following points regarding the Draft NMPF and its supporting documents. We ask that the 

Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government (DHPLG) consider the below comments and 

recommendations when establishing the Final NMPF. DP Energy strongly believe that offshore wind 

projects can catapult Ireland towards reaching the climate action targets set by the Government and 

the EU. We hope that the NMPF will support the delivery of offshore wind projects through policy 

objectives, zoning and supporting the timely delivery and publication of key legislation. The Covid 19 

public health emergency presents unprecedented challenges. Dealing with the crisis will undoubtedly 

be a major focus of the next Dáil. Tackling climate change and ensuring sustainable economic 

development needs to continue to be a priority. Facilitating the progression of the NMPF and MPDM 

Bill is therefore critical.  

1.1 Offshore wind opportunity for Ireland  

Ireland has an opportunity with its Marine Planning Framework to set out the direction for marine 

development over the next twenty years. DP Energy believes it is essential that Ireland’s marine 

planning system effectively enables the development of offshore wind in keeping with the objectives 

of the Climate Action Plan. DP Energy welcomes the planning objectives and planning policies in 

relation to Offshore Renewable Energy (ORE) Development which seek to support the establishment 

of Ireland as a world leader in ORE deployment, support Ireland’s decarbonisation journey, provide 

enhanced security of supply for Ireland and ensure good regulatory practices in ORE development. 

Offshore wind energy is at the heart of the Climate Action Plan (CAP)’s ambition to cut CO2 emissions 

in the electricity sector by two-thirds and increase the renewable energy share of electricity demand 

to 70 per cent by 2030 from its current 35 per cent. Already Ireland has an offshore wind energy 

pipeline of more than 12 GW at various stages of development off its coast, enough to supply more 

than all of Ireland’s electricity needs.   

With the right policy and regulatory framework Ireland can become a world leader in offshore wind 

deployment and ensure we are in the position meet our international and EU climate commitments. 

Europe is stepping up its ambition in relation to climate change with the European Green Deal seeking 

to make the EU the world’s first climate neutral continent by 2050. Ireland needs to be able to keep 

pace with European ambition and the response required to tackle climate change.    

Offshore wind development will not only help Ireland reach its climate targets, reduce reliance on 

fossil fuels, and improve air quality, it will also bring significant socio-economic benefits. Delivering 

just the 3.5 GW of offshore wind energy required under the Climate Action Plan will require an initial 

investment worth €8.6 billion1, create thousands of jobs in planning, development and construction 

and hundreds of long-term jobs in operations and maintenance. Offshore wind can also unlock new 

infrastructure investment in Ireland’s coastal communities through the upgrading of port and harbour 

 

1 https://windeurope.org/about-wind/statistics/offshore/european-offshore-wind-industry-key-trends-( 
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facilities. Examples of the transformative impact of offshore wind can be found across the UK and 

Europe.  

Ensuring Ireland has a marine planning system which is fit for purpose is critical to ensuring Ireland is 

able to reap the benefits of offshore wind and drive the decarbonisation of its electricity supply. The 

decarbonisation of electricity is critical to Ireland’s plans for heat and transport with 500,000 deep 

retrofits and almost 1 million Electric Vehicles planned by 2030.  

2.0 Need for timely implementation of NMPF and supporting legislation 

It is stated on page 21 of the draft NMPF that the Marine Planning and Development Management 

(MPDM) Bill “will be a cornerstone of the future marine planning system in Ireland”. DP Energy 

welcomes this statement and is pleased to see that, through the NMPF, strong recognition is given to 

the MPDM’s important role in the future of marine planning in Ireland. It is well established that 

Ireland has huge potential to develop a strong commercial offshore wind sector. Unfortunately, 

without a robust modern marine planning regulatory regime, Ireland has been unable to capitalise on 

its offshore wind potential to date. When enacted, the MPDM will pave the way for this sector to 

thrive in the years to come.  

2.1 The Challenge – timing of implementation with other Key Legislation 

The Climate Action Plan 2019 recognises offshore wind’s potential to significantly contribute to 

Ireland’s 2030 EU renewable energy targets. However, given the significant lead-in times involved in 

bringing an offshore wind project to commercial operation (for example, pre-planning survey work, 

consenting phase, securing a grid connection, securing a Renewable Electricity Support Scheme 

contract, achieving financial close and the project construction work), it is important that the NMPF is 

finalised and statutorily ‘made’ and the MPDM legislation is enacted as soon as possible. For practical 

purposes it is extremely unlikely that any offshore wind project which has not received planning 

permission before the end of 2025 and does not have a supporting RESS auction to compete in will be 

built in time to the 2030 targets. This makes it essential that the MPDM is enacted and all secondary 

legislation implemented as soon as possible.  

The Government is due to implement its first Renewable Electricity Support Scheme auction later this 

year (known as RESS 1). It is generally acknowledged that offshore wind will not be able to meet the 

qualification requirements for RESS 1. However, the industry is hopeful that offshore will have a 

significant role in later auctions which are expected to take place in 2021 and either 2023 or 2024 

according to the Climate Action Plan and that they will facilitate either a specific technology cap solely 

for offshore wind or stand alone offshore wind auctions 

DP Energy is concerned that delays, relating to the formation of a new Government, are impacting 

upon deadlines for the NMPF and the MPDM Bill outlined in the Climate Action Plan 2019.  

Further delays will certainly affect the delivery of all offshore wind projects, not only the relevant 

projects but also for the enduring projects which are already under significant pressure to deliver for 

2030. The risk of legislative delay is, arguably, the single biggest risk to achieving Ireland’s target of at 

least 3.5 GW of offshore wind by 2030. The urgency cannot be overstated of DHPLG delivering a 

coherent policy framework for offshore wind in conjunction with DCCAE. It is critical to developing an 

offshore wind industry in Ireland along with the associated supply chain and strategic investment. 
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The timing and delivery of a range of policy areas e.g. consenting, grid, route to market and supply 

chain are integral to success. It is important to appreciate that every policy area is interlinked. Delays 

and difficulties in one will ripple through the timeline. The absence of progress in any one area will 

prevent work commencing in others.  

2.2 Our Recommendation 

We are very hopeful that the timing of both the NMPF and the MPDM Bill will complement other key 

legislative measures affecting the renewable energy sector.  

Taking into consideration the project development lead-in times, it is imperative that offshore wind is 

able to capitalise on a route to market with RESS to contribute to Ireland’s 2030 renewable energy 

targets. Having the MPDM Bill enacted and the NMPF adopted well in advance of an offshore RESS 

will be a key step in this process.  

It is imperative therefore that the timing, implementation and adoption of key legislation is 

considered, managed appropriately and expedited.  

We recommend that timelines for the provision of offshore wind projects are considered alongside of 

the need for the timely provision of essential legislation and associated resources required to facilitate 

the progression of at least 3.5GW of offshore wind by 2030. If further delays occur, it may be necessary 

to redesign the sequential nature of the policy milestones in an innovative manner whereby they can 

be facilitated in parallel. 

2.3 Relevant Project in the NMPF 

The NMPF does not clarify how it envisages the management of ongoing applications and ‘Relevant 

Projects’ as described under the transitional provisions in the MPDM legislation. This may lead to 

uncertainty and potential delay for these projects.   

2.4 Our Recommendation 

DP Energy request that the NMPF sets out how the Relevant projects are envisaged to fit within the 

framework, in line with action 25 of the Government’s Climate Action Plan for the development and 

management of Transitional ORE projects, and which would therefore facilitate the stated objective 

to develop ‘a transitional protocol to enable focus on applications within the scope of emerging 

policy’. 

3.0 Consenting 

3.1 The Challenge – potential delay in policy delivery 

The MPDM Bill will introduce two new forms of State consent; Planning Interest and Maritime Area 

Consent (MAC). Planning Interest looks at the financial capability of a developer to actually deliver on 

a project and aims at reducing the hoarding of sites.  

In short, there is likely to be approximately a four-year period from applying for Planning Interest to 

securing a Marine Area Consent (MAC). Any delays in the delivery of a policy will impact upon project 

timelines and the ability of relevant and enduring projects to contribute to the 2030 targets.    

Originally, the final version of the General Scheme of the MPDM Bill was due to be submitted to the 

Joint Oireachtas Committee on Housing, Planning and Local Government before the end of 
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September. The Bill itself was to be published, according to the Climate Action Plan, before the end of 

Q4 2019. It is now Q2 2020 and while the General Scheme has been published there is no sign of the 

Bill itself nor, pending the relevant Oireachtas committee being established, any indication as to when 

it might be published or when pre-legislative scrutiny may commence. We also understand there may 

be an additional period of public consultation which will likely extend the process further. In the 

context of the current Covid-19 crisis it could be Q3 or even Q4 of 2020 before pre-legislative scrutiny 

of the Bill can take place. 

The Bill is already at least a full quarter delayed against its Climate Action Plan target. At current rate 

of progress there is no possibility of meeting the Climate Action Plan’s deadline for enactment of the 

MPDM Bill and a serious risk that we will soon be approximately one year behind the plan’s envisaged 

timeline. 

There is also significant potential for further delays to arise given multiple departments (and interests) 

involved in the decision making process but also more recently with the ongoing Covid-19 crisis. 

3.2 Our Recommendation 

DP Energy recommends that DHPLG (both MSP and Foreshore) and DCCAE interact regularly with 

industry to flag any issues or bottlenecks that arise with the delivery of a new policy framework for 

offshore wind and address same to ensure projects can deliver on the targets. 

4.0  ORE Planning Policies  

DP Energy welcome the ORE planning policies outlined in the draft NMPF which seek to: 

• Support the establishment of Ireland as a world leader in ORE deployment 

• Support Ireland’s decarbonisation journey through increased use of ORE while delivering 

significant and sustained benefits, import substitution, fiscal return, national and local 

economic development and technology learning 

• Provide enhanced security of supply for Ireland in the short and medium term, in accordance 

with the Government White Paper on Energy 

• Ensure good regulatory practices in ORE installation and generation, including 

decommissioning of existing facilities, at end of life, according to international best practice 

 

4.1 The Challenge – Visualisation Assessment 
 

DP Energy believe amendments are needed to ORE Policy 9 which deals with visualisation assessment.  

ORE Policy 9: “A permission for ORE must be informed by inclusion of a visualisation assessment that 

supports conditions on any development in relation to design and layout. Where a development 

consent is applied for in an area already subject to permission, proposals must include a visualisation 

assessment to inform design and layout. Visualisation assessments must demonstrate consultation 

with communities that may be able to view any future ORE development at a given site with the aim 

of minimising impact. Visualisation assessments will be informed by specific emerging guidance but in 

absence of this should include elements identified in related policy and good practice.” 
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ORE 9 requires a visualisation assessment to be included in all project applications. The policy includes 

community consultation as follows: “Visualisation assessments must demonstrate consultation with 

communities that may be able to view any future ORE development at a given site with the aim of 

minimising impact.”  This text is not clear and should be clarified. “Any future ORE” may refer to the 

specific project, which is the subject of the application. Alternatively, it may mean future projects, 

other than the specific project. In the latter case, it may not be possible to comply with the community 

consultation requirement in relation to such an assessment. The communities which may be able to 

view any future ORE at a given site cannot be defined. An ORE development could be on a site, which 

would be tens of square kilometres in area.  

4.2 Our Recommendation  

 

We recommend the policy be reworded, in a manner similar to the EIA Directive requirement for 

cumulative impact assessment.  

 

Proposed amended ORE Policy 9: 

 

“Visualisation assessments must demonstrate consultation with communities that may be able to view 

the proposal and any other ORE development, which has  received  development consents to proceed, 

at a given site at the time the consent application is made, with the aim of minimising impact.” 

 

5.0 SEA Requirements 

5.1 The Challenge – Seascape and Landscape 

Ensuring proposals for development take proper account of the impact on landscape and seascape is 

a critical part of sustainable development. All offshore wind projects are required to demonstrate how 

they can avoid, minimise or mitigate significant adverse seascape and landscape impacts through an 

Environmental Impact Assessment which will also take into account cumulative impacts. 

We understand that the Marine Institute is undertaking work on the methodology and identification 

of preliminary/draft Seascape Character Types and Seascape Character Area at a national and regional 

level to inform Ireland’s approach to marine spatial planning as well as contribute to Ireland’s National 

Landscape Strategy 2015-2020. This is an important piece of work. A consistent approach to the 

classification of landscape and seascape is required to ensure developers can bring forward projects 

with certainty.  

It should be noted that the location of potential offshore wind projects in Ireland may vary in terms of 

proximity to the Irish shoreline. Due to the existing geological and bathymetric conditions around 

Ireland fixed bottom offshore wind infrastructure will be located closer to the shoreline. This concept 

is in keeping with the development of marine wind infrastructure across the globe with projects 

located at varying distances from the coastline in both nearshore and offshore environments. This 

factor will be particularly important when considering impacts associated with seascape and 

landscape. Wind farm design will be cognisant of this element and the impact of any potential 

development on the coastal environment will be thoroughly assessed in an EIA with appropriate 

mitigation measures applied where necessary. Commercial scale offshore wind farms will be new for 



 7 

coastal communities in Ireland. Their potential impact on existing landscape will therefore need to be 

handled carefully.  

5.2 Our Recommendation 

Balancing the public benefits of offshore wind projects and the importance of the contribution of 

offshore wind farm development in achieving national targets relating to climate change with the 

potential impact on seascape and landscape is critical. We welcome the intention of DHPLG to issue 

guidance to Consent Authorities on how public benefits and significant impacts are to be balanced. 

5.3 The Challenge – potential issues for plan implementation 

The NMPF SEA report presents a specific Climatic Factors SEA Objective, which is: “to minimise 

emissions of greenhouse gases”. With all such plans and subsequent objectives, there are potential 

issues that may impact its implementation. Outlined within this submission are several potential issues 

DP Energy have highlighted which may impact the implementation of the NMPF, particularly the ORE 

policies and the above climatic factor objective.  

5.4 Our Recommendation 

While it is noted that the SEA report outlines certain monitoring requirements and remedial actions, 

we ask that the DHPLG take into consideration the potential issues highlighted within this submission 

and ask that the recommendations presented here are reflected within the NMPF and indeed in its 

timely implementation. 

6.0 Natura Impact Statement and AA Screening Report 

6.1 The Challenge – Offshore Wind and Habitat Conservation 

It is suggested in the AA Screening Report and the NIS that there is potential for offshore wind to have 

both positive and negative effects on the protection and conservation of designated sites.  

While it is acknowledged that that the construction of offshore wind farms is identified as having the 

potential to create permanent and/or temporary habitat loss or fragmentation, it is also noted that 

areas of proposed developments will be assessed in accordance with the EIA and Habitats Directives. 

With the exemption of the seven turbines installed on the Arklow Bank, offshore wind development 

in Ireland is in its infancy. However, there are well developed industries across Europe that Ireland can 

look to with respect to best practice measures across a broad range of areas including the 

environmental impacts of windfarm development. 

6.2 Our Recommendation 

The development of offshore wind has the potential to create positive and negative impacts on the 

conservation of designated sites around Ireland. While it is noted in the NIS that each individual 

offshore wind project will be subject to a case-by-case site specific AA, we believe that further 

emphasis and investigation should be put into identifying the potential positive effects offshore 

projects that have been seen in other jurisdictions on designated sites.  

We believe that there should be further investigation of the potential conservation benefits offshore 

wind developments may have on designated EU sites. There is also significant potential for co-

existence between offshore activities, in particular fisheries. 
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DP Energy supports early and ongoing engagement between industry, the consenting authorities and 

key stakeholders including both statutory, such as National Parks and Wildlife Service and NGOs such 

as Bird Watch Ireland in relation to the development of up to date guidelines for windfarm 

development. However, any delay to the implantation of marine planning guidelines must not be 

allowed to delay the submission of applications to the consenting authority. In the absence of 

statutory marine planning guidelines best practice and industry standards should be applied for a 

robust EIA and AA process. 

7.0 Stakeholder Engagement 

Developing relationships with communities and all marine stakeholders through effective 

engagement is a fundamental part of DP Energy’s approach to development infrastructure.  

We believe that responsible development and genuine community engagement are pre-requisites if 

the offshore wind energy industry will be successful and if Ireland is going to achieve its transition to 

a low-carbon society. IWEA is currently partnered on a SEAI research project focussed upon 

community engagement best practice for offshore wind energy. 

How the public and other key stakeholders perceive offshore wind energy will be a key part of this 

engagement.  

DP Energy is an active participant in the Eirwind project in MAREI, UCC, on the dissemination of their 

research results. Eirwind is a MaREI Centre’s (UCC) industry-led collaborative research project in co-

designing the opportunity around the sustainable development of Ireland’s marine resources, using 

offshore wind as the catalyst for innovation and impact. The project utilises the concepts of Marine 

Spatial Planning (MSP) where relevant, including interactive use of advanced data-analysis, strategic 

planning, Irish marine and renewable energy policy initiatives and stakeholder management. Work 

Package 4: Governance Deliverable 4.7 Public Perception Report 22 focusses on the public perception 

of offshore wind in Ireland. The Eirwind study results appear positive towards offshore wind in Ireland 

supporting the need for the timely deployment of offshore wind projects in Ireland. Some key 

highlights from the study include: 

• Eighty seven percent of respondents would facilitate development of an offshore wind farm 

in their locality, either through active support or not objecting 

• Ninety three percent of respondents would facilitate development of an offshore wind farm 

outside of their locality, either through active support or not objecting 

• Sixty-five percent of respondents believed that Ireland is too reliant on foreign energy 

• Seventy-Eight percent of those who took part in the survey believed or believed strongly that 

generating electricity from offshore wind farms would make a difference to Ireland’s carbon 

emissions 

• Sixty three percent of respondents believed that the government is not doing enough to 

reduce carbon emissions 

• 71% believing that the Irish Government should invest in offshore wind farms with 10% 

believed that the Irish Government should not invest in renewable energy 

 

2 Cronin, Y., Cummins, V. Co-designing opportunities towards the development of Irish offshore wind - Work Package 4: Governance 

Deliverable 4.7 Public Perception Report – Part 2, Eirwind, MaREI, UCC 
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• 63% of contributors believed that offshore wind farms could create jobs in the surrounding 

area 

• 60% of those who answered shared the opinion that seeing offshore wind turbines made them 

feel that they were helping to stall climate change 

 

DP Energy is fully supportive of extensive public and stakeholder engagement for the NMPF led by the 

MSP team in DHPLG. IWEA, MRIA and Clodagh McGrath (DP Energy) are represented on the NMPF 

Stakeholder Advisory Group (previously the MSP Advisory Group) and has contributed to this formal 

mechanism established to facilitate participation from the relevant stakeholder groups that exist for 

the marine space.  

Separately IWEA, MRIA and DP Energy has welcomed direct engagement with DHPLG on the 

development of both ORE specific and overarching marine planning policies for the NMPF to date. We 

have found this process to be constructive and wish to continue with these channels of engagement 

as the plan progresses. 

DP Energy is supportive of the information sessions that have been held throughout the consultation 

process for the Baseline Report and the Draft NMPF, the latter of which included sector specific 

information sessions allowing IWEA the opportunity to present on the future of the offshore wind 

industry and how the NMPF and wider planning / consenting process will facilitate this.  Similar to 

IWEA’s, MRIA and DP Energy’s direct engagements with DHPLG on marine planning policies, we would 

welcome the opportunity for further direct engagement on the offshore wind industry’s concerns and 

recommendations set out in our presentation at the NMPF information session on 12 February 2020 

and which are expanded upon in greater detail within the body of this consultation response.  

DP Energy welcomes the ten policy actions and enablers identified in the Offshore Renewable Energy 

Development Plan (OREDP) and that they remain valid with the NMPF. However, we have concerns 

about these being progressed by the Offshore Renewable Energy Steering Group (ORESG) as proposed 

in the Draft NMPF. As a representative on this steering group, DP Energy is concerned that these 

meetings did not happen within 2019 and recommend that this forum be reprioritised and / or 

repurposed to prevent delay and ensure progress of these policies that are key to the development of 

the sector. 

7.1 The Challenge – Definition of community 

DP Energy fully supports the guiding principles for a marine planning system outlined within the 

Marine Planning Policy Statement published in October 2019. These overarching policies and 

principles of transparency, public engagement, governance, environmental assessment, climate 

action and socio-economic benefit are key to an informed marine spatial plan and to success for 

offshore wind energy for Ireland.  

As part of this DP Energy supports IWEA  work with all stakeholders to develop initiatives and 

conversations that support community engagement. IWEA is committed to working nationally with 

the Government on the design and implementation of best practice in relation to community 

engagement. However, it should be noted that there is currently no agreed definition of the 

‘community’ as it applies to the development of offshore wind energy. This term is used frequently in 

referring to the group of people with whom a project should engage with and it is also central to 

identifying the group of people who would be entitled to various forms of community benefit. 
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DP Energy fully supports Fisheries Policies as set out in Section 5 and would also welcome the 

establishment of guidance similar to the FLOWW (Fishing Liaison with Offshore Wind and Wet 

Renewables Group) UK guidance to foster good relations between the fishing and offshore renewable 

energy sectors and encourage co-existence of the industries .  

7.2 Our Recommendation – Definition of Community 

DP Energy believes that DCCAE and DHPLG should work with industry to come up with a working 

definition of ‘community’. This definition should be flexible as the concept of a project’s ‘community’ 

can vary depending on the individual circumstances of each project but some form of common 

principle, guidelines or terminology should be developed.   

DP Energy will work closely with State bodies in taking public interest in EU and international 

obligations regarding the protection of the marine environment. As offshore wind will be a key tool in 

the fight against climate change it is imperative that the wind industry works closely with the members 

of the public, State bodies, environmental networks and NGOs and Fisheries to ensure offshore wind 

energy is developed sustainably and transparently. 

Section 11.11 of the Draft NMPF highlights ORE as central to a long-term vision in transitioning the 

energy sector to a low-carbon system and the importance of an inclusive process of engagement and 

consensus building across society and with local communities. DP Energy supports this and learnings 

from the experiences of the consenting processes for existing international ORE developments and 

from developers operating within the Irish market who have experience of consenting processes in 

neighbouring jurisdictions will be key to creating a fair, transparent and effective method of project 

delivery. 

7.3 The Challenge – Supply Chain  

DP Energy welcomes the acknowledgement in section 11.16 of the draft NMPF of the positive socio-

economic benefits that offshore renewable energy can bring to coastal communities. We are 

enthusiastic about the possibilities of working with Government departments such as DHPLG, DCCAE, 

DBEI and DAT to ensure that communities see long-term benefits from the development of offshore 

wind energy.  

We are also conscious that the marine environment is one that is shared. Other individuals and groups 

use it for commercial, leisure or social activities. Birds and other wildlife call it home. Early and 

effective engagement with these stakeholders and the organisations that represent them or act on 

their behalf must be central to ensuring sustainable marine development. DP Energy has already 

commenced this work but we are conscious of our responsibility – our obligation – to expand these 

efforts. 

The publication of the Draft NMPF is a key step in indicating to investors that Ireland’s marine space 

is one in which there is a space to establish Ireland as a world leader in ORE development. It should 

be highlighted that Ireland will be competing with other countries in a global supply chain where there 

are limits on the number of specialist vessels and skilled workers able to develop offshore projects. 

Without clear regulatory certainty we are at risk of losing the supply chain to more mature or 

streamlined markets.  

7.4 Our recommendation – Supply Chain  
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Delivering just the 3.5 GW of offshore wind energy required under the Climate Action Plan will require 

significant investment, create thousands of jobs in planning, development and construction and 

hundreds of long-term jobs in operations and maintenance. DP Energy supports IWEA and MRIA to 

continue working closely with Government departments and supporting agencies to harness the 

global supply chain and create a domestic one to deliver this energy transition.  

IWEA recently commissioned a report by the Carbon Trust on the offshore wind supply chain in 

Ireland, Harnessing Our Potential, investment and jobs in Irelands offshore wind industry, which sets 

out dozens of recommendations for the required initiatives key to a successful offshore wind industry 

in Ireland. The most urgent of which are: 

• First, strategic investment driven by the Government or the private sector must be directed 

into one or more Irish ports to take advantage of the commercial opportunity of delivering 

3.5GW of offshore wind by 2030. This report includes a detailed analysis of the suitability of 

16ports around Ireland to support the development of offshore wind farms and to provide 

operations and maintenance services. 

• Then, Government must bring together industry, ports and local communities to develop 

offshore wind enterprise zones. These should be located around those ports identified as 

suitable to support offshore wind energy projects and must serve as hubs to attract 

international investment and create links to Irish businesses and suppliers. 

• Next, Enterprise Ireland should be supported to continue its excellent work to date on 

developing offshore wind clusters for Irish companies. This would enable those businesses to 

develop their resources and capacity to a point where they can not only support the 

development of offshore wind domestically but also compete effectively in the European and 

even global markets. 

• Finally, Ireland must address the skills shortage faced in trying to maximise local employment 

opportunities. The Government must coordinate the work of schools and universities, existing 

training bodies and skills development programmes, to identify the most cost-effective ways 

to eliminate the skills gap. Central to this must be the development of specialist marine 

apprenticeship schemes and working with academic institutions to develop a skills 

development plan for offshore wind. 

 

8.0 Linkage to Terrestrial Planning 

8.1 The Challenge – Alignment and consistency between land and marine policies 

As has been clearly set out in Section 2.2, it is expected that the process for preparation of the NMPF 

is fully aligned with the arrangements for the National Planning Framework. It is envisaged that the 

NMPF is a parallel document to the National Planning Framework and DP Energy endorses and fully 

supports the intention as set out in Section 2.37 that national, regional and local terrestrial plans will 

be required to be consistent with the NMPF under the Planning and Development Act, 2018. 

Specifically, as outlined in Section 21.4 of the NMPF the statutory provision under Part 5 of the 

Planning and Development (Amendment) Act, 2018 includes the requirement that ‘the objectives of 

the NMPF must be supported and implemented by all public bodies that have a role in making policies, 

plans or programmes relevant to the maritime area.’ 
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It is critical that terrestrial land-use planning policies and plans developed by local planning authorities 

are consistent with the NMPF. Policies concerning coastal infrastructure provision, port/harbour 

development, coastal amenity development and protection as well as land-use zoning need to be 

developed with a clear understanding of the locations of, and opportunities provided by, the intended 

offshore wind development sites.  These sites are specifically identified in the figure Marine 

Renewable Energy and Infrastructure on page 125 of the NMPF and in future designated zones 

envisaged under the process set out in the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill.   

Equally terrestrial plan-making authorities need to have due regard to the potential need for 

new/upgraded local electricity transmission infrastructure to facilitate the connection of new offshore 

wind energy development sites. 

8.2 Our Recommendation 

DP Energy welcomes the proposal for a single development consent application for both the land and 

marine based elements of an offshore wind farm project as envisaged under the MPDM and believes 

that this approach will ensure that any undertaken EIA will be more resilient and robust.  

DP Energy recommends EirGrid should work closely with DHPLG and local authorities on the 

requirement for county and Local Area Plans to consider suitable land banks for zoning for electricity 

infrastructure and in particular adjacent to existing infrastructure.  

Innovation in thinking however must be brought to the development consenting process due to the 

rapid changes in turbine technology which are bringing down the costs of renewable energy across 

Europe. Fixed numbers, locations and heights of turbines within a development site limit the ability of 

a developer to use the latest technology which may be available to the market at the construction 

stage  – this is a result of the duration of the development consent application preparation and 

decision-making processes, which unfortunately has proven to take an extended period of time in 

numerous cases historically.  

The ‘Rochdale Envelope’ approach is employed where the nature of the Proposed Development 

means that some details of the whole project have not been confirmed (for instance the precise 

dimensions of structures) when the application is submitted, and flexibility is sought to address 

uncertainty. Such an approach has been used under other consenting regimes including Development 

Consent Order applications for offshore wind project (such as the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

and the Electricity Act 1989 in the United Kingdom) where an application has been made at a time 

when the details of a project have not been resolved. This approach can be applied whilst still 

achieving assessment obligations under the EIA and Birds and Habitats Directives. 

DP Energy recommends the application of a ‘Rochdale Envelope’ approach model of consenting 

envelope for projects and a policy objective.   

9.0 Regulatory Resources and Expertise 

Section 3.8 of the NMPF states, “This Environment section of the NMPF intends to help realise the 

opportunities Ireland has to continually improve its marine and coastal environment. However, it 

should be recognised that in relation to policy related to management of marine Environment matters, 

that the NMPF is but one part”. DP Energy also recognise this challenge and would agree and 

emphasise the point made in section 2.40, “decisions on applications for consent should not be 
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delayed in anticipation of plans being adopted for the first time” this is of particular note for the 

Relevent Projects. 

It is essential that regulatory resourcing is ensured to deliver investment and Ireland’s climate action 

commitments. As consenting is the first step in the offshore wind project lifecycle, it is imperative that 

support is established if current and future offshore renewable energy projects are to be successful.  

~12 GW of Irish offshore wind project capacity is at risk without the provision of increased and revised 

regulatory resources according to a recent report by The Carbon Trust, Harnessing our potential 3. To 

deliver future ambition for Irish offshore wind, increased regulatory resource is required to: 

• Ensure sustainable and timely project delivery; 

• Find solutions for strategic deployment challenges; 

• Ensure deployment is supported by an effective and efficient regulatory process. 

  

9.1 The Challenge - Resources 

Government Departments (for example, DHPLG and DCCAE) and Government agencies (for example 

ABP MI, NPWS, SEAI and GSI) are under-resourced to effectively support the delivery of at least 3.5 

GW by 2030. Critical issues for all phases of project development include: 

• Recruitment and retention of technically competent and experienced staff; 

• Appropriate licensing charges for industry (to be determined in regulations to support the 

MPDM bill). 

 

9.2 Our Recommendation 

Industry would like to work with the Government to understand ideal resourcing levels in each 

statutory body for the predicted volume of projects and ensure that these are put in place before the 

end of Q3 2020. 

• Resource provision within these timeframes is also required to support deployment post-2030 

(some of the projects in the pipeline may not be operational by 2030 but these still require 

resource support e.g. future projects) and is even more critical if ambitions are extended 

beyond 3.5 GW by 2030. 

• Addition of senior strategic resources to be considered. Loss of strategic oversight hinders 

ability to work through complex issues before they become specific project problems and 

restricts linking overall Government aims for offshore wind and conservation ambitions.  

 

9.3 The Challenge - Marine Protected Areas Policy 4  

 

Section 3 of the draft NMPF states that “Until the ecological coherence of the marine protected area 

network is confirmed, proposals should demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: (a) avoid, 

(b) minimise, or (c) mitigate adverse impacts on features that may be required to complete the 

 

3The Carbon Trust, Harnessing our potential, Investment and jobs in Ireland’s offshore wind industry, March 2020 
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network, or (d) if it is not possible to mitigate adverse impacts, proposals should state the case for 

proceeding.”  

This policy can be interpreted as having a very broad scope which we believe requires clarification and 

refining to allow offshore wind farm development.  As it currently reads, this policy could be 

interpreted as meaning that until the number and boundaries of marine protected areas are finalised, 

a proposal would have to demonstrate that it will not have an effect on any feature, habitat or species 

which could possibly be required to complete the network. These features could include any habitat 

or any species at any location in the Irish marine area  

9.4 Our Recommendation 

 

Proposed amended Marine Protected Areas Policy 4:  

 

“Until the ecological coherence of the marine protected area network is confirmed, proposals should 

identify, by consultation with the competent authority with responsibility for designating such areas, 

the features, under consideration at the time the application is made, that may be required to complete 

the network. The proposals should demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: (a) avoid, (b) 

minimise, or (c) mitigate adverse impacts on such features, or (d) if it is not possible to mitigate adverse 

impacts, proposals should state the case for proceeding.” 

10.0 Zoning / Spatial Designation 

ORE Policy 2: “Preference will be given to proposals for offshore wind farms, including relevant 

enabling projects and infrastructure, in areas identified as designated zones for offshore wind, under 

the zoning process set out in the Marine Planning and Development Management Act”. 

The NMPF reiterates that the process of zoning will be carried out through the Marine Planning and 

Development Management Bill. DP Energy welcomes the opportunity for offshore wind to be given a 

specific designation or zone under the proposed zonal designation process under the MPDM Bill (high-

level detail of which is set out in Appendix D of the NMPF). 

10.1 The Challenge – Zoning Approach 

DP Energy have concerns that if the State adopts a narrow or rigid approach to zoning, whereby sub-

optimal zones are identified, there is a real risk that sites will ultimately not be cost-efficient or 

deliverable for developers. Significant up-front analysis is invested by developers, at considerable 

expense, to identify suitable sites for offshore wind projects, e.g. wind resource, seabed analysis, 

ecology studies etc, and these assessments will change over time as new technology emerges. As any 

such zonal designation process will likely be lengthy (we note that a public consultation process will 

be involved, and full environmental assessments must be carried out) there may also be further delays 

for the delivery of the Relevant Projects. 

10.2 Our Recommendation 

We believe the hybrid approach involving zoning for specific activities is sensible. The General Scheme 

of the MPDM Bill provides the Minister with powers to establish Strategic Marine Activity Zones. The 

SMAZ represents a prescriptive mechanism to support offshore wind development but it is important 

to recognise that there will be other very suitable areas outside of these zones. Other pathways to 

development should be facilitated. In order to establish a zone, the Minister will need to prepare a 
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draft marine planning scheme which would be subject to public consultation. It is essential that the 

Government’s approach be developed carefully, drawing on the best scientific data, evidence base 

and extensive consultation with, and participation by, all relevant stakeholders.  

An inadvertently rigid approach to zoning could stifle the ability of Ireland’s offshore renewables 

industry to develop. Spatial designations should also take account of areas already identified in the 

Offshore Renewable Energy Development Plan (OREDP) as being suitable for offshore shore wind 

development such as the East Coast (North), East Coast (South) and South Coast. Developers have 

already identified sites on the basis of the signal provided in the OREDP.  It is critical that spatial 

designations take account of areas already identified in the OREDP Plan as this is essential if the target 

of 3.5 GW is to be delivered by 2030. Ireland’s approach to zoning needs to be developed carefully.  

The Relevant Projects should not be delayed by a new zoning process. The designations as outlined in 

the OREDP identifies suitable areas that can be progressed as part of the Relevant Projects as this is 

essential if the target of 3.5 GW is to be delivered by 2030. 

A robust socio-economic assessment of the proposed zones is required to ensure the most optimal 

areas are identified. It is also important that offshore wind is prioritised when carrying out the zonal 

designation process under the MPDM Bill. 

10.3 The Challenge – competing industries and zoning 

As noted in the Draft NMPF, there may be direct competition for space between offshore wind 

projects and industries such as marine aggregates and mining. It is specifically mentioned that there 

are areas along the east coast of Ireland that provide opportunities for both marine aggregates and 

offshore wind energy projects. This will result in competing industries looking to utilise such areas. We 

believe that certain criteria need to be put in place around this. The NMPF states that preference will 

be given to offshore wind in specific zones but fails to clarify how preferences will be treated when it 

comes to other interests or industries. 

10.4 Our Recommendation 

DP Energy recommend that specific activities are clearly defined in the zoning approach employed 

within the NMPF and the MPDM. There are a number of areas in the MPDM Bill that require 

consideration in order to ensure the process for designating zones works effectively including the 

planning interest application process and how this will be managed, the rights associated with a 

planning interest and its duration. 

11.0 Conclusion 

While DP Energy welcomes the publication of the National Marine Planning Framework there are 

several key challenges regarding the draft NMPF and the publication of the final NMPF which DP 

Energy would like to bring to the attention of the DHPLG. We hope that the above comments and 

recommendations are considered and reflected in the final publication of the NMPF.  
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