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Submission – Draft National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF) 

Dear Sir/Madam,  

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the Draft National Marine 
Planning Framework (NMPF).  

Founded in 1964, Kilsaran Concrete is the largest privately owned concrete and construction 
materials company in Ireland. Kilsaran remains a family owned Irish company producing quality 
construction material from 20 large quarries and 23 nationwide state-of-the-art concrete 
production facilities.  

Accordingly, Kilsaran has an intimate knowledge of terrestrial planning framework as it pertains 
to the sourcing and delivery of essential construction raw materials and concrete manufactured 
products.  

Kilsaran formed part of a group of companies that participated in the IMAGIN1 Project. The 
overall aim of the IMAGIN project was to facilitate the evolution of a strategic framework within 
which the exploitation of marine aggregate resources from the Irish Sea may be sustainably 
managed with minimum risk of impact on marine and coastal environments, ecosystems and other 
marine users. IMAGIN identified significant deposits of sand and gravel in the Irish Sea.  

We wish to have input on the design of a future marine planning framework for Ireland, and help 
to realise Ireland’s marine potential as a sustainable source of construction aggregates. We hope 
you find our comments useful and we would be happy to discuss them further with you, should 
that be required.  
  

 
1 Kozachenko, M., Fletcher, R., Sutton, G., Monteys, X., Van Landeghem, K., Wheeler, A., Lassoued, Y., Cooper, A. 
and Nicoll, C. (2008) A geological appraisal of marine aggregate resources in the southern Irish Sea. Technical 
report produced for the Irish Sea Marine Aggregates Initiative (IMAGIN) project funded under the INTERREG 
IIIA Community Initiative Programme 2000-2006. University College Cork, Ireland, 390pp. ISBN 978-0-
9556109-2-9. 
 



It is not clear if marine aggregates are considered under the Objectives heading (page 138). 
This section should clearly set out that the Objectives also refer to Marine Aggregates and not 
just minerals. The bullet points thereunder refer solely to minerals and metals, for clarity and 
to avoid any doubt Marine Aggregates should be referenced. For example, it would be 
preferable for the first bullet to explicitly state… ‘Support sustainable marine aggregates and 
mineral exploration to enable the discovery and development of economic deposits.’. This also 
applies to the subsequent three bullet points under ‘Objectives’. 

At paragraph 13.2 the draft text refers to ‘To the limited extent that marine aggregates 
extraction has taken place it has been permitted only for beneficial purposes such as beach 
nourishment, coastal protection, reclamation and backfill.’.  

Kilsaran Concrete has been engaged with Drogheda Port Company since 2010 providing a 
beneficial re-use for dredged sand from the approach channel of the River Boyne. This type of 
beneficial re-use of marine aggregates into the construction industry should be acknowledged 
in the NMPF. 

Also at paragraph 13.2 it refers ‘While there is little short-term demand for marine mineral 
resources, medium to long-term anticipated future growth in construction activity and 
associated demand for aggregates may lead to a greater level of marine aggregates extraction 
in the future while technological advances will influence their viability.’.  

In February 2018, the Government published Project 2040 which is the overarching policy and 
planning framework for the social, economic and cultural development of Ireland. 

On 23rd October 2019, Minister of State for Natural Resources Sean Canney TD launched the 
Irish Concrete Federation’s Publication “Essential Aggregates: Providing for Irelands’ needs 
to 2040” (copy attached to this submission). In this document the ICF predicts that to satisfy 
the Project Ireland 2040 plan 1.5 billion tonnes of aggregates will need to be produced. It also 
highlights the scarcities of particular products such as sand are already emerging in the eastern 
and midland regions as terrestrial sources of aggregates continue to diminish. The demand for 
marine aggregates in the eastern region of the Country is already here and up until now no 
commercial marine aggregate operations have taken place because there has been no clear 
consenting/licensing regime to allow for the extraction of marine aggregates.  

Marine aggregates extraction is common practice across the globe and technologies already 
exist to allow for viable extraction in Irish waters. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 
________________ 
Fergus Gallagher 
Planning and Environmental Manager 
Kilsaran International 



 

 

From: Máire Uí Mhuirnín 

Sent: 30 April 2020 11:56

To: MSP - Marine Spatial Planning <msp@housing.gov.ie> 

Subject: Breathnóireacht ar an Dréacht-CreatNáisiúntaum Pleanáil Mhuirí 

 
Tag:                        Breathnóireacht ar an Dréacht-Creat Náisiúnta um Pleanáil Mhuirí 

Dáta:                     30/04/2020 

  

Seoltadh ag:       Máire Uí Mhuirnín,  agus thar cheann Wild Ireland 

Defence CLG 

A chara,  

Cuirim an bhreathnóireacht seo a leanas faoi bhráid an Rannóg Pleanála Mhuirí í dtaobh an Dréacht-

Creat Náisiúnta um Pleanáil Mhuirí. Tá an breathnóireacht déanta le meon macánta is dílis don 

comhshaoil.  

 

S’é mo bharúil ná go raibh an comhairliúcháin phoiblí ar an Dréacht-Creat Náisiúnta um 
Pleanáil Mhuirí.lochtach is nach comhlíonann an próiseas comhairliúcháin déanta Choinbhinsiún 

Aarhus.   Níl fós ag an am seo ar line, is níor raibh ag an comhairliúchán phoiblí sa nGaeiltacht í 

nGaillimh na cáipéisí ar fad le fail trí mhean na gaeilge.  Nior raibh aon cháipéis ná aon saineolaí le 

gaeilge ar fail ag comhairliúchán i ngaeltacht na Gaillimhe. Freisin socraíodh an próiseas 

comhairliúcháin phoiblí ar ‘Téamaí’ – rud a chuireann teorainn le rochtain ar eolas agus 

rannpháirtíocht phoiblí i gcúrsaí cinnteoireachta comhshaoil.   

Ionas gur féidir an Prionsabal Réamhchúraim na reachtaíochta comhshaoil a chinntiú caithfidh gach 

tionscadal ceangailte faoin an plean measúnuithe Chéim 2 a dhéanamh faoi Treoireacha 92/42/EEC, 

2009/147/EC, agus 2001/42. 

Mar fhreagra ar na torthaí scanrúla foilsithe le déanaí sa tuairiscí (i) Measúnú Domhanda 
na Náisiún Aontaithe ag na IPBES (2019) agus (ii) Stádas Gnáthóga agus Speiceas faoi 
Chosaint an AE in Éirinn (DCHG, 2019), a leagann béim ar mhéid agus ráta na 
géarchéim dhíothaithe dhomhanda agus náisiúnta, ní mór d'údaráis phleanála tús áite a 

thabhairt lena chinntiú go gcloíonn pleaneanna le rialacháin agus reachtaíocht um 

chosaint comhshaoil. (Sliocht as an dá thuarascáil thuas luaite le fail ag a agus b thíos): 

  

a.       The UN Global Assessment by the IPBES (2019) reports an alarming and 
unprecedented rate of decline in nature and an accelerating rate of species 
extinctions.  

PARIS, 6 May – Nature is declining globally at rates unprecedented in human history – and the rate of species extinctions 
is accelerating, with grave impacts on people around the world now likely, warns a landmark new report from the 
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES), the summary of which was 
approved at the 7th session of the IPBES Plenary, meeting last week (29 April – 4 May) in Paris. 



  

“The overwhelming evidence of the IPBES Global Assessment, from a wide range of different fields of knowledge, 
presents an ominous picture,” said IPBES Chair, Sir Robert Watson. “The health of ecosystems on which we and all other 
species depend is deteriorating more rapidly than ever. We are eroding the very foundations of our economies, livelihoods, 
food security, health and quality of life worldwide.” 

  

“The Report also tells us that it is not too late to make a difference, but only if we start now at every level from local to 
global,” he said. “Through ‘transformative change’, nature can still be conserved, restored and used sustainably – this is 
also key to meeting most other global goals. By transformative change, we mean a fundamental, system-wide 
reorganization across technological, economic and social factors, including paradigms, goals and values.” 

  

“The member States of IPBES Plenary have now acknowledged that, by its very nature, transformative change can expect 
opposition from those with interests vested in the status quo, but also that such opposition can be overcome for the broader 
public good,” Watson said.  

(https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/blog/2019/05/nature-decline-unprecedented-report/ ) 

  

b.      “A new report from the Department of Culture Heritage and the Gaeltacht on 
the status of our most valuable habitats and species paints a dire picture for 

biodiversity in Ireland and once again stresses the depth of the extinction crisis 

here” 

( https://iwt.ie/press-release-new-report-highlights-the-extent-of-the-irish-
extinction-crisis/ ) 

Coinnigh ar an eolas mé maidir le forbairt agus toradh an phlean seo le do thoil. 

Máire Uí Mhuirnín 

agus thar cheann Wild Ireland Defence CLG. 
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Introduction 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the consultation draft of the National Marine 
Planning Framework. Waterford Offshore Wind Awareness are a voluntary community group, 
formed in 2019, seeking to raise awareness of large offshore wind developments proposed for the 
South coast of Ireland and to generate discussion regarding the potential impacts these 
developments could have on our communities and surrounding environment. We are supportive of 
the need to develop renewable energy under a plan-led, ecosystem and evidence-based approach to 
the management of our seas. 

We acknowledge and support the immense amount of work that has been undertaken by other 
voluntary citizens’ groups and strongly support the work done by Coastal Concern Alliance in their 
campaign for reform of how our coastal waters are managed.   

Transparency and meaningful public participation 

Under the Aarhaus convention and the Public Participation Directive (2003/35/EC), it is a 
requirement that the public are provided with an opportunity to participate in the process in a 
meaningful way which ensures, not only informed decision-making, but a process that is fair and 
transparent.  

Transparency is key for the successful implementation and ongoing governance of the final form of 
the NMPF. In order to achieve this goal, the policy advisors and makers should acknowledge that 
public consultation does not mean merely receiving submissions; it means responding to them and 
publicly setting out the position taken on each matter raised. It is only then can the process be 
considered truly transparent and respectful of the valuable time, effort and resources that 
interested members of the general public have invested in the consultation process. 

It was very disappointing to learn that Harnessing Our Oceans Wealth, a report which informs the 
NMPF was adopted without meaningful or adequate public consultation. Furthermore, it is 
extremely concerning to see that 200 pages of public submissions on the draft Marine Planning 
Policy Statement resulted in a mere change of 24 words with minimal feedback forthcoming from 
the Department to the submissions made.  

Additionally, while the Department committed to extensive public consultation on the draft NMPF, it 
did not keep to this commitment. As an example, prior to and unrelated to the restrictions 
introduced as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic, the MSP team cancelled their commitment to 
schedule a public meeting in Dungarvan, Co. Waterford. The MSP team publicly stated at the Arklow 
meeting on the 12th February 2020 that the reason the meeting was cancelled was due to resourcing 
constraints. This is totally unacceptable and flies in the face of a commitment to extensive public 
consultation. The Waterford coastline is subject to three large scale ORE proposals and it is 
imperative that the public are given an opportunity to understand how the framework will work in 
the context of such development proposals. The cancellation of this scheduled meeting 
demonstrates disregard for the public consultation process. 

These numerous examples of failure to engage in meaningful and adequate public consultations is 
very troubling. 

Recommendation 1: We encourage the Department to show greater respect to the public 
consultation process and follow the appropriate procedures with regard to public consultation to 
ensure legality of the process. 
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Recommendation 2: A report is prepared setting out the public responses to the consultation, the 
changes made to the plan as a result, an overview of changes not deemed appropriate along with 
the reasons why. 

Document layout 

As a general observation the draft NMPF document is quite difficult to navigate, does not follow a 
logical sequence and is quite confusing to the reader. For example;  

 page 26 sets out three high level objectives however the subsequent pages (27 – 86) do not 
follow the same sequence as set out on page 26 

 one of the Policy Groupings listed on page 26, Cultural and Heritage Assets, changes to 
simply Heritage Assets in the more detailed narrative on page 72 

 the narrative setting out the key issues for marine planning relating to Seascape and 
Landscape on page 82 erroneously refers to Social Benefits (ref 3.211) which is addressed 
separately and not relevant to Seascape and Landscape. 

Recommendation: Detailed review and editing of the format and presentation of the document is 
undertaken. 

Fairness for all stakeholders  

The document contains a considerable amount of generic statements that could be interpreted 
quite broadly. While noting that this is a high-level policy document, a significant concern is that the 
framework in its current drafting could favour one group of stakeholders over another. For example, 
the Overarching Marine Planning Policies state that proposals “must demonstrate that they will 
avoid, minimize or mitigate significant adverse impacts on the subject matter of the proposal” and 
“where significant adverse impacts cannot be avoided or minimized the proposal must proceed to 
mitigating significant adverse impacts”. 

However, the introduction of an over-riding “public benefit” concept is introduced later in the 
document however only with respect to two specific Policy Groupings (‘[Cultural and] Heritage 
Assets’ and ‘Seascape and Landscape’) and with respect to one Key Sectoral Policy (‘Fisheries’). This 
is very alarming, as the document states that the definition of public benefit will vary depending 
upon the marine activity addressed by the policy. The framework as drafted suggests that these 
areas are of lesser importance than others.  

We have learned of many serious shortcomings in Ireland’s foreshore consenting process to date 
and the manner in which large-scale development in our near shore zone has advanced contrary to 
Irish and EU legislation, and out of line with good international practice. 

A cursory examination of the evolution of marine planning in Ireland will show that a key dominant 
actor is the offshore wind industry. The central task of Ireland’s NMPF must be to introduce a truly 
ecosystem-based management regime for our seas to protect this most important resource for 
future generations. 

Therefore, to ensure full transparency, and to demonstrate that the framework is not intended to 
favour any one marine activity, it is imperative that the Public Benefit term in the Glossary section is 
updated to require the mandatory consultation of independent expert bodies to assess how public 
benefit in one arena is weighed against public benefit of another. Clarity on the governance of 
decision making is also needed. 
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Recommendation 1: Clarification should be provided as to why the concept of over-riding public 
benefit is only introduced for specific arenas.  

Recommendation 2: Independent expert assessment of how public benefit is determined. 

Recommendation 3: Clarity on the governance of decision making.  

Commentary on specific policies/activities   

Climate Change 

The Planning Policy states that “proposals that support a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions will 
be supported.” This statement contradicts the core purpose of a National Marine Planning 
Framework which takes into account the interests and concerns of all stakeholders.  

Recommendation: This statement should be removed from the text. 

Social – Engagement with the Sea 

A Cultural and Language objective should be added in line with the Action Plan 2018 – 2022 for the 
20 Year Strategy for the Irish Language 2010 – 2030. This action plan aims to build on the work being 
carried out on a cross-departmental basis for the benefit of the Irish language and the Gaeltacht. The 
Irish coast is home to numerous Gaeltacht regions and the foreshore is central to the historic 
cultural narrative of these regions. 

Recommendation: A Cultural and Language objective should be added. 

Heritage Assets 

As stated above, this section needs to be amended to “Cultural and Heritage Assets”. Further clarity 
must be forthcoming on why the concept of public benefit is introduced in this section. As 
highlighted above, it is imperative that the term ‘Public Benefit’ is updated to require the mandatory 
consultation of independent expert bodies to assess how public benefit in one arena is weighed 
against public benefit of another. 

Recommendation 1: The section must include and elaborate in relation to Cultural Assets. 

Recommendation 2: Explanation on why the concept of public benefit is introduced for this arena 
and further clarity on the term ‘Public Benefit’ be provided. 

Seascape and Landscape 

 
Protection of landscape and seascape is acknowledged internationally as a key issue for Marine 
Planning. It was very surprising and disappointing to learn that this matter received no mention in 
the National Marine Planning Framework Baseline Report (2018). Experience in other maritime 
countries shows that landscape/seascape protection is a key issue of public concern, particularly in 
relation to the development of large-scale offshore wind farms in the coastal zone. It is positive to 
see this matter now included in the draft framework however the detail is inadequate and reflects 
very little detailed thought on the matter and it is therefore questionable whether the MSP team 
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truly acknowledge the importance of this arena. The key issues for Marine Planning should be 
updated to include: 
 

- visual impact from lighting silhouetting or flicker 
- Physical loss of landscape, e.g. loss of intertidal habitat which can impact coastal character 
- Physical disturbance to or loss of terrestrial landscape 
- Promotion of outdoor activities, recreation and amenity areas 

 
The seasonal and diurnal patterns of visibility for coastal environments are significantly different to 
landward areas and generally visibility is higher compared with landward patterns. Furthermore, 
cumulative effects can cause both the physical character and the perceptual character of the 
seascape to change. 
 
Cumulation can be an issue for consideration in several different respects: 

(a) The cumulative effect(s) of several similar but small changes, each of which is not in 
itself judged to be significant, but which when added together have the potential to 
produce significant effects 

(b) The cumulative effect(s) of several similar projects, each of which may be significant, 
and which when added together have the potential to produce not only additive 
significant effects, but may produce significant effects greater than their sum. 

(c) The cumulative effect(s) of several projects of different types and sizes which have the 
potential through cumulation or by interactions between them to produce significant 
effects either greater than their sum or even completely unanticipated effects. 

 
Source: Scottish Natural Heritage Commissioned Report No. 103 (ROAME No. F03AA06) 
 
It is therefore very important that the Planning Policies section is updated to state that proposals 
must include a detailed independent visual assessment which includes cumulative effects. Without 
this requirement the true impact on Seascape and Landscape cannot be assessed. 
 
As highlighted previously, it is imperative that the term ‘Public Benefit’ is updated to require the 
mandatory consultation of independent expert bodies to assess how public benefit in one arena is 
weighed against public benefit of another. 

Furthermore, and as previously highlighted, section 3.211 needs to be redrafted as it relates to 
Social Benefits rather than Seascape and Landscape. This oversight would serve to reinforce how 
little regard has been given by the MSP team to this arena. 

Recommendation 1: The Key Issues for Marine Planning are broadened to include the 
considerations listed above and the MSP team give further consideration to this section. 

Recommendation 2: The Planning Policies section to be updated to state that proposals must 
include a detailed independent visual assessment which includes cumulative effects. 

Energy – Offshore Renewable Energy 

The first objective stated in this section is that the framework supports the establishment of Ireland 
as a world leader in ORE deployment. This text should be removed from the framework as such an 
objective should not be the aim of a National Marine Planning framework, rather the objective might 
be for Ireland to be a world leader in tackling climate change. Furthermore, the stated objective 
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goes beyond what is set out in the Government’s Action Plan to Tackle Climate Breakdown and 
suggests favorable treatment will be given to certain stakeholder groups. 

ORE Policy 2 raises concerns that favorable treatment may be afforded to ORE developments given 
that the Spatial Designation Process has not been agreed. We note that the Marine Planning and 
Development Management Bill will provide for the introduction of a new system of spatial 
designation of maritime zones for specific activities including ORE. It is imperative that the 
proposed designation process is fully transparent and considers each policy grouping and sectoral 
area listed in the NMPF as well as ensuring extensive public consultation in the process. In 
addition, we note that Section 11.4 states that the delivery of offshore renewables targets will be 
plan-led in the context of the NMPF underpinned by the Bill. The danger is that the proposed 
Strategic Marine Activity Zones for offshore wind will be selected based on developers’ plans rather 
than a proper resource and constraints analysis as utilised in other EU countries and more recently 
introduced in the UK (Source: https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/3331/tce-r4-resource-and-
constraints-assessment-methodology-report.pdf).  

Furthermore, the spatial designation process must acknowledge the potential visual impact on 
coastal lands as a major concern for many sectors. A Cambridge study concluded that even small to 
moderately sized facilities are “visible to the unaided eye at distances greater than 42 km [26 miles 
(mi)], with turbine blade movement visible up to 39 km (24 mi). At night, aerial hazard navigation 
lighting was visible at distances greater than 39 km (24 mi). The observed wind facilities were judged 
to be a major focus of visual attention at distances up to 16 km (10 mi), were noticeable to casual 
observers at distances of almost 29 km (18 mi) ...” 

(Source: https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/environmental-practice/article/research-article-
offshore-wind-turbine-visibility-and-visual-impact-threshold-
distances/59A51F3CD207849FC7F5BD986F15B2CB) 

In order to protect the immense value of the Irish coastal environment, it is crucial that the Spatial 
Designation Process introduces a mandatory exclusion zone of 12 nautical miles for ORE 
developments as has been done in other European countries. The latest annual report from Wind 
Europe shows that the average distance from shore of offshore wind farms under construction in 
Europe in 2019 was 59km. Why would we permit international companies seeking to construct 
massive projects close to our unspoiled coast who would not be allowed to construct such projects 
in any other EU country? We must ensure that our coastline, an irreplaceable national asset is not 
devalued. 

It is also imperative that the consideration of cumulative impacts is integrated into ORE Policy 2 as 
frequent or repeated sequential visibility can then lead to the perception of a wind energy seascape, 
where the wind turbines become the defining characteristic of that seascape. 

It would appear that favorable treatment is being afforded to ORE under ORE Policy 3 and ORE Policy 
5 also as these policies require non-ORE proposals that may impact an ORE development or test site 
to demonstrate how they will avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse impacts on the ORE 
development/test site. While this does touch on cumulative effects it is very much in favour of ORE 
developments and undermines the true purpose of a National Marine Planning Framework. 

ORE Policy 9 must also be updated to ensure that cumulative assessments are a mandatory part of 
all visual assessments otherwise the effectiveness of any visual assessment is completely 
undermined for the reasons set out earlier. This policy should also provide clarity on what is covered 
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by a visualization assessment and require that it must be undertaken by a competent independent 
party. 

A very broad and generic statement is made in section 11.16 regarding substantial socio-economic 
benefits which ORE can bring to peripheral coastal communities. This statement needs supporting 
statistical information or else should be removed from the document. 

It is truly concerning to see that favorable treatment is being afforded to the ORE sector to the 
detriment and disregard of other activities and arenas. A recent paper Power & Politics in Marine 
Spatial Planning by School of Natural and Built Environment, Queen’s University Belfast highlighted 
the risk that MSP was not moving towards a level playing field:   

“There is a growing concern that MSP is not facilitating a paradigm shift towards democratic marine 
management and that it may simply repackage old power dynamics in the rhetoric of participation. 
Rather than acknowledging debate and dissensus, MSP is advanced as a neutral participatory 
process that can develop win-win outcomes. The result is a choreographed form of governance and 
participation, with clearly defined roles, processes and acceptable outcomes which renders invisible 
the politics of disagreement and legitimises the agendas of dominant actors.”  

(Source:https://pureadmin.qub.ac.uk/ws/portalfiles/portal/164459704/Flannery2019_Chapter_Politi
csAndPowerInMarineSpatia.pdf) 

Recommendation 1: We request that Appendix D is updated to state that the zoning designation 
process will follow international best practice and will entail a resource and constraints analysis as 
well as involvement from all stakeholders including the public. 

Recommendation 2: We request that a mandatory exclusion zone of 12 nautical miles for ORE 
developments underpins the Marine Spatial Designation process. 

Recommendation 3: We request that several the ORE Policies are redrafted to ensure a fair and 
balanced approach to all sectors and stakeholders. 

Recommendation 4: We request that the ORE Policies are updated to ensure cumulative 
assessments are a mandatory element of visual assessments and that they must apply to all 
current and future applications. 

Recommendation 5: Supporting statistical information to be provided in relation to any perceived 
future socio-economic benefits to coastal communities. 
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Strategic Environmental Assessment of the NMPF 

We note the very comprehensive SEA accompanying the NMPF and are equally concerned with the 
weaknesses raised in the report across a range of areas and in particular regarding ORE: 

Favorable treatment afforded to certain sectors: 

‘The absence of prioritisation drives a model of ‘first come first-served’ for industry and sectoral 
policy makers leading to poorer overall outcomes for environmental receptors in the longer term 
albeit there may be positive impacts for the sectors that can bring proposals to fruition in the short 
term. … Depending on the sectors involved, there is the potential for direct and indirect negative 
impacts on all environmental receptors if the sensitivity of the receiving environment is not a key 
criterion in decision making.’ (p117) 

The need for robust site selection 

‘There is potential for negative impacts for all environmental receptors where ORE infrastructure has 
not had the benefit of a robust site selection process which explicitly includes consideration of benthic 
habitats, marine mammals, birds and visual receptors as a minimum’ (p119) 

Seascape/Landscape impact 

‘While a high-level of protection is often afforded to coastal areas in development plans, there 
remains a lack of statutory protections for seascapes. The lack of national or regional level landscape 
and seascape character assessments and guidelines has led to an inconsistent and fragmented 
approach to landscape assessment across local authorities. The represents a major knowledge and 
data gap, particularly given the objectives to support and increase activities across all marine sectors. 
The main issue associated with the implementation of the draft NMPF is the resulting potential for 
both direct and indirect impacts on landscape and seascape character, areas of outstanding natural 
beauty, protected views and similar designations.’  (p95) 

‘… the only mitigation is avoidance which requires movement of the ORE area, which is unable to be 
addressed at the project level once foreshore licence and lease areas have been allocated.’ (p164) 

Concept of Public Benefit 

‘Policy SCL 1 seeks to protect the seascape and landscape character and the requirement to 
demonstrate how impacts have been considered as part of decision making is overall positive.  
However, the final statement in the policy creates potential for significant negative effects on several 
environmental receptors by the introduction of the concept of an over-riding public benefit being 
available to outweigh significant adverse effects.  Without clear guidance on the scope and 
conditions where such an argument is valid, this is open to misuse with resulting long term negative 
impacts for PHH, PE/S, MA-R, MA-E, CH and S/L if infrastructure is sited inappropriately.  It is also not 
clear how public benefit in one arena is weighed against public benefit of another e.g. provision of an 
offshore RE development versus rural tourism that may be sustaining local communities.’ (p144) 

Environmental Screening and Assessment 

‘the need for the EIA and AA analysis would require some inherent assessment of potential impact 
prior to any consent being granted’ (p164). 
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Recommendation: We fully support the changes recommended in the SEA particularly;  

1. that a ‘robust site selection process to inform the best technical and environmental locations 
for any given prioritised activity’, as specified in the SEA of the NMPF, must be included in 
the final document and  

2. regarding the inadvisability of specific policies using phrases such as ‘will be supported’ 
(p120) which, if left unqualified, could have the effect of prioritising one activity over 
another.   

 

Marine Consents 

Section 2.40 of the NMPF states: ‘Public bodies involved in regulating marine development and 
activities will become obliged to take into account the objectives of plans when adopted. However, 
decisions on applications for consent should not be delayed in anticipation of plans being adopted for 
the first time.’  

Section 2.41 of the NMPF states ‘Cases currently in the system or submitted for consideration prior to 
the adoption of Ireland’s first NMPF in 2020, as envisaged, will be dealt with on the basis of the 
currently applicable sectoral plans and regulatory requirements.’  

These statements completely contradict the stated objective of ‘proper management of our most 
important resource’.   

Recommendation 1: These statements are removed from the document. 

Recommendation 2: All further ORE development, regardless of where they sit in the consenting 
process, must be comprehensively assessed in line with the provisions laid out in the Marine 
Planning and Development Management Bill, and must be subject to both Strategic and 
Environmental Assessment. 

Recommendation 3: All applications are put on hold until the NMPF and the Marine Planning and 
Development Management Bill are adopted. 

 

Adverse effects on the integrity of any European site 

We note that the conclusion of the Natura Impact Statement prepared by the RPS Group states that 
the framework, as a high-level strategic document, would not adversely affect the integrity of a 
European site subject to the inclusion of the mitigation measures set out in their report. We look 
forward to seeing the inclusion of these mitigation measures in the final framework. We also note 
for the purposes of Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive and its application through the PDA 2000, 
that the competent authority must determine whether the draft NMPF either individually or in 
combination with any other plan or project would adversely affect the integrity of any European site. 
Only having ascertained this can the framework be adopted. We request that details of this 
determination be shared with us and other interested parties. 

Recommendation: Mitigation measures as set out in the Natura Impact Statement and prepared 
by the RPS Group to be included in the final framework. 
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Conclusion 

In conclusion we believe there are a significant number of important changes required to the 
framework before we believe it represents a balanced and sustainable outcome for all stakeholders.  

If the drafting of Ireland’s first Marine Spatial Plan fails to address a favourable drafting to certain 
marine activities, then it will have failed to adopt the key principles of MSP – an ecosystem and 
evidence-based, plan-led approach. It will have failed to protect the marine environment and the 
public interest. 

We would encourage you to take on board each of the comments raised, make the necessary 
changes to the draft framework so that you remain true to the statement included in the framework 
that “..it will offer everyone with an interest in our seas and coasts the opportunity to have a say 
in how the maritime area is managed”. 

Is mise le meas,  

 

 

Eveleen Drohan 

Chairperson 

Waterford Offshore Wind Awareness 

Email:
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1. Introduction: 
This document represents a submission on the consultation draft of the National Marine Planning 
Framework (NMPF), made on behalf of the Ascophyllum nodosum Processors Group (ANPG). The 
ANPG consists of Arramara Teo. (Arramara), BioAtlantis Ltd. (BioAtlantis), Brandon Products Ltd. 
(Brandon) and Oileán Glas Teoranta (OGT). Each of these companies have commonality in relying 
on one species of wild seaweed, Ascophyllum nodosum, for continuation and growth of their 
respective commercial enterprises on the western seaboard. Collectively, ANPG members employ 
directly more than 150 people, with a further 60 full time equivalent jobs in harvesting activities, 
generating over €30 million of economic activity in rural Ireland. This industry can be grown to 
€60M turnover by 2030, subject to our recommendations being included in the Overarching 
Marine Planning Policies (OMPPs). These recommendations are designed to ensure the continued 
sustainability, continued growth and future of the Ascophyllum nodosum processing industry in 
Ireland and the rural communities and economies that benefit from this important marine 
activity.  

 

 

2. Specific Recommendations for the NMPF: 
ANPG make the following recommendations that should be considered when revising the 
NMPF: 
 

 Recommendation 1: The definition of “Public Benefit” should include human, animal and 
plant health benefits: 
The definition of the “Public Benefit” on page 195 of the draft NMPF is primarily focused on 

environmental, social and economic factors. This should be amended to include the following 

additional factors: human, animal and plant health. Any proposal providing benefits in one or 

more of these areas should be considered as representing “public benefit”. At present, the 

majority of seaweed extracts produced in Ireland are used in the plant biostimulant industry. 

Plant biostimulants contain substance(s) which when applied to plants stimulate natural 

processes to enhance/benefit nutrient uptake, nutrient efficiency, tolerance to abiotic stress, 

and crop quality. This is an industry that has developed from growers worldwide recognising 

that crops require certain non-synthetic compounds to strengthen plant health in order to 

avoid bacterial, fungal or viral infection. Thus, the requirement for fertilisers, fungicides and 

other chemical compounds can be reduced. This benefits both crop growers and consumers 

alike, whilst also contributing positively to the Government’s Climate Action plans.  The use of 

seaweed meal in animal diets to improve their health is a further key public benefit.  
 

 Recommendation 2: Regulatory and licensing system upgrade: 
ANPG strongly recommend that the licensing and regulatory system for A. nodosum 
harvesting be upgraded. This upgraded licensing system should ensure the following: 
 Environmental sustainability: Harvesting should be undertaken in a manner that ensures 

compliance with conservation objectives for Natura 2000 sites, Special Areas of 
Conservation (SACs) and Special Protection Areas (SPAs). Agriculture must move towards 
a more sustainable industry and the use of seaweed extracts can help this process by 
enhancing the uptake of fertilisers by crops thus lowering the carbon footprint of farms. 
In addition, seaweed extracts also reduce the necessity for pesticides due to the crop 
strengthening effects. 

 Appurtenant rights: ANPG recognises existing appurtenant rights to harvest, gather or 
remove seaweed from the shore and will support the non-harvesting by members in such 
areas, save with the permission of the rights holder. Such rights are described in property 
folios as appurtenant rights or burdens. 

 Profit-à-Prendre: Where Profit-à-Prendre rights to harvest seaweed are successfully 
registered with the PRAI, the ANPG support the need to adjust harvesting plans to ensure 
that those individuals can continue to harvest A. nodosum. 
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 Resource Use: ANPG support the use of a “use it or lose it” clause to any license 
application. This will ensure that this critically important resource can continue to be 
utilized into the future. 

 Geographical areas: Applicants should be granted licences within clearly defined 
geographical areas without any overlap with other licensees. This does not exclude the 
rights of any individual stakeholders who may have existing legal rights or small non-
commercial users. 

 Quota system: Some members of the ANPG have or are in the process of applying for 
licenses to harvest A. nodosum. ANPG supports the operation of a quota system in each 
licensed area, subject to compliance with environmental regulations and ensuring that 
over harvesting does not occur. 

 Management of the resource: ANPG support a scientific data-based approach to 

improving the management of the resource and thereby guaranteeing that harvesting 

continues to be an activity that co-exists with other activities in a sustainable and 

environmentally responsible manner. The very future of ANPG members depends on the 

resource. 

 Stakeholders: The rights and needs of all stakeholders must be respected. In particular 
ANPG recognises and supports the traditional harvesters and are committed to them 
remaining central to the industry in the future. The regulatory authorities should 
recognise the long term investment by processors in research, marketing and 
manufacturing and the need to guarantee access to seaweed raw material to justify such 
investment. 

 Policy led approach: ANPG recommend a policy led approach to decision making, that 
allows for the expansion of commercial-scale seaweed harvesting in a manner that is 
sustainable and in compliance with EU laws. Sustainable harvesting means that seaweed 
is harvested on a rotational basis, whilst ensuring steps are taken to prevent or minimize 
impacts on the environment. 

 

 Multi-company Industry and licensing system:  
ANPG recommend a multi-company based licensing system where licenses are provided 
on the basis of objective criteria. The criteria for the awarding a licence should include 
the following: 
 Ability of the company to manage the resource sustainably and meet licence 

requirements.  
 The value added to the resource by the company and in turn, the value from a national 

perspective. 
 Exports generated from the processing of the resource. 
 Job creation in the western seaboard. 
 The harvest plan of every applicant must be realistic and verifiable. 

 

 

 Recommendation 3: Defining the roles of national, regional and local authorities: 
The expertise of a national body is essential to ensure the seaweed resource and its environs is 
properly managed in a consistent and professional manner. To this end, decision making on 
harvesting licences should remain with a Government Department and continue to involve 
experts such as National Parks and Wildlife (NPWS) and the Marine Institute. Some local 
authorities lack the necessary expertise to make determinations on complex foreshore license 
applications. However, they have a critical role to play in monitoring and enforcement of 
regulations. 
 

 Recommendation 4: A. nodosum harvesting in protected areas: 
All intertidal zones should continue to be utilised for sustainable A. nodosum harvesting. This 
includes marine protected areas (MPAs), subject to compliance with conservation objectives.  
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 Recommendation 5: Environmental, economic & societal aspects should have equal weighting: 
Equal weighting should be given to environmental, economic and societal aspects of any 
proposed activity or plan. This is particularly relevant in the context of A. nodosum harvesting 
and processing, whereby environmental, economic and societal aspects can be closely linked 
and oftentimes dependent on each other. 
 

 Recommendation 6: Proposed amendment to the ‘Seaweed Harvesting’ OMPP:  
ANPG agree with the objectives for the seaweed sector. However, the NMPF should be 
designed to ensure that the existing seaweed industry and its future prospects for expansion 
and job creation are secure. ANPG recommend the inclusion of the following objectives:   
 To support a compliant and growing seaweed harvesting sector that operates in a modern 

licensing and enforcement system to produce high value added products and 
technologies. 

 To support the development of a regulated seaweed harvesting sector that allows 
companies or individuals to obtain licenses to harvest seaweed, in a manner that does not 
overlap with other existing harvesting rights. 

 To support a licensing process that encourages and facilitates a multi-company seaweed 
harvesting and seaweed processing industry, with foreshore licences granted within 
clearly defined geographical areas without any overlap with other licensees. 

 
 

3. Other relevant points: 
 
 

In addition to the recommendations above, the ANPG outline the general position of the A. 
nodosum harvesting and processing industries as follows: 

 

 

(a) Continuation of commercial seaweed harvesting:  
Significant, large-scale harvesting activity has been carried out for over 70 years with minimal 
impact on other activities on the coastline and without any adverse impacts on the 
environment. Therefore, it is strongly contended that there is no justification to stop, reduce 
or otherwise curtail this important social and economic activity. It is estimated that 98.6% of 
seaweed-related products from Ireland are manufactured using wild harvested seaweed. This 
industry is thriving and employs over 200 people both directly and indirectly in rural Ireland. 
 

(b) Plans to expand the seaweed harvesting industry: 
Approximately 30,000 tonnes of A. nodosum is harvested in Ireland per annum. It has been 
estimated that the total sustainable harvest could potentially be 75,000 per annum (Hession et 
al., 1998). The experience of ANPG members directly involved in harvesting would suggest that 
these figures must be verified from a commercial availability perspective. However, ANPG are 
of the view that subject to proper regulation and science-based resource management 
practices, there can be sufficient quantities of biomass harvested to support a multi-company 
industry in Ireland. 
 

 

(c) Aquaculture of seaweed:  
 

While aquaculture may be suited to growing certain species of seaweed in Ireland, it faces a 
number of challenges. In particular, aquaculture is susceptible to storm damage along the 
exposed western seaboard. Furthermore, it is not possible or commercially viable to culture 
certain species such as Ascophylum nodosum. As  A.nodosum is a species that is essential to 
the Irish seaweed industry, the ANPG recommend that wild stocks continue to be harvested. 
In addition, while aquaculture is suitable to growing seaweeds that require to 1-2 years to 
grow, A. nodosum requires 4 years to grow and therefore cannot be grown by aquaculture 
means.  

 

4. References: 
Hession et al., (1998). Mapping and assessment of the seaweed resources (Ascophyllum nodosum, 
Laminaria spp.) off the west coast of Ireland. https://oar.marine.ie/handle/10793/202  

https://oar.marine.ie/handle/10793/202
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REF: National Marine Planning Framework – Consultation Draft Submission 2020 

Submission in relation to Sections 15 & 16, An Chomhairle Oidhreachta, the Heritage Council  

28th April 2020. 

A Chara, 

Please see attached submission of the Heritage Council (HC) to the Consultation Draft prepared by the 

Department of Housing, Planning & Local Government request for observations.   

This submission covers several areas relating to the remit of the Heritage Council (HC) and is based on 

experience of various HC initiatives over many years. The Heritage Council would be very happy to provide any 

clarifying information or to discuss any points in this submission, further.   

This submission is made to respect the consultation deadline and will be put before the Board of the Heritage 

Council on a date, yet to be determined, so please consider this a draft until that point. If there are any 

changes after 30th April 2020 we will respond in full.   

Le gach deá ghuí,  

, 

LORCÁN SCOTT, Wildlife Officer. 

National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF) – Consultation Draft. 

1.0 General:  

The Heritage Council welcomes the production of this timely document, which should bring a significant 

positive impact on our rich marine environment, its associated fauna and flora and the many users who 

benefit from it. A planned, sustainable process, which is fit for purpose, is of paramount concern to the 

Heritage Council (HC) and as such the Council is broadly welcoming of the report. The Heritage Council wishes 

to note and to welcome the lengths to which the Department of Housing, Planning & Local Government 

(DHPLG) has gone to accommodate public and sectoral submissions and attempts to interface, particularly 

with the current challenges that Covid_19 hold. 
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2.0  Introduction: 

2.1 In reading the report, it occurs to the Heritage Council that all broad areas of marine interface have 

been addressed to a greater or lesser degree; it also involves a wide number of key areas that have 

been historically absent or underdeveloped, to date. The new proposed planning framework 

should, if resourced appropriately, provide a great deal of certainty for those who depend on the 

marine for a living, those who wish to invest in critical infrastructure in the marine environment 

and those who enjoy the coast and inshore waters for its intrinsic or recreational value. The 

Heritage Council concur with the list of benefits as listed in sections 1.6 – 1.8 and would indeed add 

a further in terms of the State displaying a real and substantive engagement with our coastal and 

wider marine heritage and thereby meeting many of its wider international commitments. Finally, 

it is clear that this planning framework heralds the beginning of a new marine spatial planning era 

in Ireland and the HC looks forward in playing its part in whatever role it is felt appropriate over the 

coming 20-year horizon envisaged. 

3.0 Marine Spatial Planning: 

3.1 The Heritage Council notes that the NMPF is positioned at the top of the hierarchy of plans and 

sectoral policies for the marine area, including internal waters (sea area) territorial seas, exclusive 

economic zone (EEZ) and continental shelf. The HC understands that the NMPF will in time inform 

the next cycle of these same plans, envisaged for the next two decades. 

4.0  NMP Natura Impact Assessment (NIS): 

4.1 The HC notes that the NMPF NIS (Section 4.4 Conservation Status of EU Protected Habitats and 

Species) lists the key findings of the Ireland’s 6th National Report to the Convention on Biological 

Diversity.1 However, it is clear that the list of key findings are the total list and not those relevant to 

the subject area, this can lead to both apathy and confusion for those seeking accurate and 

relevant information and does not display best practice procedures. This issue is further 

compounded in the section dealing with Ireland's Prioritised Action Framework, which deals with a 

range of actions needed to help improve the status of Ireland's habitats and species. The NMPF NIS 

has again listed the full range of actions and it is left up to the reader to determine what is relevant 

and important. The HC suggests that only information relevant to the subject area listed to avoid 

confusion. 

4.2  Table 4-2 Threat/ Pressure Categories, Notes, and Marine Examples (Based on NPWS Article 17 

Report, 2019), is a very useful table and covers a comprehensive list of threats. One which is not 

fully developed, however, is biodiversity augmentation/migration due to climate change. It is the 

opinion of the HC that this subject has the potential for significant critical, negative impacts if not 

managed in time and should be more comprehensively reported on as such. 

4.3 Table 6-2: Assessment of Overarching Marine Planning Policies: This table sets out the range of 

planning approaches envisaged in regard to biodiversity policy grouping (Biodiversity 1-5; 

                                                           
1 DCHG 2019 Ireland’s 6th National Report to the Convention in Biological Diversity, Department of Culture, Heritage and the 
Gaeltacht. 
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Disturbance 1 & 2; Marine Protected Areas 1-4; Non-Indigenous Species 1; Water Quality 1 & 2; 

Sea-Floor Integrity; Marine Litter & Underwater Noise), these policy grouping can be found in the 

main draft report (Table 1) but they are not referenced as such, making it difficult to apply 

comments in table against the NMPF Consultation Draft.  

4.4 Assessment of Effects: More importantly are the many findings of the NIS, which the Heritage 

Council fully concurs with. The “Assessment of Effects” column for the Biodiversity Policy Area 5 

and Marine Protected Areas 4 states” if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse impacts on 

marine or coastal natural capital assets proposals should state the case for proceeding. The 

statement of case referred to is unclear. If this relates to a European site or a priority habitat this 

would involve Stage 4 of AA i.e. IROPI however there is reference to statement of case elsewhere in 

the draft plan unrelated to European sites therefore it is not clear if IROPI is intended here. 

Furthermore, this policy is not clear as to who determines whether mitigation is possible or not and 

does not state the involvement of a competent authority in the case for proceeding. Consideration 

of alternatives is also not referenced, including do nothing and do minimum. Without further 

clarification in the NMPF there is potential for adverse effects on European sites”.2 In regard to 

Marine Protected Area 4 policy, the Assessment of Effects further states: “Marine Protected Areas 

4 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’. Although 

broadly positive in its intent, this policy may cause confusion where there is an absence of 

appropriate scientific knowledge regarding the ecological coherence of the marine protected area 

network. Until this is determined it is not possible to determine whether significant adverse effects 

may be encountered. The interim period closing this knowledge gap therefore gives rise to the 

potential for adverse effects. Furthermore, clarity is required to whom is responsible and tasked 

with understanding the ecological coherence of the marine environment”. These and subsequent 

comments throughout most of the biodiversity policy areas, highlight clearly the need for a higher 

level of protection required to ensure the State is not exposed to fines imposed for non-compliance 

under our international commitments as set out in the EU Birds and Habitats Directives3.  

5.0  National Marine Planning Framework and Climate Change/Sustainable Development 

Goals: 

5.1 The Heritage Council welcomes the many of the clear stated commitments under Goal 14 and hope 

they lead to tangible positive outcomes for all who depend on our seas now and for those who in 

future can expect also to make a sustainable living from its bounty. The Goal 14.5, while a 

significant improvement on the current position is not ambitious enough and the HC would like to 

see the more appropriate target of 30% (by perhaps 2025) declared by the IUCN.4 

 

6.0  Biological Diversity; Disturbance; Marine Protected Areas: 

                                                           
2 National Marine Planning Framework – Consultation Draft, DHPLG, 2019. 
3 Council Directive 2009/147/EC on the conservation of wild birds; Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural 
habitats and of wild fauna and flora. 
4 Marine Protected Areas and climate change: Adaptation and mitigation synergies, opportunities and challenges Simard, F., 
Laffoley, D. and J.M. Baxter (editors) 2016. 
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6.1 The Planning Policies listed in all three policy areas, while all very positive and laudable, are not 

supported by the full weight and spirit of the EU Birds & Habitats Directives. From the text 

supplied, it could be inferred that developments, in Sites of European Interest (SEIs) or adjoining 

same, could proceed after the details are presented to a) avoid, b). minimise, or c). mitigate, even if 

there might be significant adverse impacts accruing. In line with the findings of the NIS, the 

Heritage Council would expect stronger language stated that place the burden on any plan or 

project to ensure no such determination can be come to. The Heritage Council acknowledges the 

statement (3.52) to the effect that in a case-by-case basis the precautionary principle applies, the 

HC would wish to see that this is supported by competent staff numbers and appropriate resources 

to allow for this to take effect, in line with best available evidence.  

6.2 The Heritage Council notes the statement that “It is important to value our natural assets and 

ensure that cost benefit analyses are considered to promote Ecosystem Based Adaptation options”, 

the Council also acknowledges the reference to Natural Capital in Ireland.   It would, however, wish 

to see a stronger footing for this concept in any final report, to support planning decisions with 

significant natural capital implications. 

6.3 It is the opinion of the HC that the planning policies in relation to MPAs are particularly weak, even 

with the additional insertion of a reference “d). If it is not possible to mitigate adverse impacts 

proposals should state the case for proceeding”. This policy takes little or no consideration of the 

burden placed on the State under its commitments given for SEIs and most new MPAs/ No Take 

Zones (NTZs) that should be afforded similar protection to ensure their effectiveness. 

6.4 The points made in the point 6.3 above follow through the report’s Section 3.61. The Heritage 

Council would also wish to see real and significant progress made to see State designated Marine 

National Parks, something that is an obvious gap for an island nation with so much marine & 

geological diversity. The HC does not envisage these marine national parks to be an additional 

burden to those who sustainably harvest natural resources along traditional methods, within our 

coastal communities. IUCN Category V or VI would appear to be a better fit, with SEIs providing 

conservation of any habitat or species relevant to an area. 

6.5 Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFP) Programme of Measures (POMS) submitted to EC in 

2016 regarding a strategy for achieving Good Environmental Status (GES),:these rely heavily on the 

Natura 2000 sites and the Heritage Council would like more detail on areas outside of these 

designated areas which support a variety of species and habitats. The HC also consider many of our 

wrecked ships / smaller reefs to be ecological “hot-spots”, many of which may support rich marine 

diversity and thus worthy of designation, perhaps along the lines of NHA status, which could afford 

them protection. 

6.6 Section 3.68 states some of the obligations afforded by the Habitats Directive, in relation to 

Appropriate Assessment (AA). The HC notes it is stated “In the marine environment this includes 

decision making in relation to large scale infrastructure projects….”, this does not conform to the 

Regulations5, which set the bar at a much lower level of burden and would expect small scale 

development plans and projects to fulfil this requirement.  

                                                           
5 S.I. No. 477/2011 - European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011. PART 4 ACTIVITIES, PLANS OR PROJECTS AFFECTING 

EUROPEAN SITES. Derogation consents in relation to activities, plans or projects referred to in Regulations 28 and 29. 30 (3) Subject 
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7.0  Non-indigenous Species: 

7.1 The HC note the reference to the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) Good 

Environmental Status (GES)descriptor (2) “Non-indigenous species, introduced by human activities 

are at levels that do not adversely alter the ecosystem”. The HC would wish to see careful 

consideration given to some species at or near their range that might flip into adverse impacts if 

climatic conditions achieve levels some are predicting.   

8.0  Water Quality: 

8.1 The sections under Background and Context are very comprehensive and clear, as are the Key 

Issues for Marine Planning, which the HC welcome very much. The one area where we have some 

concerns again relate to the wording of the Planning Policies and yet again our concerns pertain to 

the weakness of not ensuring plans or projects within the Zone of Influence of SEI are not catered 

for sufficiently.  

9.0  Sea-floor Integrity: 

9.1 This Policy Group has again very clear and comprehensive detail covering the Background and 

Context, including in this group a Section (3.99) on the Habitats & Birds Directives and some of 

their implications, alas this is not reflected in the wording associated with the Planning Policy 

attached. This is further compounded by terminology used in the Issues for Marine Planning. 

Section 3.101 states “Compliance with this policy should include the consideration of …” The 

responsibility should be much stronger, along the lines of “must ensure no significant adverse 

impacts, in all cases the precautionary principle applies”. 

10.0 Marine Litter: 

10.1 The terminology associated with this Planning Policy is much more focused and makes 

reference to “must include measures to” and “measures must provide”, all which are more helpful 

for decision makers. As with many of these Policy Groupings, the Background, Context and Key 

Issues detail is very helpful and generally easy to follow. 

11.0 Underwater Noise: 

11.1 This policy has been formatted in line with previous Planning Policies, it does however benefit 

from some additional clarification, which places the reasonable burden of a Noise Assessment 

Statement, however the burden is weakened by terminology of should, rather than must. The HC 

would wish to see this amended in any final report. Following on from this point, clear directions in 

the content of any assessment should be adopted with specific conditions and attributes required 

as the basis to allow decisions to be based on best available information. 

                                                           
to paragraph (5), having determined that Regulation 31(1) or 32(1) does not apply, and having considered the information submitted 
with the application, any additional information provided in response to a request under paragraph (2) and any other information that he 

or she considers relevant to his or her consideration, and having caused a screening for Appropriate Assessment to be carried out, of 
which a record shall be kept, and, if necessary, an Appropriate Assessment pursuant to Regulation 42, and determined whether he or 
she is satisfied that the carrying out of the activity as proposed by the applicant will not, either individually or in combination 
with other activities, plans and projects, have a significant effect on, or adversely affect the integrity of, a European Site or 
cause any of the other effects referred to in Regulation 28(1) or 29(1), he or she may, if so satisfied, give consent in writing to the 

carrying out of the proposed activity, or, if not so satisfied, in writing refuse such consent, but without prejudice, if applicable, to his or 
her power to give consent under Regulation 43. 
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12.0 Air Quality: 

12.1 The same general points arise for Air Quality Planning Policies, however, for expedience, the HC 

will not repeat these arguments here. 

13.0 Climate Change: 

13.1 There are a number of positive Marine Planning Policies listed, most of which are formatted 

with the option to a). avoid, b). minimise, or c). mitigate the proposal, without any direction as to 

when such developments do not pass a threshold and should be refused, especially when SEIs are 

potentially impacted upon, directly or indirectly. 

13.32 The Heritage Council wish to draw your attention to our report: Climate Change, Heritage and 

Tourism: Implications for Ireland's Coast & Inland Waterways - Summary Document - CLIMATE 

CHANGE AND RENEWABLE ENERGY HERITAGE TOURISM & RECREATION  / Published 2009 

14.0 Social Engagement with the Sea: 

14.1 Access: this Planning Policy is again weak, due to lack of awareness of wider complex 

designation issues despite the underlying positive approach sought. The gulf between the positive 

ambition to ensure access and the need to conserve sensitive and fragile habitats and species is 

particularly evident here.  

15.0 Heritage Assets: 

15.1 This section contains a comprehensive overview of built heritage and archaeological heritage, 

and the planning related issues pertaining to these. The Heritage Council welcomes this approach.  

A word of caution, though – while the maps on pages 76 capture much information where there is 

a gap this does not imply there is no coastal built heritage present.   The coastal areas of Ireland are 

historically under surveyed and the Heritage Council proposes that the planning policy framework 

take this into account. 

15.2 The Council would suggest that Intangible Cultural Heritage also needs to be taken into account 

as an important heritage asset of maritime Ireland. Ireland is also a signatory to the Convention on 

Intangible Cultural Heritage (UNESCO) Oral history, folklore and stories, music, placenames on land 

and at sea, boat building and handling skills are a very rich aspect of heritage in Ireland and  in 

comparison with other European countries.  It merits consideration in the planning policy 

framework. Several aspects of maritime heritage are on the national inventory of ICH – sea currach 

making and floating heritage https://nationalinventoryich.chg.gov.ie/national-inventory/ . 

16.0 Rural Coastal & Island Communities:  

16.1 The Heritage Council supports the approach taken in this section. Vibrant rural coastal and 

island communities are vital for our coastal areas. From a heritage perspective, these communities 

are the custodians of Ireland’s rich maritime heritage, tangible and intangible. So as commented on 

in the previous paragraph 15.2, the Council would like to see intangible heritage considered within 

the compliance with environmental assessments and regulatory control. 

17.0 Seascape & Landscape  

https://nationalinventoryich.chg.gov.ie/national-inventory/
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17.1 The Heritage Council wish to draw your attention to our report: Seascapes and Seascape 

Assessment – A Review of International Practice: A literature review of international practice for 

Seascape Planning and Assessment (June 2016), compiled by Trevor Keppel & Alison Harvey. The 

HC agrees with the approach taken in this section and welcomes the development of a national 

seascapes characterisation currently commissioned by the Marine Institute. This will be a 

fundamental tool in informing work in this area.   

Social benefit The Heritage Council welcomes the inclusion of the section on social benefits in the 

consideration of future proposals.  Many of the benefits listed relate to how people experience and 

engage with heritage especially maritime heritage. To have the importance of social benefits explicitly 

identified and accommodated within the framework is a very positive step.  (PP 82-83). 

18.0 (5.0) Aquaculture:  

18.1 There are a number of detailed Planning Policies outlined, designed to support this important 

commercial activity in many isolated coastal communities; to date the existing planning process would 

be seen by both developers and interested parties as giving a poor return. Many see the process as 

both cumbersome and overly bureaucratic. It is hoped that a new clear and open dedicated process 

supported by this framework would bring better outcomes for both parties. The HC would again 

caution that these Planning Policies must take appropriate heed of our responsibilities under the 

Habitats and Birds Directives. 

19.0 Energy – Offshore Renewable Energy 

19.1 The Heritage Council has been actively involved in this area as it affects our built, nat-

ural and cultural heritage, in particular your attention is drawn to the HC report: Land-

scape Character Assessment CPD Carbon Footprint Audit -CLIMATE CHANGE AND RENEWABLE 

ENERGY LANDSCAPES / Published 2011. 
19.2 The Heritage Council would like to underline the importance of the national seascapes 

characterisation in assessing proposals for offshore wind farms and other energy generation 

proposals, including landfall sites. .  

20 (16.0) Seaweed Harvesting: 

20.1 There appears to be no specific Planning Policies pertaining to Seaweed Harvesting, there are a 

number of objectives, the HC fully supports sustainable seaweed harvesting and the expressed 

objective of developing a fit for purpose regulatory framework would be most welcome. The HC would 

see traditional, non-mechanised methods of harvesting as being generally sustainable in most cases, 

we do not seek to have mechanised methods abolished, but the scope to adversely impact is much 

greater. The HC would like to see some method developed to record and maintain a database of those 

who have traditional rights to this activity.  

21 (17.0) Sports and Recreation: 
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21.2 This section appears to have no Planning Policies, rather a number of sectoral policies designed 

to support this valuable economic and social resource. The HC concurs with these policies in 

general; it would also comment to draw attention to fact that impacts from this sector can be 

both land based but also impacts that can only be appreciated from the sea looking landward. 

Where trails and tracks are being proposed, the HC would seek to have developers align with 

sustainable policies developed by Sports Ireland (Outdoors) and the wider “Leave no Trace” 

movement. 

22 Conclusions: 

22.2 The Heritage Council again wish to welcome this timely draft report and hope that the Council 

too can play a role in the wider betterment of our coastal and marine waters and the 

communities that it supports now and for the next 20-years. As a general note, to aid readers in 

following the various planning policies, a numbering tracking system that lists Planning Policies 

would allow for better referencing and clearer comments. A common theme of many of the HC 

comments are directed at the NIS report and its findings, which the HC concur with generally. The 

complex nature of marine environments, especially, require careful adherence with the Natura 

2000 Directives both within existing Natura 2000 designations (SACs & SPAs), but water masses 

that move from outside these sites to them often from long distances. Any final framework 

document should address this issue as a priority. 

The Heritage Council would like to support and again acknowledge the efforts the DHPLG have 

gone to, in these challenging times, to ensure a diverse public engagement process has been 

achieved. Throughout the document there is a mine of information, which informing and will be a 

useful reference into the future. 

We look forward to the revised National Marine Planning Framework, and if we can be of any 

assistance by way of clarification, please do not hesitate to make contact, at your convenience. 

 

 

END 
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Response from Waterford Institute of Technology to the 

Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government 

Public Consultation on Public Consultation on the Draft 

National Marine Planning Framework 

Introduction 
1. Waterford Institute of Technology (WIT) welcomes the opportunity to contribute 

to this consultation process.  
 

2. The Institute draws many students from coastal counties, particularly from 
Waterford and Wexford, and many families connected to the Institute therefore 
work or have backgrounds in marine industries and come from coastal 
communities. The connections between the Institute and those communities is 
deep and this is reflected in the education and research work of WIT.   
 

3. WIT has a strong track record of marine-related research and outreach activity. The 
Institute has participated in a number of FLAG projects and has a member of staff 
on the regional FLAG board. Over the past five years WIT has led projects such as a 
5-year action plan for the Dunmore East Harbour and an evaluation of shellfish 
waste as a source of high value added bioactives. The Institute has also been 
involved in a number of national initiatives on the marine including membership of 
the marine biotechnology task force. More recently the Institute is leading a 
number of national and European projects on the Marine including the EU ERDF 
Interreg Project STREAM. This Ireland Wales project brings together a consortium 
of scientists and engineers with a set of multiple skills that will be targeted at 
developing a comprehensive monitoring system to study the effects of climate 
change on the Irish Sea and its coastal regions. This project involves WIT, Swansea 
University in Wales and CIT including the National Maritime College. In addition to 
the above project WIT has published numerous articles and graduated a number of 
PhD students where the key theme of the research was the development of high 
value-added products from sustainable marine resources. One such project which 
is at an advanced stage of commercialisation development is the development of 
novel animal feeds utilising bacteria isolated from the surface of seaweed. WIT also 
collaborates with the seafood development centre in Cork through both a graduate 
training programme and research projects. WIT is also well placed to add value to 
the Marine Planning Framework through its expertise in molecular ecology and its 
membership of the National Biodiversity Data Centre. 
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Alignment with Other National Strategies 
4. As is referenced in the draft, the planning context within which this framework has 

been developed is established by the National Planning Framework: Ireland 2040 
(NPF) and the various sub-strategies and regional plans that emerge from it, most 
notably the Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies (RSES) now published.  The 
NPF accords a particular role to Waterford from a national planning perspective. 
The deep maritime history of the city and the region, the continuing centrality of 
the port as a trading port, suggest the city and the wider city region are vital to the 
development and implementation of the national plans with regard to the marine.   
 

5. We suggest a more obvious alignment between this framework and National 
Planning Framework is required; an illustration describing the integration would be 
helpful in the early part of the document. This illustration might also set out the 
integrated governance arrangements that align marine planning with the plans set 
out in the Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies (RSESs) of the various regional 
authorities.  
 

6. The integration of marine- with land-based strategies is important to realise some 
of the objectives set out in the framework; as is acknowledged, “Land-based 
infrastructure is critical to realizing the economic and social benefits of marine 
activities” (p.69). The promotion of “vibrant, accessible and sustainable rural 
coastal and inland communities” (p.66) requires alignment between marine and 
other strategies for economic development. More explicit requirements for 
alignment with all relevant strategies would be welcome as guidance in the 
document. In other words, given that the plan outlines support for transboundary 
proposals that have impacts beyond the maritime area, either on the terrestrial 
environment or neighbouring international jurisdictions, the draft NMPF would be 
improved if all plans were required to demonstrate how individual submissions fit 
to national and international priorities. 
 

7. It should be acknowledged that many of Ireland’s Gaeltachtaí are traditionally 
marine-facing communities with much significant marine-based activity, economic 
and otherwise. The clear cross-over between this current framework, various 
strategies for rural development, Gaeltacht development strategies and Irish 
language promotion strategies should be referenced in the document. Again, the 
framework should insist on alignment with all these relevant strategies and 
policies; it is important that the various strategies are not seen as creating 
competing demands. 

 

Sub-National/Regional Plans 
8. We note (p.24) the suggestion that regional or sub-national plans may be 

developed at a certain time in the future, with some further suggestions on the 
process by which such plans would be developed. We strongly encourage the 
development of plans at sub-national level.  In 2.54, the entity charged with 
developing sub-national plans should be more clearly specified.  
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9. The draft highlights the need to encourage effective use of space to support existing 
and future sustainable economic activity. It would be appropriate that regional 
plans highlight space and infrastructure that could add value. This is particularly 
important in areas close to the coast where many locations are already busy with 
aspirations for growth emerging. 
 

10. We suggest that WIT is well placed based on its location, track record and status 
under the Ireland 2040 strategy to play a leading role in the development of such 
Regional Plans potentially facilitating the coordination of one of the proposed three 
regional plans. WIT would also be interested in becoming involved in the proposed 
new grouping which brings together senior policy and planning officials from the 
six marine planning administrations of Ireland, Northern Ireland, England, Scotland, 
Wales and the Isle of Man, on a 6-monthly basis to discuss latest developments in 
terms of national plans and planning-related issues of mutual concern or interest.  

 

Education, Training, Research and Innovation 
11. Education and research are central to future planning for the marine environment 

and marine-based industry but their role is very much underplayed in the draft 
document. There is a lack of mention of education and innovation as playing a key 
role in planning decisions and there is very little mention of decisions to be 
informed by latest research and best international practice informed by validated 
data across the document. We suggest therefore the inclusion of a section on the 
role of education and, particularly, research in the “Marine Planning Broader 
Context” chapter. This section might include, inter alia, acknowledgement of the 
broad range of marine-related education and research programmes currently 
underway across Ireland, the contribution of educational institutions to building 
and enhancing the skills base within marine-based industries, the role of research 
in informing future decision-making, and particularly the innovation potential of 
marine-related research as a means to sustain marine-based industries.  
 

12. We especially wish to highlight the importance of planning taking account of the 
innovation potential and new knowledge emerging from higher education research 
especially and that infrastructure accordingly is constructed in order to maximize 
that potential. We make the following suggestions:  

 

a) Aquaculture: Support for innovation in aquaculture plus waste mitigation 
should be incorporated into the document;  

b) Defence and Security: The application of new technology and the 
opportunities afforded by new technology should be referenced and 
considered;  

c) Energy – Carbon Capture and Storage; Acknowledgment of maritime 
research and innovation here is required;  

d) Fisheries: Here we advise that the role of education, research and 
innovation should be more expressly included and highlighted;  

e) Safety at Sea: The application of best practice informed internationally and 
the use of best technology should also be included in plans here;  
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f) Seaweed Harvesting: Support for new high value-added industries based 
on marine biotechnology should be prioritised;  

g) Telecommunications: Consideration should be given to how planning could 
support the creation of a high-speed coastal network; 

h) Tourism: Support for smart innovative tourism development should be 
referenced in the document;  

i) Wastewater Treatment and Disposal: Plans terrestrially to link with marine 
to provide local infrastructure should be included.  

  

13. The draft plan notes that consideration should be given to opportunities that may 
benefit the sustainability of rural coastal and island communities, including local 
job creation and local training either directly or through supply chain projects. The 
broader inclusion of training needs to be considered across all planning 
recommendations to ensure best practice, encourage innovation and build the 
quality of jobs available to coastal communities. 
 

Climate Change 

14. Rightly the draft indicates the centrality of climate change as a concern and sections 
2.45-2.48 describe the context. To strengthen this, we suggest there should be 
reference to climate change in not just the Environmental—Ocean Health section 
of Chapter 3 (Overarching Marine Planning Policies) but also in the section on 
Social-Engagement with the Sea and in the section, Economic-Thriving Maritime 
Economy. Moreover, we suggest that Climate Change section of the 
Environmental—Ocean Health section of Chapter 3 (pp.60ff) should be promoted 
in the document for greater prominence. A longer and more detailed list of the 
likely impacts of Climate Change should be referenced in 3.1.5.2.  
 

The Role of Ports  
15. The draft document, as indicated above, rightly says that (3.176) “Land-based 

infrastructure is critical to realizing the economic and social benefits of marine 
activities.” Perhaps under-developed in the document is the material relating to 
the role of ports in sustaining and developing the marine economy. We suggest the 
following additional considerations.  
 

a) The governance structures of Cork, Shannon-Foynes and Waterford ports all 
encompass the state as owner, subject to considerable privatisation of 
operational business.  In recent years the ports have been advised to develop 
strategic plans (5-7 years) and long term plans of up to 30 years.  Shannon 
Foynes has a long term plan in place and Waterford has recently developed a 
long term plan.  The scope of the plans, particularly at long term, is to engage 
with a wide and diverse range of stakeholders encouraging working towards 
future societal and economic development.  Fundamental to such 
development is the role of ports in collaborating with stakeholders towards 
achieving goals such as sustainability—with obvious impact and relevance to 
marine-based business and communities.   The long term plan for Waterford 
envisages collaboration with local government and other stakeholders in 
neighbouring counties where the port serves as the key stakeholder in 
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managing river access and associated resources for the region.  Cruise tourism 
is an obvious area of development, and while providing the initial facilities for 
berthing, pilotage etc., the port is also the fulcrum for a network of service 
providers who ensure the port is a gateway to the tourism in the region and 
further through ties to bus companies, travel agents, heritage businesses 
etc.  Other areas of cooperation include the provision of smaller vessel services 
on the rivers of the region.  Further, given proposed development at the North 
Quay in Waterford in the area of hotels and associated retail infrastructure, 
possibilities exist for smaller cruise vessels to visit the city in this way and for 
enhancement of the existing marina serving yachts.  The port actively supports 
engagement with developing social capital in the region, supporting a number 
of historical studies of the port, shipping in the South East and in supporting 
local history studies in the estuary. The nature of such engagement suggests 
potential for heritage and culturally-based tourism development that might be 
acknowledged in the Tourism section of the current document (pp.168ff). 

b) Governance changes in smaller, Tier 3 ports, such as New Ross have 
encouraged the move towards local authority ownership, with in some cases 
maritime functions being assumed by larger ports such as Waterford, for 
example in the area of dredging.  It is hoped that local authority ownership may 
serve to better utilise what are in many cases underutilised port assets where 
traffic levels have lessened due to the economies of scale in both ship sizes and 
along the supply chain, for example in warehousing. Marinas are again an 
obvious example of such development, however the market for river cruising 
and other localised marine activities appears underdeveloped.  Economically, 
there are encouraging signs of development in the Tier 3 ports, where often 
local companies take advantage of the port to develop niche markets, for 
example in the export of waste metal from Wicklow and refuse derived fuel 
from Sligo.  In both cases the developments reflect an aim towards 
sustainability which could be encouraged in regional and local planning and 
might also be reflected in the priorities in this current draft.  

c) For local tourism businesses the knowledge base of the port in terms of 
expertise in planning, sustainability, links to government and EU and links to 
regulation in a wide domain ranging from water preservation, air pollution, 
habitats protection etc. suggest the port can be a “one stop shop” for 
stakeholder forums aimed towards simplifying planning and development in 
the micro and small business sector, both land- and marine-based.  In this way 
knowledge could be shared about future regional and local plans with a 
diversity of stakeholders, with such shared knowledge contributing to 
smoother planning processes for firms and societal representatives alike. Of 
fundamental importance here one might highlight the opportunities for 
tourism which is not damaging in the long term to the natural or societal 
environment, developing from the forum.  

d) Given the scenic importance of Ireland to tourists, and that ports are a key 
regulator of the waterways in the country, developments such as planned 
“greenways” can involve the port as a stakeholder advising on the risks and 
opportunities associated with such activity straddling as it does the economic, 
social and sustainable.   Such developments are inherently complex and 
necessitates the close working of councils, ports, industry stakeholders etc 
often with firms at the cutting edge of the green/sustainable 
economy.  Financing such infrastructure development is obviously not subject 
to conventional investment appraisal models, and depends on innovative work 
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of stakeholders in developing strategic impact assessments of the wider 
societal and economic impact.  

 

Other Remarks 
16. The critical nature of the governance of this framework and its application is noted. 

The document understates this, or perhaps (as is suggested above) the governance 
is simply unclear.  The need to “Establish robust governance, policy and planning 
frameworks to enable growth of the ocean economy and the sustainable utilization 
of our marine resources, with an emphasis on ensuring effective and meaningful 
public and stakeholder participation in planning procedures” (p.70) is given as a 
bullet point in the document but should come with greater emphasis early on.  
 

17. We welcome the inclusion of a section in the framework on Telecommunications 
(section 18.0). The potential for technological innovation in domains that impact 
on the marine is very considerable and is a real opportunity for Ireland. The section 
setting out key issues in the telecommunications domain (pp.166ff) could more 
forcefully point towards the very significant opportunities that exist.  While 
acknowledged in the document (18.10), it is important to stress the need to ensure 
that telecommunications connectivity infrastructure is robust and resilient. The 
wider network and Ireland’s economic activity is and will be heavily dependent on 
interconnectivity and the failure of this infrastructure will have impacts on a 
national scale. As indicated above, it is vital that future infrastructure takes account 
of research and innovation and is future-proofed to maximise innovation potential. 
Given the attention on climate change and environmental monitoring, it is 
important to make sure the telecommunication systems can interconnect to 
various types of sensors that can be placed in the marine environment to do 
environmental monitoring. These sensors could be based on buoys as well as 
underwater. It would be useful if all future marine infrastructure included “smart” 
sensors as data gathering devices for current or future use. On a similar note, some 
current research involves the use of drones as, for instance, delivery devices from 
transporting goods to Ireland’s islands. In building marine-based communications 
infrastructure it would be useful if it could be constructed to support or monitor 
the flight movement of the drones or similar. 
 

18. Under “Heritage Assets” (pp.72-3), point (d) is unclear. The point reads currently, 
“If it is not possible to minimize or mitigate harm, then the public benefits for 
proceeding with the proposal must outweigh the harm to the significance of the 
heritage assets”. The means by which “harm”, “benefits”, and “significance” are to 
be measured and the methodology by which one is to be “weighed” against the 
other should be obvious and described in detail in the document.  

 

Concluding Remarks 

19. WIT would be very interested in becoming a member of the high-level 
Interdepartmental Group and external Stakeholder Advisory Group to support the 
implementation of the NMPF.  
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An Roinn Tithíochta, Pleanála agus Rialtais Áitiúil 
Bóthar an Bhaile Nua, Loch Garman, Y35 AP90 
 
16 Aibreán 2020 
 

Ábhar:  Aighneacht ar DhréachtChreat Náisiúnta um Pleanáil Mhuirí  

A Chara,  

Beatha agus sláinte. Fáiltímid roimh an deis an aighneacht seo a chur faoi do bhráid 

i dtaca leis an nDréachtchreat Náisiúnta um Pleanáil Mhuirí. 

Aithníonn Údarás na Gaeltachta an tionscnamh pleanála seo mar fhorbairt 

straitéiseach a mbaineann tábhacht mhór léi, ar forbairt í a thacóidh le freagairt 

réamhghníomhach, dhinimiciúil, nuálach i leith beartas poiblí a mhéid a bhaineann le 

forbairt inbhuanaithe fhadtéarmach na hacmhainne muirí in Éirinn. 

 

1.0 An Creat Náisiúnta um Pleanáil Mhuirí (CNPM) – Téarmaí Tagartha 

agus léiriú Údarás na Gaeltachta ar an gCuspóir maidir le Pleanáil 

Straitéiseach 

CNPM - Téarmaí Tagartha 

Le linn an aighneacht seo a thiomsú lena breithniú, leagadh béim inár gcuid tograí ar 

na tosaíochtaí maidir le forbairt socheacnamaíochta atá leagtha amach sa dréacht-

phlédhoiciméad.  D’ainneoin na tábhachta móire a bhaineann leis na saincheisteanna 

straitéiseacha maidir le Beartas Comhshaoil agus Sláinte an Aigéin, ní áirítear iad 

inár n-aighneacht ós rud é nach dtagann siad faoi réim oilteacht ná inniúlacht 

reachtúil Údarás na Gaeltachta.   

Dá bhrí sin, tugaimid aird ar shaincheisteanna a bhaineann le forbairt na Gaeltachta 

déanaimid amhlaidh i gcomhthéacs na gcuspóirí atá leagtha amach mar a leanas sa 

dréacht: 

“Eacnamaíoch – Eacnamaíocht Rathúil Mhuirí” - Cuspóirí  

• Forbairt inmharthana eacnamaíocht aigéin rathúil a chur chun cinn 
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• Forbairt bheoga, inrochtana agus inmharthana phobail tuaithe a chur chun cinn  

ar an gcósta agus ar na hoileáin 

• Cabhraigh le acmhainneacht na n-acmhainní muirí a bhaint amach i slí 

chomhtháite agus pléigh le idirghníomhú idir spéiseanna éagsúla i mbealach 

cóir, cothrom agus follasasch, lena n-áirítear iad siúd a fhostaítear san earnáil 

mhuirí”  (lch. 70) 

Sa chomhthéacs sin, is mian linn tagairt ar leith a dhéanamh do na 

príomhthosaíochtaí earnála atá leagtha amach sna caibidlí seo a leanas de na 

dréachtdoiciméid chomhairliúcháin: Roinn 5.9 - Uisceshaothrú; Roinn 12.0 - 

Iascaigh; Roinn 16.0 - Baint Feamainne; agus Roinn 19 - Turasóireacht. 

 

CNPM - Acmhainneacht le haghaidh Forbairt Straitéiseach  

Tá leibhéal maith ailínithe ann idir na tosaíochtaí straitéiseacha sin agus na 

príomhréimsí forbartha atá leagtha amach i straitéis Údarás na Gaeltachta maidir le 

forbairt. 

Beidh cur i bhfeidhm an Chreata, lena n-áirítear ullmhú beartaithe pleananna 

réigiúnacha agus pleananna fo-náisiúnta sna timthriallta pleanála amach anseo, ina 

chabhair maidir le bunú na paraiméadair le haghaidh múnla pleanála spásúlachta 

agus beidh sé sin ina chabhair maidir le hacmhainneacht forbartha, nó ‘cumas 

iompraíochta’, na n-acmhainní muirí agus cósta de réir scálaí éagsúla.  Ar an dóigh 

sin, d’fhéadfadh múnla an Chreat-Mhúnla a bheith ina uirlis tábhachtach maidir le 

diagnóisiú agus pleanáil a dhéanamh, rud a chabhródh le comhlachtaí poiblí, fiontair 

phríobháideacha agus pobail áitiúla cinneadh a dhéanamh i dtaobh chineál agus 

scála na forbartha a bhféadfaí dul ina bun san earnáil mhuirí agus chósta ar 

bhealach forásach, nuálach, inbhuanaithe.   

Mar thoradh ar anailís chórasach agus ar bhearta cuimsitheacha, comhtháite 
pleanála, creidimid go dtacóidh sé le hearnáil tháirgiúil reatha na n-acmhainní 
nádúrtha méadú a dhéanamh ar a hioncam, ar a táirgiúlacht, ar a nuálaíocht agus ar 
a aschur.   
 
Sa tslí chéanna, d’fhéadfaí bealaí nua a shainaithint dá bharr i dtaca le 
hacmhainneacht folaigh forbartha laistigh d’earnálacha acmhainne tearc-úsáidte a 
mhapáil, lena n-áirítear turasóireacht chósta agus ‘turasóireacht ghorm’ agus 
idirghabhálacha nua oiliúna agus forbartha scileanna.  Ar an dóigh sin, d’fhéadfaí, trí 
bhíthin múnla den sórt seo, cineál forbartha logánta a shainaithint a d’fhéadfadh 
cuspóirí i leith éifeachtúlacht ábharach a réadú agus, ag an am céanna, féachaint le 
haghaidh a thabhairt, ar bhealach comhordaithe, ar chuspóirí cothroime i ndáil le 
fadhbanna struchtúracha a mhaolú amhail eisimirce ó cheantair chósta, tearc- 
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fhostaíocht agus dífhostaíocht de chineál fadtéarmach, caipitil laghdaithe sóisialta, 
agus asáitiú agus scoilteadh pobail ar leibhéal áitiúil.  Ní gá a rá gurb ionann na 
saincheisteanna sin atá ann le fada maidir le cúrsaí forbartha agus dúshláin mhóra a 
mhéid a bhaineann leis na hidirghabhálacha beartais atá le cur i bhfeidhm agus leis 
na hinstitiúidí a bhfuil sé de chúram orthu na hidirghabhálacha sin a chur i bhfeidhm. 
 

Ar bhonn ár rannpháirtíochta i gcláir éagsúla forbartha agus infheistíochta d’fhonn 

tacaíocht a thabhairt i leith fhorbairt na hacmhainne muirí le tamall maith blianta, 

molaimid ceannaireacht na Roinne i leith an obair seo a chur ar aghaidh.  Creidimid 

go mbeidh an Creat Pleanála atá beartaithe thar a bheith tábhachtach maidir le 

comhthoil a bhaint amach i measc na ngeallsealbhóirí poiblí, na ngeallsealbhóirí 

príobháideacha agus na ngeallsealbhóirí pobail i ndáil le creat pleanála 

comhaontaithe, cuimsitheach, comhtháthaitheach lena dtabharfar cosaint don bhith-

acmhainn, lena n-éascófar cláir infheistíochta, forbartha agus taighde atá bunaithe 

ar mhúnla an gheilleagair ghoirm mar atá leagtha amach in HOOW agus lena 

ndéanfar forbairt shuntasach eacnamaíochta agus deiseanna fostaíochta suntasacha 

a sholáthar, sa deireadh, laistigh den earnáil, rud a thabharfaidh tacaíocht i leith 

pobail chósta de chineál níos inmharthana. 

2.0 Údarás na Gaeltachta agus Forbairt na Gaeltachta 

Údarás na Gaeltachta: 

Feidhmíonn Údarás na Gaeltachta mar údarás reachtúil réigiúnach forbartha a bhfuil 
freagracht air i ndáil le forbairt socheacnamaíochta agus sochtheangeolaíochta na 
Gaeltachta.  Tá a chuid freagrachtaí reachtúla leagtha amach in Acht na Gaeltachta, 
2012 
(https://data.oireachtas.ie/ie/oireachtas/act/2012/34/eng/enacted/a34112full.pdf).    
 
Comhlíonann an eagraíocht raon leathan feidhmeanna maidir le cúrsaí forbartha 
agus tá a chlár forbartha agus infheistíochta ina chuid dílis d’inbhuanaitheacht 
eacnamaíochta, teangeolaíochta, cultúir agus sóisialta na Gaeltachta.  Soláthraíonn 
na bearta infheistíochta agus forbartha sin tacaíochtaí tábhachtacha (sna réimsí 
airgeadais, fiontraíochta, cóiríochta, oiliúna agus forbartha scileanna) don bhonn 
áitiúil fiontraíochta agus do thionscnaimh a bhaineann le forbairt na hearnála pobail.    
 

3.0 An Geilleagar Muirí sa Ghaeltacht - Próifíl agus Measúnacht ar 

Thábhacht Straitéiseach 

 

An Acmhainn Mhuirí - Próifíl Gheografaíochta 

Síneann cósta na Gaeltachta thart ar 2,500km ó Dhún na nGall san iarthuaisceart go 

dtí paróiste na Rinne i gCo. Phort Láirge san oirdheisceart. I dtaca le cúrsaí 

spásúlachta de, cuimsíonn an limistéar cósta sin thart ar 25% de Chósta na hÉireann  

https://data.oireachtas.ie/ie/oireachtas/act/2012/34/eng/enacted/a34112full.pdf
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ar fad agus clúdaíonn sé na sé oileán Gaeltachta. Cothaíonn crios chósta na 

Gaeltachta daonra thart ar 71,000 duine a chónaíonn laistigh de phatrúin 

lonnaíochta laistigh de gha 10km ón gcósta. Laistigh den chrios sin, cothaíonn 

cuideachtaí ar cliaint de chuid Údarás na Gaeltachta iad, 6,500 post lánaimseartha.  

Forbairt Eacnamaíochta agus Fostaíocht 

Le linn a chuid straitéisí infheistíochta agus forbartha a cheapadh agus a chur i 

bhfeidhm ó dheireadh bhlianta na 1970-idí, tá aitheantas tugtha i gcónaí do 

thábhacht na hacmhainne muirí i leith deiseanna fostaíochta a chruthú ar fud na 

Gaeltachta.  

Faoi láthair, tacaíonn Údarás na Gaeltachta le 7,500 post sa Ghaeltacht (de réir ár 

suirbhé bhliantúil fostaíochta i leith na bliana 2019) agus baineann 900 post díobh 

sin le daoine atá fostaithe sna hearnálacha dobharshaothraithe agus próiseála bia 

mara i réigiúin Ghaeltachta.  B’ionann an leibhéal fostaíochta san earnáil seo agus 

12% den fhostaíocht ar fad sa Ghaeltacht i gcuideachtaí de chuid cliaint a dtacaíonn 

an tÚdarás leo.  I bhfianaise scála agus tionchar an fhigiúir iomláin 1,777 a ghintear 

ar bhonn gnáthéifeachtaí caighdeánaithe, tá méid an tionchair a bhaineann leis an 

mbonn fostaíochta seo thar a bheith suntasach i dtaca le forbairt an gheilleagair 

áitiúil.  

 
Bonneagar Muirí sa Ghaeltacht 
 
A mhéid a bhaineann le bonneagar muirí agus tacaíocht lóistíochtúil, tá dhá cheann 
de na sé Ionad Cuain Iascaigh (ICI-anna) náisiúnta atá sa stát suite laistigh den 
Ghaeltacht - is é sin le rá, Ros a Mhíl, i gContae na Gaillimhe, agus Daingean Uí 
Chúis, i gContae Chiarraí.  
 
Oibríonn na ICI-anna sin chun iascaireacht mhara, próiseáil éisc, gníomhaíochtaí atá 
bainteach le héisc, agus nithe a bhfuil baint acu leis an tionscal iascaireachta.  Ina 
gcáil mar phríomhnóid forbartha, tarraingíonn siad aird ar leith ar ghníomhaíochtaí 
eile a bhaineann le cúrsaí muirí, lena n-áirítear saoráidí fóillíochta agus 
taitneamhachta a sholáthar, a fheabhsú agus a fhorbairt agus idirghabhálacha 
sóisialta agus forbartha eacnamaíochta a éascú agus a chur chun cinn i limistéir 
réigiúnacha feidhme na nIonad Cuain Iascaigh.  
 

4.0 Údarás na Gaeltachta - an Earnáil Mhuirí a Fhorbairt - Cláir 

Forbartha agus Idirghabhálacha Pleanála Reatha 

Tá forbairt chomhtháite, inbhuanaithe na hearnála muirí ina príomhábhar tosaíochta 
i Straitéis Forbartha Údarás na Gaeltachta (2018-2020).  D’fhéadfadh tairbhí 
díreacha suntasacha socheacnamaíochta a bheith ann don réigiún mar thoradh ar  
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fhorbairt na hearnála muirí agus, chomh maith leis sin, déanfar bearta eile 
infheistíochta earnála príobháidí agus earnála poiblí a ghiniúint agus a spreagadh 
mar thoradh ar an bhforbairt sin rud a bheith ina chúis le forbairt agus fás an 
gheilleagair réigiúnaigh a chomhtháthú tuilleadh. 
 
Is gné lárnach de gheilleagar na Gaeltachta iad roinnt croíghníomhaíochtaí muirí.  
Trína straitéis infheistíochta agus forbartha a chur i bhfeidhm, tacaíonn an tÚdarás le 
fiontair atá ag trádáil sna hearnálacha sin agus tá sé tiomanta i leith deiseanna nua 
a bhunú chun bheith ag obair i gcomhpháirtíocht le hinfheisteoirí príobháideacha ar 
mian leo deiseanna tráchtála inbhuanaithe a shaothrú sna hearnálacha atá ann 
cheana féin agus in earnálacha nua laistigh de chreat an gheilleagair ghoirm atá 
leagtha amach in HOOW. 
 
Táimidne den tuairim gur féidir leis an CNPM tionchar láithreach, díreach a bheith 
aige ar fhorbairt agus ar inmharthanacht na ndeiseanna sin amach anseo. I measc 
na ngníomhaíochtaí sin, áirítear an méid seo a leanas: 
 

 Dobharshaothrú (iasc eite, sliogiasc agus feamainn) 

 Iascaireacht 

 Baint Feamainne 

 Próiseáil Táirgí Muirí agus Breisluach 

 Forbairt Teicneolaíochta Fuinnimh In-Athnuaite 

 Suiteálacha Fuinnimh In-Athnuaite, iad a thógáil agus bunáiteanna tacaíochta 

dóibh (deiseanna atá ag teacht chun cinn) 

 Saoráidí Leathnaithe don Turasóireacht Mhuirí agus d’Fhorbairt Mhuirí 

(rochtain ar an bhfarraige, céanna, cuanta agus iompar) (deiseanna atá ag 

teacht chun cinn) 

I measc na gclár tacaíochta atá á mbainistiú ag an Údarás áirítear scéimeanna 

éagsúla cúnaimh deontais a riaradh; tacaíocht chothromais a sholáthar; cóiríocht le 

haghaidh fiontar agus spás gorlainne gnó a thógáil agus a léasú; láithreáin 

athfhorbraíochta agus láithreáin úrnua a sholáthar; agus rochtain a chur ar fáil ar 

scéimeanna comhairleoireachta agus meantóireachta gnó. 

Déantar tacaíochtaí do ghníomhaíochtaí eile atá ag brath ar an earnáil mhuirí agus 

atá bainteach leis an earnáil mhuirí, amhail tionscadail cháilitheacha tráchtála a 

bhaineann le turasóireacht, le táirgeadh breisluacha agus le seirbhísí a thrádáiltear 

go hidirnáisiúnta, a sholáthar trí bhíthin shraith beart cúnaimh airgeadais na 

gníomhaireachta.  I measc na mbeart sin áirítear tacaíocht chúnaimh deontais a 

sholáthraítear trí scéimeanna fostaíochta, caipitil, taighde agus forbartha, agus 

forbartha margaíochta.  De bhreis air sin, soláthraíonn an ghníomhaireacht  
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deiseanna taighde, oiliúna agus comhroinnte eolais d’fhiontair trí pháirt a ghlacadh i 

gcláir trasnáisiúnta a fhaigheann maoiniúchán ón Aontas Eorpach, lena n-áirítear 

tionscadail a mhaoinítear faoi H2020 agus INTERREG agus, chomh maith leis sin, 

faoi thionscadail agus imeachtaí eile a fhaigheann urraíocht ón Aontas Eorpach.  

Maidir leis an raon reatha tionscadal atá á mbainistiú ag an nGníomhaireacht, áiríonn 

sé ACCESS2SEA (http://access2sea.eu/), EMPORIA4KT 

(https://www.emporia4kt.com/), agus SW-GROW (https://sw-grow.eu/).  

I measc na dtacaíochtaí airgeadais a sholáthraítear do na hearnálacha 

dobharshaothraithe agus próiseála bia mara breisluacha áirítear scéimeanna éagsúla 

de chuid an Chiste Eorpaigh Mhuirí agus Iascaigh (EMFF) agus de chuid cláir 

oibríochtúla (OP) amhail an Scéim um Dhobharshaothrú Inbhuanaithe agus an Scéim 

um Próiseáil Bia Mara.  

Inbhuanaitheacht 

Tá coincheap na hinbhuanaitheachta an-tábhachtach in obair an Údaráis. Tá 

freagracht ar leith air i ndáil le hinbhuanaitheacht phobal na Gaeltachta agus na 

Gaeilge. Sa chomhthéacs sin, creidimid gur gá breithniú a dhéanamh ar 

inbhuanaitheacht ar bhealach cuimsitheach faoi na 3 cheannteideal a bhfuil glacadh 

leo go forleathan: 

 Cúrsaí Pobail/Sóisialta 

 Comhshaol  

 Geilleagar 

Le fada an lá, tá pobal na Gaeltachta ag brath go mór ar ghnó muirí, ar 

ghníomhaíochtaí muirí agus ar iompar muirí agus is bunghné d’obair Údarás na 

Gaeltachta í cothabháil agus forbairt a dhéanamh i ndáil leis na saintréithe 

traidisiúnta sin de phobal na Gaeltachta.  

Is léir dúinn go mbeidh forbairt réasúnach, dea-phleanáilte ar acmhainní muirí na 

hÉireann, ar forbairt í atá inbhuanaithe ó thaobh cúrsaí comhshaoil de agus is cúis le 

feabhsú an chomhshaoil fiú amháin, ina spreagthóir tábhachtach i leith gheilleagar 

na Gaeltachta agus i leith an gheilleagair náisiúnta. Ina theannta sin, is ceart a lua 

go bhféadfadh an tionchar diúltach atá ag athruithe ar bhainistiú acmhainn mhuirí 

phobal na Gaeltachta tionchar suntasach a imirt ar inbhuanaitheacht an phobail sin. 

Dá bhrí sin, tá ár n-aighneacht dírithe ar an tionchar atá ag Pleanáil Spásúlachta 

Muirí ar an nGaeltacht agus ar na tairbhí an-dearfach a d’fhéadfadh a bheith ann, 

agus ar ceart iad a bheith ann, mar thoradh ar an bpleanáil sin ó thaobh cúrsaí 

sóisialta, comhshaoil agus geilleagair de. 

 

http://access2sea.eu/
https://www.emporia4kt.com/
https://sw-grow.eu/
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5.0 Pleanáil Spásúlachta Muirí - Ár dTuiscint ar na Deiseanna Forbartha 

agus Moltaí 

Creidimid gurb é a leanfaidh as an gCreat Náisiúnta um Pleanáil Mhuirí ná creat 

forbartha fadtéarmaí le haghaidh earnálacha éagsúla sa Gheilleagar Gorm.  Tá sé de 

chumas ag an idirghabháil phleanála an-tábhachtach seo aghaidh a thabhairt, ar 

bhealach cuimsitheach daingean, ar chuid de na príomhbhacainní agus de na 

príomhshrianta ar bac struchtúrach iad i láthair na huaire ar fhorbairt inbhuanaithe 

na hacmhainne muirí. 

Tá na moltaí sonracha seo a leanas á ndéanamh againn: 

5.2 Pleananna Réigiúnacha 
 
Tacaímid leis an togra maidir le sraith pleananna réigiúnacha a fhorbairt chun tacú le 
cur chuige an CNPM sa tréimhse atá díreach romhainn.  Tá Údarás na Gaeltachta 
tiomanta i leith ról dinimiciúil, réamhghníomhach a bheith aige maidir le cur i 
bhfeidhm moladh tábhachtach den sórt sin a chur ar aghaidh.  Tairgfidh an 
ghníomhaireacht tacaíocht ó thaobh cúrsaí lóistíochta, teicniúla agus forbartha de 
rud a dhéanfar trí Rúnaíocht Réigiúnach a bhunú agus tá an méid sin á thairiscint 
don Roinn agus d’eagraíochtaí comhpháirtíochta eile chun bainistíocht a dhéanamh 
ar an bpróiseas comhairliúcháin agus cur chun feidhme laistigh den Ghaeltacht ar 
próiseas é a mbeidh gá leis i gcomhthéacs tionscnamh pleanála den sórt seo. 
 
I bhfianaise chumraíocht spásúil agus chineál muirí agus cósta na gceantar 
Gaeltachta agus chomh maith leis sin, i bhfianaise cineál fíorthábhachtach, 
straitéiseach na pleanála muirí i dtaca le forbairt gheilleagar na Gaeltachta de, 
creidimid go bhfuil ról den sórt sin ag teastáil agus gur féidir leis breisluach a 
sholáthar i leith na n-iarrachtaí pleanála. 
 
Tá an múnla trasghníomhaireachta comhpháirtíochta atá ann cheana féin agus is 
buntaca do ghrúpa comhairleach Pháirc na Mara ina shampla feidhmiúil den 
struchtúr comhghuaillíochta agus den chur chuige trasrialtais i leith cúrsaí forbartha 
a mbeidh gá leo le linn Pleananna Réigiúnacha den sórt seo a cheapadh agus a chur 
i bhfeidhm agus chun faireachán a dhéanamh ar an gcur i bhfeidhm sin.  Trí leas a 
bhaint as an múnla sin táimid cinnte gurb é a leanfaidh as béim réigiúnach den sórt 
sin, trína gcomhtháthaítear réimsí éagsúla ó thaobh feidhmeanna agus earnálacha 
de, ná sásra oibríochtúil pleanála chun treoir a chur ar fáil maidir le cinntí 
infheistíochta, chun an próiseas forbartha tionscadail a shruthlíniú, agus chun 
dreasachtaí a sholáthar i leith infheistíocht phríobháideach san earnáil. 
 

5.1 Ráiteas Beartais um Pleanáil Mhuirí (RBPM): An Timthriall Athbhreithnithe  

I bhfianaise luas agus dhéine na bhforbairtí a tharlaíonn i ndáil le nuálaíocht 
theicneolaíocht agus eolaíoch agus i ndáil le taighde feidhmeach san earnáil mhuirí i 
gcoitinne, agus mar thoradh ar thionchar ionchasach na bhforbairtí sin ar an 
mbithacmhainn mhuirí, molaimid gur ceart athbhreithnithe foirmiúla a dhéanamh de 
réir sceideal íosta tríbhliantúil.  Ar an dóigh sin seachnófar moilleanna míchuí maidir 
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le freagairt d’fhorbairtí nua de chineál teicniúil, eolaíoch agus teicneolaíoch agus 
spreagfar agus éascófar infheistíocht phríobháideach agus infheistíocht phoiblí san 
earnáil. 
 
Ina theannta sin, creidimid gur ceart sásra foirmiúil a thabhairt isteach lena n-
éascófaí “athbhreithnithe eisceachtúla” chun aghaidh a thabhairt ar shaincheisteanna 
suntasacha straitéiseacha a thagann chun cinn agus a bhfuil sé de chumas acu 
bearta nua nuálacha forbartha a luathú trí bhíthin infheistíocht phríobháideach nó 
infheistíocht phoiblí nó a bhfuil sé de chumas acu an bonn a bhaint de bhearta den 
sórt sin 
 
Maidir leis an gcumas sin chun athbhreithniú a dhéanamh ar acmhainneacht 
fhoriomlán straitéiseach an RBPM i dtaca le cúrsaí béime agus feidhme de, cothóidh 
sé bearta leathnaithe agus forbartha ar scála cuí laistigh den earnáil ar bhonn 
leanúnach agus ar mhodh comhtháite. 
 
5.2 Páirc na Mara - Campas Nuálaíochta Muirí i gCill Chiaráin, Contae na Gaillimhe 

Laistigh de chreat pleanála an RBPM, molaimid go dtabharfar aitheantas do Pháirc 

na Mara mar shainchampas nuálaíochta muirí.  

Páirc na Mara 

Mar chuid de straitéis reatha forbartha Údarás na Gaeltachta, tá tús curtha ag an 
Údarás lena chlár infheistíochta chun tacú le bunú Pháirc na Mara. 

Tá Páirc na Mara suite ar láithreán ina bhfuil achar thart ar 9 heicteár, ar láithreán é 
atá faoi úinéireacht ag Údarás na Gaeltachta, agus cuirfear sainchampas forbartha ar 
fáil ann agus dearfar agus tógfar é de réir dianchaighdeán maidir le cúrsaí forbartha, 
pleanála agus comhshaoil.  Tar éis na critéir phleanála a shásamh, beidh an 
bonneagar, na saoráidí agus na seirbhísí san áireamh ann a bheidh ag teastáil ó 
infheisteoirí príobháideacha chun fiontair mhuirí a bhunú agus a scálú ar fiontair iad 
a bheidh bainteach le raon táirgí, speiceas, teicneolaíochtaí agus feidhmeanna. 

 

Tá an togra seo i gcomhréir go hiomlán leis an gcuspóir beartais seo a leanas de 
chuid an CNPM: “Ba chóir go léireodh tograí go bhfuil machnamh déanta ar chonas 
an úsáid spáis a bharrfheabhsú, lena n-áirítear trí smaoineamh ar na deiseanna le 
haghaidh cómhaireachtáil agus comhoibriú le gníomhaíochtaí eile, ag feabhsú 
gníomhaíochtaí eile nuair is cuí” (lch. 71) 

Éascóidh forbairt mionbhraisle na sineirgíochtaí agus na barainneachtaí scála a bhfuil 
gá leo chun fiontair atá bainteach le cúrsaí muirí agus taighde agus tásca a 
spreagadh agus chun a chinntiú go dtiocfaidh an fhorbairt chun bheith ina gné 
fhíorthábhachtach den bhonneagar forbartha muirí, idir réigiúnach agus náisiúnta. 

Le linn an tionscadal a chur ar aghaidh, bhunaigh Údarás na Gaeltachta coiste 
stiúrtha ina gcuimsítear ionadaithe de chuid príomh-chomhpháirtithe straitéiseacha 
amhail Foras na Mara, BIM, Comhairle Chontae na Gaillimhe, an Roinn Cultúir, 
Oidhreachta agus Gaeltachta, an Roinn Talmhaíochta, Bia agus Mara, Ollscoil na 
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hÉireann, Gaillimh, agus Institiúid Teicneolaíochta na Gaillimhe-Mhaigh Eo, Teagasc, 
Smartbay, Fiontraíocht Éireann, Irish Bioeconomy Foundation agus GRETB.  
Soláthróidh an cur chuige comhoibríoch comhpháirtíochta sin an sásra ar tríd a 
cheapfar pleananna chun tacú le forbairt Pháirc na Mara mar Pháirc Nuálaíochta 
Muirí agus chun fás na hearnála a spreagadh trí bhíthin cláir spriocdhírithe 
infheistíochta, oiliúna agus taighde. 

Tá tús áite tugtha d’fhorbairt Ionad Nuálaíochta agus Forbartha Muirí (INFM) mar an 
chéad chéim d’fhorbairt an champais.  Tá maoiniúchán €2m faighte ó Fhiontraíocht 
Éireann trí thionscnamh maoiniúcháin REDF mar thacaíocht i leith mhaoiniúchán 
iomlán €2.5m. Beidh an INFM ina shaoráid taighde, oiliúna agus forbartha, agus é 
dírithe ar an margadh, agus soláthróidh sé cláir ghorlainne agus tacaíochta scálaithe 
le haghaidh fiontair mhuirí rud a éascóidh comhdhlúthú na bhfiontar sin agus a 
luathóidh a gcuid pleananna maidir le tráchtálú. 

Trí chomhoibriú le geallsealbhóirí réigiúnacha agus leis na Forais Ardoideachais, 
soláthróidh an INFM sainoiliúint agus tacaíochtaí forbartha gnó. Tacóidh na cláir 
nuálaíochta agus oiliúna atá beartaithe le bunú fiontar nua agus spreagfaidh siad fás 
agus feabhsóidh siad táirgeacht laistigh den bhonn fiontraíochta muirí atá ann 
cheana féin. Feidhmeoidh an INFM mar ‘curadh’ i leith tráchtálú táirgí muirí agus 
leigheasfaidh sé laige atá ann faoi láthair maidir le nuálaíocht, úsáid, coincheapa 
agus tráchtálú a nascadh le chéile.  

San fhadtéarma, déanfar na pleananna infheistíochta atá le cur i bhfeidhm ag Páirc 
na Mara a bhainistiú ar shlí ina dtabharfar aghaidh ar na príomhbhacanna atá 
sainaitheanta i ndlúthchomhairle le comhpháirtithe i ngníomhaireachtaí poiblí agus 
sa tionscal, go háirithe: 

 Easpa láithreán cuí forbartha i réigiún Chonamara, is é sin le rá, láithreáin ag 
a bhfuil na toilithe riachtanacha pleanála agus rialachais atá oiriúnach le 
haghaidh fiontair táirgí muirí agus forbartha breisluacha, lena n-áirítear 
rochtain bhainistithe ar fhoinsí inbhuanaithe fionnuisce agus sáile ar an 
láithreán céanna, mar aon le gar-rochtain iontaofa ar an bhfarraige.  

 Easpa rochtana ar champas muirí, de chineál seirbhísithe, comhtháite, áit a 
bhfuil na ceadanna agus na ceadúnais iomchuí i bhfeidhm (Pleanáil, Urthrá, 
Dobharshaothrú, sceitheadh eisiltigh chóireáilte etc.)  

 Easpa bonneagair seirbhísí comhroinnte atá ar fáil d’fhiontair áitiúla agus le 
haghaidh tionscadail áitiúla, lena n-áirítear ceardlanna, oifigí agus saoráidí 
oiliúna comhroinnte, ceaintíní agus spásanna le haghaidh cruinnithe. 

 Ganntanas amhábhar (e.g. feamainn) le haghaidh próiseáil breisluacha, agus 
béim níos mó ar nuálaíocht i ndáil le táirgí nua agus ar sholáthar táirgí nua do 
mhargaí atá ann cheana féin agus do mhargaí atá á leathnú 

 An gá le tacú leis na seirbhísí atá á soláthar sa réigiún maidir le taighde 
bonneagair agus forbairt gnó chun freastal ar an éileamh ó mhargaí náisiúnta 
agus ó mhargaí idirnáisiúnta ar tháirgí muirí agus ar tháirgí muirí breisluacha.  

Dar linn, is ionann tionscadal Pháirc na Mara agus ardán suntasach le haghaidh 

forbartha inar féidir seirbhísí, saoráidí agus bonneagar nua a fhorbairt trína 

gcruthófar fiontair agus táirgí nua, trína méadófar deiseanna fostaíochta ar bhonn 
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áitiúil agus sa réigiún ina iomláine agus trína nginfear bearta nua i leith leas 

socheacnamaíochta.   

Agus is é a leanfaidh as sin ná rannchuidiú le méadú leanúnach ar luach ár saibhris 

aigéin agus an láimhdeachais sa gheilleagar muirí.  Mar thoradh ar an tionscadal, 

sainaithneofar agus neartófar bearta forbartha a dtugtar tús áite dóibh sa CNPM, ar 

bearta iad lena bhféachfar le leas a bhaint as “borradh eacnamaíoch, forbairt 

scileanna, fostaíocht, leibhéal an daonra a chothabháil nó a mhéadú, agus deiseanna 

le haghaidh infheistíochtaí agus trádála... lena n-áirítear cruthú post áitiúil agus 

oiliúint áitiúil go díreach, nó trí thionscadail slabhra soláthair” (lch. 71). 

Soláthróidh sé mol comhtháite breisluacha forbartha muirí ar bhonn pleanáilte, 
comhleanúnach agus é bunaithe ar chomhoibriú éifeachtach idir comhlachtaí poiblí 
agus fiontair thráchtála. Beidh ról thar a bheith tábhachtach aige maidir le deimhin a 
dhéanamh de go ndéanfar forbairt éifeachtach tráchtála ar ár sócmhainní nádúrtha 
muirí ar bhealach inbhuanaithe, pleanáilte. 
 

Maidir le coincheapadh, dearadh agus cur i bhfeidhm an phlean infheistíochta agus 

forbartha a bhfuilimid tiomanta ina leith, soláthraíonn sé fíordheis chun tionscadal 

eiseamláireach a thionscnamh de réir scála a d’fhéadfadh feidhmiú mar thionscadal 

taispeána.   

6.0 Dobharshaothrú 

De bharr chineál imeallach, réigiúnach an dobharshaothraithe, tá fiontair thráchtála 
suite i gceantair iargúlta agus i gceantair thuaithe ar minic ina leith nach bhfuil 
tionscail nó deiseanna inbhuanaithe fostaíochta le fáil iontu i gcásanna áirithe. Ina 
theannta sin, cothaíonn poist dobharshaothraithe scileanna traidisiúnta na 
mairnéalachta agus na fearachais sna pobail chósta lena mbaineann. Trí speicis 
mhuirí a tháirgeadh ar mhaithe le tomhailt nó luachshocrú ina gcineál éagsúil táirgí 
breisluacha, cuireann an dobharshaothrú deis shuntasach ar fáil do na ceantair 
iargúlta sin chun fostaíocht agus rannpháirtíocht ar leibhéal pobail a choimeád ar 
bun.  

 
Mar phróiseas, mar tháirge nó mar fhréamhshamhail, tá bacainní ar fhorbairt le sárú 
ag an dobharshaothrú ar bacainní de chineál teicniúil, eacnamaíochta agus sóisialta 
iad. Is féidir na bacainní sin a iompú ina ndeiseanna do phobail inar féidir forbairt 
agus dul chun cinn ar leibhéal tionscail a chur i bhfeidhm ar leibhéal ullmhachta 
teicneolaíochta atá inmharthana ó thaobh cúrsaí eacnamaíochta de (TRL). 

 
Mar gheall ar an dul chun cinn atá déanta maidir le teicneolaíochtaí táirgthe le 
haghaidh saothráin salmanaide, agus mar gheall ar an luach ard margaidh le 
haghaidh “Bradán Orgánach na hÉireann”, tá deis shuntasach ann chun tionscal na 
feirmeoireacht bradáin in Éirinn a fhorbairt tuilleadh trí dea-chleachtais idirnáisiúnta 
a chur i bhfeidhm agus, ina theannta sin, trí ligean don tionscal méadú a dhéanamh 
ar tháirgeacht rud dhéanfaidh méadú ar an bhfostaíocht agus ar sheirbhísí 
foghabhálacha a bhaineann leis an tionscal. 
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Maidir leis an dobharshaothrú ar fud an Aontais Eorpaigh, tá méadú tagtha ar 
tháirgeadh speiceas íseal-trófach nó speiceas eastóscach a thógann cothaithigh 
amach as an gcomhshaol seachas iad a chur isteach ann (Oisrí, Diúilicíní, Muiríní & 
Feamainn). Tá méadú suntasach tagtha ar an margadh a bhaineann leis an gcineál 
sin táirgthe agus is féidir an táirgeadh a shaothrú faoi dhálaí éagsúla comhshaoil 
agus ag doimhneachtaí éagsúla uisce. Ní theastaíonn an oiread céanna bonneagair le 
haghaidh an táirgthe seo i gcomparáid le feirmeoireacht éisc eite mara.  
 
A mhéid a bhaineann le ceadúnúcháin, baineann na dúshláin chéanna le táirgeadh 
speiceas íseal-trófach agus atá ann le haghaidh feirmeoireacht éisc eite mara ach is 
ionann leibhéal na fostaíochta san earnáil feirmeoireachta sliogéisc agus 88% den 
fhostaíocht ar fad sa réimse dobharshaothraithe in Éirinn (Tuarascáil Bhliantúil BIM 
2018). 
 
Molaimid go leanfar de bhéim a leagan ar “díothú an riaráiste ceadúnaithe” (lch. 99) 
chun an próiseas pleanála a bhrostú ar mhaithe le tacú le forbairt agus leathnú 
fiontar nua. 
 
Cé go bhfuil gealladh mór faoi IMTA, tá sé fós ag céim na forbartha in Éirinn. 
Molaimid gur ceart tacú le tograí a bhaineann le dobharshaothrú speiceas aonair atá 
ag brath, faoi láthair, ar teicneolaíochtaí nuálaíochta den chineál is nua-aoisí agus ar 
dea-chleachtais inbhuanaithe comhshaoil agus a úsáideann teicneolaíochtaí den sórt 
sin agus a chuireann dea-chleachtais den sórt sin i bhfeidhm. 
 

7.0 Iascaigh 

Cé nach bhfuil an tÚdarás bainteach le tacaíocht a thabhairt d’iascaireacht ar an 
bhfarraige mhór, per se, tá an iascaireacht chladaigh ina gné an-tábhachtach den 
gheilleagar cósta sa Ghaeltacht agus tá bainistíocht agus forbairt inbhuanaithe na 
hearnála sin an-tábhachtach do phobal na Gaeltachta. 

8.0 Baint Feamainne 

Seo a leanas an cuspóir straitéiseach atá leagtha amach sa CNPM: 

 
 “Tacaíocht do shaothrú feamainne inbhuanaithe, ag tabhairt aird ar 

rannpháirtíocht thábhachtach sóisialta agus san eacnamaíocht a dhéanann sé 
do phobail an chósta. 
 

 Creat rialála oiriúnach don fheidhm a thacaíonn le saothrú inbhuanaithe agus 
a léiríonn meas do chearta foirmiúla agus neamhfhoirmiúla chun saothraithe. 
 

 Tacaíocht do thaighde leanúnach chun cur leis na sonraí atá ar fáil chun tacú 
le saothrú feamainne inbhuanaithe”. (lch. 162) 
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Tá leas an-suntasach ag an Údarás san earnáil bainte feamainne a oibríonn go 

heisiach, nach mór i gceantair éagsúla Gaeltachta, go háirithe i gContaetha na 

Gaillimhe, Mhaigh Eo agus Dhún na nGall áit a soláthraíonn an earnáil fostaíocht do 

choibhéis 185 fhostaí lánaimseartha agus, de réir roinnt tuairiscí, soláthraíonn sí 

fostaíocht pháirtaimseartha do thuairim is 400 duine 

(https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/debates/debate/dail/2018-03-07/16/).   

Le roinnt blianta anuas, tá ábhar conspóide ann maidir leis an earnáil bhainte 
feamainne san fharraige agus tá gá le méid suntasach oibre agus ceannaireachta le 
go mbeidh an earnáil in ann forbairt ar bhealach inbhuanaithe. Mar eagraíocht, 
bheadh fonn ar an Údarás a bheith bainteach le haon fhorbairtí a dhéantar i ndáil le 
beartais. Tá sé tugtha dár n-aire freisin go bhfuil an Roinn ag obair i gcomhar le 
Foras na Mara faoi láthair.  Tá tacaíocht tugtha ag Údarás na Gaeltachta i leith an 
tionscadail sin agus táimid réidh chun tuilleadh cúnaimh a thabhairt maidir leis an 
bpróiseas sin. Tabhair do d’aire, le do thoil, gurb amhlaidh, mar chuid den 
aighneacht seo, go bhfuil an tuarascáil a chuir Údarás na Gaeltachta faoi bhráid na 
Roinne maidir le baint feamainne agus maidir lena sheasamh maidir le forbairt na 
hearnála ina hiomláine á cur i gceangal leis an aighneacht. 
 

Tá gá ar leith le díriú ar fhorbairt a dhéanamh ar mheastachán soiléir bithmhaise 
agus ar bhainistíocht agus cothabháil a dhéanamh air sin ar bhealach dinimiciúil 
ionas go mbeidh tuiscint ar an acmhainn agus gur féidir í a bhainistiú ar bhonn 
leanúnach. Molaimid go leagfar béim chuí ar an tábhacht a bhaineann leis na 
socruithe comhoibríocha atá ann cheana féin agus atá á n-oibriú chun tacú le 
saothrú inbhuanaithe na hacmhainne seo agus, i láthair na huaire, tá ionadaithe ó 
BIM, ó Fhoras na Mara, ó Údarás na Gaeltachta agus ó na HEI-ana Réigiúnacha, mar 
aon le hionadaithe de chuid an tionscail, páirteach sna socruithe sin.  
 
Cé gur dúshlán mór struchtúrach é aghaidh a thabhairt, ar bhealach comhtháite, ar 
na saincheisteanna casta a bhaineann le húinéireacht, rochtain, ceadúnú agus 
teicníochtaí táirgthe, ní mór aird a thabhairt fós ar an bpríomhábhar imní maidir leis 
an ngá le comhoibriú a áirithiú idir na geallsealbhóirí poiblí agus na geallsealbhóirí 
príobháideacha a mhéid a bhaineann le feachtais náisiúnta agus idirnáisiúnta 
margaíochta chun tacú leis an earnáil tháirgiúil. 
 

9.0 Turasóireacht 

Seo a leanas an cuspóir straitéiseach atá leagtha amach sa CNPM: 

 “Chun drochthionchair a sheachaint (tionchair shealadacha agus carnacha san 
áireamh) is gá do thograí don rochtain nua machnamh ar oiriúnacht an 
tsuímh agus ar thionchair fhéideartha ar an mbithéagsúlacht, sócmhainní, 
tírdhreach/muirdhreach, ar an rochtain atá ann faoi láthair agus ar an úsáid i 
gcomhair áineasa agus turasóireachta.” (lch. 76) 

 

https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/debates/debate/dail/2018-03-07/16/
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 “Éire a shuíomh mar cheann scríbe turasóireachta cósta agus muirí 
inbhuanaithe den scoth trí fhorbairt inbhuanaithe ar ghníomhaíochtaí agus 
tionscail áineasa cósta agus muirí in Éirinn. 
 

 Tacú le pobail i gceantair chósta tríd an méadú ar ghníomhaíochtaí 
inbhuanaithe turasóireachta bunaithe ar an bhfarraige agus ar an gcósta. 
 

 Cothabháil na gceantar muirí nádúrtha agus cósta atá mar fhachtóir 
suntasach maidir le turasóireacht agus ioncaim a thabhairt chuig pobail chósta 
in Éirinn. 
 

 Rochtain leanúnach agus fheabhsaithe ar acmhainní muirí agus cósta do 
ghníomhaíochtaí turasóireachta agus úsáid áineasa.” ((lch. 175). 

 
 
Sna moltaí seo a leanas, féachtar le tacú le cur i bhfeidhm na gcuspóirí sin trí bhíthin 
idirghabhálacha praiticiúla. 
 
Agus leas á bhaint as tionscnaimh FLAG, molaimid go ndéanfar measúnú i dtaobh 
conas a d’fhéadfaí cláir náisiúnta maoiniúcháin, de chineál scéim maoiniúcháin RRDF 
nó thionscnamh PFG Fháilte Éireann, a úsáid d’fhonn leithroinnt mhaoiniúcháin a 
chomhaontú le haghaidh tionscadail atá dírithe ar an acmhainn mhuirí.  Mar thoradh 
ar an mbéim thosaíochta sin, spreagfaí sainaithint agus forbairt ‘Tionscadail 
Turasóireachta Goirme’ trí bhíthin glaonna éagsúla maoiniúcháin agus bheadh sé 
mar a bheadh freagairt straitéiseach, trasrialtais ann i leith dreasú infheistíochta 
spriocdhírithe sa turasóireacht mhuirí agus sin a dhéanamh ar bhealach ina 
mbaintear leas as an soláthar reatha seirbhísí, saoráidí agus bonneagair i gceantair 
chósta agus ina gcuirtear breisluach leis an soláthar sin.  Mar thoradh ar bheart den 
sórt sin, bheifí in ann díriú ar thionscadail turasóireachta earnála príobháidí agus, 
chomh maith leis sin, ar thacaíocht a thabhairt do thionscnaimh faoi cheannas pobail 
áitiúla. 
 
 

 

10.0 Achoimre 

Is ionann infheistíocht i bhforbairt inbhuanaithe na hEarnála Muirí agus spreagthóir 
an-tábhachtach i straitéis fhoriomlán Údarás na Gaeltachta (2018-2020). Tar éis 
chomhaontú agus ghlacadh an CNPM, beidh an ghníomhaireacht tiomanta i leith cur 
i bhfeidhm an Chreata i réigiúin Ghaeltachta. 
 
Beidh logánú na gcuspóirí agus na dtosaíochtaí forbartha a chomhdhlúthófar sa 
CNPM ina phríomhábhar nach mór d’Údarás na Gaeltachta breithniú a dhéanamh air 
sa mheántéarma d’fhonn éifeacht phraiticiúil a thabhairt d’fhorbairtí maidir le 
pleanáil spásúlachta muirí, do na príomhspriocanna atá ann faoi ‘Feidhm a Bhaint as 
Saibhreas Ár nAigéan’, faoi ‘Fómhar Bia 2020’ agus, chomh maith leis sin, faoi 
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straitéisí earnála eile agus faoi bheartais phleanála eile.  Sna hanailísí atá leagtha 
amach sna pleananna straitéiseacha forbartha sin, áitítear go comhsheasmhach go 
bhfuil gá le méadú suntasach ar an aschur laistigh den earnáil le go mbeifear in ann 
na spriocanna agus na cuspóirí earnála a bhaint amach sa mheántéarma. 
 
Tá sé éigeantach go ndéanfar gach deis tacaíochta agus forbartha a chur ar fáil do 
phobail chósta atá leochaileach agus imeallach lena chinntiú go leanfaidh siad de 
bheith inmharthana.   Trí chreat fadtéarmach a sholáthar, mar atá leagtha amach sa 
CNPM, agus trí bhíthin na mbeartas tacaíochta, cruthófar na dálaí cumasúcháin a 
mbeidh iontaoibh ag fiontair astu a mhéid a bhaineann le hinfheistíocht a dhéanamh 
i mbunú fiontar nua. 
 
Gheobhadh infheistíocht nua den sórt sin i mbunú fiontar tairbhe ó bhearta 
airgeadais agus forbartha a fhaigheann tacaíocht trí Údarás na Gaeltachta.  Mar 
thoradh ar idirghabhálacha den sórt sin, cinnteofar go gcruthóidh agus go gcothóidh 
fiontair atá ag trádáil sna hearnálacha seo deiseanna le haghaidh forbairt 
eacnamaíochta agus le haghaidh fostaíochta agus déanfar 
 
Inbhuanaitheacht agus inmharthanacht pobal tuaithe agus pobal cósta a áirithiú.  
Ina theannta sin, ó tharla go bhfuil gníomhaíocht eacnamaíochta den sórt sin 
bunaithe ar acmhainní muirí de chineál nádúrtha dúchasach, leanfaidh sí tháirgí agus 
seirbhísí Éireannacha ardchaighdeáin a tháirgeadh chun fónamh do mhargaí 
réigiúnacha, do mhargaí náisiúnta agus do mhargaí idirnáisiúnta. 
 

Táimid ag tnúth lenár gcuid tograí a phlé libh in am trátha.  Is mian linn freisin a 

dhaingniú go bhfuilimid tiomanta i leith tacú le cur i bhfeidhm thograí an CNPM tar 

éis iad a ghlacadh agus i leith obair a dhéanamh i gcomhar leis an Roinn agus i 

gcomhar le geallsealbhóirí eile le linn príomhchuspóirí an Chreata a bhaint amach 

chun tacú le hathghiniúint eacnamaíochta áitiúil i gceantair chósta agus le linn bonn 

margadh-bhunaithe fiontraíochta níos éagsúlaithe agus níos nuálaí a bhunú san 

Earnáil Mhuirí. 

 

 

__________________________ 

Éamonn Ó Neachtain 
Bainisteoir 
Rannóg Taighde agus Forbairt Earnálacha 

 



 
 
From: Bannow bay
Sent: 30 April 2020
To: MSP - Marine Spatial Planning <msp@housing.gov.ie> 
Cc: FFRENCH TOMAS
Subject: reply from SBS LTD for the Draft National Marine Planning Framework 

 

We note that Bord Bia is part of the Advisory Group of Stakeholders.  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. 

It is clear from the draft NMPF that the word ‘aquaculture’ is used in to refer to 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.  We would ask for the document to separate out the forms of aquaculture and 

make the distinction when it comes to tlking about negative and positive impacts accordingly. 

Aquaculture in the southeast of Ireland is composed of bottom mussel farming 

(Wexford  Harbour ,Waterford estuary and Youghal Harbour) and oyster farming (Bannow 

Bay, Waterford Estuary, Dungarvan Harbour and Ballymacoda Bay in East Cork. Mussel 

farming is subtidal and oyster farming in the intertidal zone.  Both types of aquaculture do 

not add feed or pharmaceutical products to the water column and both remove 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. 

  

Having said all of the above 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.  Clearly the Draft NMPF, SEA and NIS was not reviewed by 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. 
 

------------------------- 

FFRENCH Tomas 

JAMES Guillaume 

SBS Ltd Manager 



 
 
 
 

30th April 2020 

MSP Submissions 

Marine Spatial Planning Section 

Department of Housing, Planning, Community & Local Government 

Newtown Road 

Wexford 

Y35 AP90 

 

Dear Sir or Madam 

Re: Draft National Marine Planning Framework 

Having read the draft National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF), Clontarf Residents’ Association 

(CRA) wish to make the following observations. 

The health of our Marine Environment is of paramount importance. The Convention for the 

protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic (OSPAR Convention 1992), to which 

Ireland is a contracting party,  defines the ecosystem based approach as follows “Comprehensive, 

integrated management of human activities based on the best available scientific knowledge about 

the ecosystem and its dynamics, in order to identify and take action on influences which are critical to 

the health of marine ecosystems, thereby achieving sustainable use of ecosystem goods and services 

and maintenance of ecosystem integrity” 

There are many human activities which are continually expanding and diversifying occurring 

in our marine waters. Competition for space and increased pressure on the environment are 

therefore growing concerns. Under the EU’s Marine Spatial Planning Directive, Ireland must 

implement its first MSP by 2021. Ireland’s draft “National Marine Planning Framework” (i.e. 

our first MSP) is a comprehensive new approach to marine planning, which will apply to a 

broad range of marine activities including aquaculture, offshore renewable energy, sea 

fisheries, and tourism.  

We need to move from the developer-led approach, to the strategic management of marine 

activities with the ecosystem as an overarching consideration. The condition of our 

maritime environment and ecosystems underpin all the activities that this planning 

framework seeks to govern. The draft document does acknowledge the protection of the 

marine environment and the concept that without a healthy ocean most activities could not 

be sustained. It would be much better however, if these concepts were established as 

essential and over-riding principles within the framework document. 

There is frequent use within the framework of the terms; avoid, minimise, and mitigate.  

These terms are not acceptable in a sensitive environment requiring protection.  They will 

also lead to an approach that the proposed development outweighs any environmental 

concerns or potential impacts. We frequently see in cases of land-based planning the in-

combination, cumulative impacts of habitat disturbance. There are lessons to be learnt 

here. The same problems encountered with land-based planning applications to An Bord 



 
 
 
 

Pleanála can be expected to occur when a range of activities are given the go-ahead in an 

area of sensitive maritime ecology.  

The Aarhus Convention was adopted into Irish Law in July 2012 and sets out the right to 

environmental information, and the ability to participate in environmental decisions. The 

intent of the Convention is to enable concerned citizens to challenge planning decisions 

especially when such decisions contravene the EU Habitats Directives. Once planning 

decisions are allowed proceed based on terms like ‘avoid, minimise and mitigate’ it is clear 

that profit and greed will trump environmental concerns.  This issue already exists with 

land-based planning decisions in the case of some developments under the SHD legislation. 

Ireland currently has only 2.3% Marine Protection Area (MPA) coverage with targets of 10% 

by 2020, and 30% by 2030.  Commercialisation of the marine sphere cannot be allowed to 

increase, until we have the MPA’s defined. We need to map the marine space to establish 

where and what needs protecting. In the absence of this mapping, we risk considering 

planning applications when we are not in an informed position to fully assess their impacts. 

The draft document does in some way acknowledge this, by implying that adjoining sites 

between MPA’s such as unmapped kelp beds, should be treated as sensitive. This is to be 

welcomed but needs reinforcement in the NMPF to mitigate the overall lack of progress in 

meeting the MPA coverage targets. 

In summary, CRA wish the above points made be considered in the context of the revised 

draft to the National Marine Planning Framework. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

_________________________ 
Deirdre Nichol 

Chair 



 

Aonad na nIarratas ar Fhorbairt, Bóthar an Bhaile Nua, Loch Garman, Y35 AP90 

Development Applications Unit, Newtown Road, Wexford, Y35 AP90 

manager.dau@chg.gov.ie 

www.chg.gov.ie 

(Please quote in all related correspondence) 

 

30 April 2020 

 

MSP Submissions,  

Marine Spatial Planning Section,  

Department of Housing, Planning, Community and Local Government,  

Newtown Road,  

Wexford.  

 

Via email:  msp@housing.gov.ie  

 

Re: Consultation on the draft National Marine Planning Framework and associated 

SEA Environmental Report and Natura Impact Statement 

 

A chara 

 

On behalf of the Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht, I refer to 

correspondence received in connection with the above.  

 

Outlined below are the nature conservation related observations/recommendations of the 

Department under the stated heading(s). 

 

Nature Conservation 

The Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government is currently preparing the 

National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF). This will provide an overarching national 

marine spatial plan as part of the suite of marine planning reform measures identified in the 

Marine Planning Policy Statement published in October 2019. It is noted that the NMPF 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. 

The current stage of the plan-making process is the Draft Plan stage. The Department notes 

that RPS has that has been appointed to prepare all the necessary documentation to enable 

the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government to undertake the SEA and 

appropriate assessment (AA) which are required in relation to the NMPF. Together with the 

National Marine Planning Framework – Consultation Draft, an SEA Screening Determination, 

SEA Environmental Report, AA Screening Report and Natura Impact Statement (NIS) 

accompany the Draft and have been submitted to the Department in its role as an 

environmental authority in respect of SEA and pursuant to the requirements of the European 

mailto:msp@housing.gov.ie
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Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations, 2011 (as amended) in relation to 

Appropriate Assessment.  

  

The Department welcomes the invitation to make a submission in relation to the Draft NMPF 

and would be more than happy to engage in more detailed discussions to elaborate on the 

issues set out below, if that would be of benefit.  

  

Context of observations 

The following observations are made by the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) on 

behalf of the Department in its role as the authority with overarching responsibility for nature 

conservation and the nature directives (i.e. the Birds and Habitats Directives). The 

observations are not exhaustive and are offered to assist the Department of Housing, 

Planning and Local Government in meeting its obligations in relation to nature conservation, 

European sites, biodiversity and environmental protection in the context of the plan and its 

implementation, and the environmental assessments that have yet to be carried out. This 

submission should be read as a whole, noting that there are substantial overlaps, as well as 

key distinctions, between potential implications of the plan for the conservation objectives 

and integrity of European sites, and for biodiversity and other related aspects of the 

environment.  

  

It is also sugested that these observations be read in conjunction with those made in 

September 2019 as some are still pertinent. The current observations are comprised of three 

general categories of comment;  

- Comments concerning policy direction 

- Comments setting out specific areas where the Department is of the view that the 

obligations of the Birds and Habitats Directives should be included or stated more 

clearly or correctly 

- Comments pointing to text where there appears to be an inaccuracy or an update is 

required. 

  

Comments in relation to the Draft Plan 

The Department is generally of the view that the Draft National Marine Planning Framework 

(NMPF) will set out a constructive framework for development within the marine environment, 

and this is to be much welcomed. We particularly welcome the expressed commitment to 

environmental sustainability which is referenced throughout the document. 

  

In some cases, however, there will be challenges in ensuring such development can be 

undertaken in such a way that it can meet the environmental and ecological objectives of the 

NMPF, especially as it relates to habitats, species, including birds, and sites protected under 

the Birds and Habitats Directives. As earlier advised, further detail on the conservation status 

of habitats and species protected under the Habitats Directive, and on population status and 

trends of birds protected under the Birds Directive are available on www.npws.ie and should 

inform DHPLG’s appropriate assessment and its conclusions as to whether further 

http://www.npws.ie/
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development in some sectors may proceed without adversely affecting the integrity of the 

Natura Network.  

  

These reports also include key information on the pressures and threats acting on these 

habitats and species, some of which will come within the framework of the NMPF. Integration 

of data information systems to facilitate high quality and robust cumulative assessments 

between sectors within the Framework and outwith (such as aquaculture, fisheries) will be of 

crucial importance to minimise such pressures and threats, and to achieve the objectives of 

the Nature Directives. It would be helpful if the Framework could set out an ambition within it 

as to how such integration may or will be achieved.  

  

It is also clear that alignment and integration with the terrestrial planning system is vitally 

important in ensuring good outcomes for the maritime area (including the coast) and we 

welcome the commitments in the Draft NMPF in this regard. 

 
Chapter 2 Marine Planning in Broader Context 

Comments are provided below on specific paragraphs (P) in the Consultation Draft.  

 

Subhead (S) EU Policy and Legal Framework (page 16) 

This Section could be usefully expanded to cover International and not solely the EU policy 

and legal framework. For instance, the Convention on Biological Diversity is highly relevant 

but is only mentioned in relation to Invasive Alien Species.  This Convention has established 

a Thematic Programme on Marine and Coastal Biodiversity. There are many COP decisions 

and a wealth of material that could be consulted relating to: Ocean acidification, underwater 

noise, sustainable fisheries, the work plan on cold water areas, Ecologically or Biologically 

Significant Marine Areas (EBSAs) relating to transboundary issues. There are also guidelines 

for Marine Spatial Planning. The National Biodiversity Action Plan arises as a result of a CBD 

requirement for all Parties. 

  

The forthcoming EU Biodiversity Strategy which was due out in March 2020 is likely to have 

ambitious marine targets that will be used as part of the on-going negotiations for the post 

2020 Global Biodiversity Framework which will be adopted at CBD COP 15. This should be 

considered in relation to the final draft of the NMPF. 

  

P2.20 It is recommended that stakeholders’ attention should be brought to the Birds and 

Habitats Directives and referenced here as they will certainly have implications for the marine 

spatial planning. This includes the obligation for Appropriate Assessment of projects or plans 

within, or which may have implications for, Natura 2000 sites and the legal significance of 

such decisions, together with other requirements of the Directives for example in relation to 

strictly protected animal species per Article 12 and 16 of the Habitats Directive.  

  

(S) National Policy and Legal Framework (page 17) 

It is recommended that, in a similar manner to that which has been included for the Water 

Framework Directive, this section includes an explanation of the objectives of the Birds and 
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Habitats Directives. It should also include key obligations on public bodies in Ireland, such 

as not causing deterioration to any site within the Natura network through the course of their 

duties (Regulation 27 of the European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) 

Regulations, 2011-2015), as well as undertaking screening for appropriate assessment and 

appropriate assessments, as these are highly pertinent to marine spatial planning. These 

Regulations are referred to in footnote 5 on this page but the footnote is incorrectly attached 

to text relating to the National Planning Framework in P2.31, and so does not have 

appropriate explanatory text, of sufficient scope and breadth in the body of the document.  

P2.29 The footnote (4) accompanying the RBMP includes text on the SEA Directive which is 

unrelated to the RBMP text.  It appears that the text of footnotes 4 and 5 have been replaced 

with the footnotes 6 and 7 from the next page of the document. 

  

(S) Environmental Assessments 

P2.36 While it is stated that an AA has been carried out, for the purposes of clarity, DHPLG 

is advised that an AA is only carried out or concluded when its final determination has been 

reached, after consultation with the Minister for Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht. The 

accompanying report is more correctly referred to as a Natura Impact Statement, as defined 

in the EC Birds and Natural Habitats Regulations 2011-2015. 

 

The Department also notes the use of the term “offset” in P2.37 in relation to the likely 

environmental consequences of the future development. As previously advised, the term 

“offset” is used similarly to “compensation” rather than “mitigation” in the context of the Nature 

Directives, with significant consequences then for the tests that a development must meet in 

order to proceed. It is recommended that the NMPF states clearly what it considers to be 

mitigation versus compensation, in a manner that is consistent with the Nature Directives, for 

avoidance of doubt.  

 
Chapter 3 Overarching Marine Planning Policies 

P3.4 The Department welcomes the requirement that proposals must, in order of preference, 

avoid, minimise or mitigate significant adverse impacts. This language differs to that in P2.37, 

where offsetting is referred to. Consistent, defined (through the glossary) language should 

be used throughout the document, for the purposes of clarity and avoidance of doubt.  

 

(S) Environmental – Ocean Health (page 27) 

(S) Existing environmental measures 

P3.6 Please replace "seabirds" with "marine birds" as it is more appropriate in this context. 

P3.9 The Birds Directive is the Directive which sets the legal context for the designation of 

Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and therefore should be included here, with the Habitats 

Directive; the Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht’s Biodiversity Climate 

Change Sectoral Adaptation Plan is also relevant.  

P3.11 The reference to licensing authorities should be amended to read 

“consenting/licensing authorities”. 
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P3.12 The reference to NPWS should be replaced with a reference to the Minister for Culture, 

Heritage and the Gaeltacht because the Minister is the named statutory consultee in 

legislation and the Minister is also a statutory consultee in relation to other relevant matters 

(e.g. archaeological heritage, built heritage). 

  

(S) Biodiversity: Planning Policies and the definition of priority habitats and species (page 31 

and following) 

  

The Biodiversity Planning Policies are generally welcomed, given their ambition to protect 

and conserve biodiversity.  

 

Given the overlap of the habitat types and species between the Birds and Habitats Directives 

and MSFD, a clear outline of these would be of benefit here. This would be particularly useful 

in clarifying the extent to which the Annex I habitats of the Habitats Directive such as 

Estuaries 1130 and coastal habitats are covered under the MSFD. Likewise this would be 

useful for the relevant species listed in the Annexes of the Habitats and Birds Directives. 

References to Commission documents on the links between MSFD and HD and their habitats 

and species might also be usefully included here. 

 

The use of the term “priority species” in the Draft NMPF policies may give rise to confusion 

with obligations of the Habitats Directive, which also uses the term, but in a much narrower 

sense. If this term is retained in the NMPF, it would be helpful if the relationship between 

priority habitats and species in the two contexts could be more clearly explained to avoid 

confusion amongst stakeholders. In the Habitats Directive, Annex I lists the habitats whose 

conservation requires the designation of special areas of conservation (SAC) and Annex II 

lists the species for which SACs are to be designated. A subset of these Annex I habitats are 

defined as “priority habitats”, meaning they are considered to be “in danger of 

disappearance”. In Ireland the only priority habitats found here that are relevant to the NMPF 

are coastal lagoons, fixed dunes and machair. A subset of Annex II species are likewise 

considered to be priority species, but none of these is found in Ireland. For information 

purposes, the Birds Directive does not use the term “priority”. 

 

In addition, some of the proposed policies may not be entirely consistent with the obligations 

of the Habitats Directive. For instance, it is stated that “Proposals that protect, maintain, 

restore and enhance the distribution and net extent of priority habitats and priority species 

will be supported.” Under the Habitats Directive, if a proposal will adversely affect the 

conservation objectives of an SAC through the permanent loss of habitat, it may only be 

permitted, even if it can compensate for that loss through the re-creation of that habitat such 

that its net extent is maintained, if it is established to be of “Imperative Reasons of Overriding 

Public Interest”. This is a much higher test than that which is proposed in the Draft NMPF, 

which could, as currently written, support any proposal, no matter how minor, if it can 

compensate for an adverse effect such that there is no net loss as referred to above. No 

context or test is provided as to the significance of the case that must be stated for it to 

proceed.  
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The Department would be happy to discuss in more depth with DHPLG the requirements of 

the Birds and Habitats Directives in order to address any potential and inadvertent conflict 

with the NMPF’s policies, so that they may be resolved in the final document. 

 

The species to be considered as priority species, as set out in P3.41 are not entirely 

consistent with protections afforded under the Birds and Habitats Directives, so it is 

suggested: 

- To include Habitats Directive Annex IV species, as these are strictly protected under 

the Habitats Directive 

  

- To include 'those marine birds that trigger SPA classification' as well as those species 

that are listed as special conservation interests for relevant SPAs,  

  

- Articles 1, 2 and 3 of the Birds Directive also afford a level of protection to all species 

of naturally occurring birds and the NMPF priorities should be consistent with these 

protections 

  

- Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland is mistitled here; the most recent BOCCI 

list dates from 2014-2019 and an updated version is due to be published by 

BirdWatch Ireland in the coming months. It is suggested that only those bird species 

included in the “Red List” will be considered as priority species under the NMPF. 

However, it is recommended that serious consideration be given to also including 

species in the Amber List as priorities as these species are also of conservation 

concern (and also includes species that trigger SPA classification). This prioritisation 

should apply to these species both within and outside SPAs. 

  

- With respect to the proposal to include all species that have been subjected to an 

IUCN Red List assessment, it should be noted that the Red List process involves the 

inclusion and assessment of all species in a particular taxonomic group. For most of 

these species their Red List status is concluded to be “Least Concern”. Only species 

listed as Critically Endangered, Endangered or Vulnerable need to be prioritised for 

conservation effort. These three categories are grouped together as “Threatened”. It 

is recommended that the 4th bullet point is changed from “Those with Red list status” 

(which would include all species assessed) to “Those assessed as threatened in Irish 

Red Lists.” 

  

More broadly the use of the no net loss concept in two key biodiversity policies may be 

problematic in that it seems that is to be applied in relation to the stated requirement to “avoid, 

minimize or mitigate” the effects of any proposed plan or project. These policies need to 

ensure that plans and policies in the first instance avoid and minimise negative impacts to 

coastal habitats. As part of necessary mitigation, provision of compensatory habitat may be 

appropriate (but see above in relation to priority habitats), such that there is no net loss of 

the resource but the application of the no net loss concept should not be used in relation to 
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the requirement to avoid and minimise impacts to, and losses of, coastal habitats in the first 

instance. It should only be applied to underpin the provision of compensatory habitat as the 

last step in the mitigation hierarchy, once all other options have been exhausted. 

  

(S) Key References (page 32) 

The Birds Directive should be included here, as it is our view that the Birds Directive should 

inform the categorisation of “priority species” under the NMPF. Please also refer to the Irish 

Rare Bird List (http://www.irbc.ie/provisional/list/A1A2January2020.pdf) in this regard. 

  

(S) Background and context 

P3.26 The Department is of the view that this paragraph on birds would benefit from 

additional information, i.e. by setting out a broad overview of pressures and threats acting on 

marine birds that would be relevant to this Plan. For seabirds, the Department suggests the 

following paragraph from the recent report on the Status of Seabirds in Ireland be used to 

inform this section: "The species assessments set out here …directly inform Ireland’s 

reporting on the implementation of EU Birds Directive under Article 12 for the period 2013 – 

2018 inclusive. Part of this reporting process requires the identification of pressures and 

threats that are acting or are likely to act on Ireland’s breeding seabirds in the coming years. 

On a per species basis the most frequently identified threats included: offshore wind energy 

developments; the potential impacts of climate changes on our seabirds foraging habitats; 

the fishing industry via overfishing or by way of incidental seabird bycatch; mammalian 

predation; recreational disturbance; and the blight of plastic waste in our oceans whose 

detrimental impacts on marine life we are now only beginning to quantify in earnest." (see 

https://www.npws.ie/sites/default/files/publications/pdf/IWM114.pdf). 

  

There are also a variety of non-seabird species which utilise the coastal areas. These 

waterbirds include swans, geese, ducks, sea ducks, divers, grebes and waders. In 2019, the 

Birds Directive Article 12 report, (i.e. The Department’s six yearly report on the conservation 

status of birds required under the Birds Directive) identified the following as presenting 

significant pressures and/or threats to these species:  

- Energy production and related infrastructure,  

- Recreational and other disturbance,  

- Fisheries and aquaculture,  

- Urbanisation and development, and  

- Water quality.  

The full report is available at:  

https://www.npws.ie/sites/default/files/publications/pdf/IWM_106_Irelands_Wintering_Water

birds.pdf     

  

It would also be somewhat more appropriate to state that 'roughly' 500,000 pairs of seabirds 

breed annually here, rather than stating that 'over' this number occurs. In addition, please 

delete 'sea' in front of gulls and remove the plural versions of Puffin and Gannet.  

P3.30 As Fixed Dunes [2130] have been included here, it is logical to also include Machair 

[21A0] as they both occur on the seaward side of coastal systems. Information is also 

http://www.irbc.ie/provisional/list/A1A2January2020.pdf
https://www.npws.ie/sites/default/files/publications/pdf/IWM114.pdf
https://www.npws.ie/sites/default/files/publications/pdf/IWM_106_Irelands_Wintering_Waterbirds.pdf
https://www.npws.ie/sites/default/files/publications/pdf/IWM_106_Irelands_Wintering_Waterbirds.pdf
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available on the population status and trends of bird species in Ireland and information on 

declines or stable species (long term and short term) could be usefully included here too.  

P3.32 It would be good to note here that the National Biodiversity Plan has a specific 

objective in relation to the extension of the marine protected areas network (Action 6.2.2). 

P3.37 The definition or explanation of “habitat” here should also include reference to 

biological or ecological surroundings, not just the physical.  

P3.40 and P3.41 The Department is of the view that the definition of priority habitat and 

priority species here needs to be re-visited as discussed above. 

P3.43 It would be useful to add to this paragraph that, in some cases, an environmental 

assessment will be required, rather than discretionary, i.e. where it may have a significant 

effect on a Natura 2000 site or where an EIA is required. 

P3.45 NUI Galway has undertaken extensive research on Valuing Ireland’s Blue Ecosystem 

Services that would be worth reviewing for inclusion as a key reference and context in relation 

to marine natural capital. 

P3.46 This paragraph incorrectly refers to “DAFM’s” Biodiversity Climate Change Sectoral 

Adaptation Plan, which was in fact published by this Department, DCHG. We note that DAFM 

has published the Agricultural and Seafood Sectoral Adaptation Plan which is perhaps the 

intended reference.  

  

(S) Disturbance  

This Section could usefully be titled “Disturbance and Displacement” as it covers both. 

The Key References section in its reference to the Habitats Directive should note the species 

in Annex II and Annex IV (and not the habitats in Annex I).  

P3.49 It is recommended that "trestle and other aquaculture developments" are also included 

as sources of displacement and disturbance. 

P3.50 We recommend the inclusion of “and the Natura network” after “outside MPAs” as 

SACs and SPAs have not yet been confirmed to be considered as MPAs. In addition, it is 

suggested that “and SPAs” should be deleted at the end of the paragraph as Article 10 of the 

Habitats Directive does not apply to SPAs. 

P3.51 It is advised that “Article 3(b)" should be replaced with "Article 3.2(b)", and the 

reference to SACs should be removed.  

P3.54 Please see earlier comments above in relation to the use of the terms “priority habitats” 

and “priority species” above.  

  

Marine Protected Areas 

The legal framework underpinning the proposed creation of marine protected areas has not 

yet been developed, and will be set out in forthcoming legislation as indicated in the Draft 

Plan. It is therefore difficult to evaluate the implications of some of the policies contained in 
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the Draft Plan, which include references to ‘site condition’ or the ‘ecological coherence of the 

marine protected area network’, without any supporting information in respect of these and 

how they will be applied.  

 

The reference to NHAs in relation to protected marine sites should be removed in the Key 

References section (page 42) and consideration given to the inclusion of Nature Reserves, 

Refuges for Fauna and Wildfowl Sanctuaries all of which are areas with protection per the 

relevant provisions of the Wildlife Acts. 

 

Key Issues for Marine Planning 

3.62 It would be more correct to say that “The Habitats Directive requires that habitats and 

species for which the SACs and SPAs are designated are maintained, or if necessary 

restored, to favourable conservation status.” 

P3.65 and 3.67 It is suggested that it should be stated here that further marine SACs and 

SPAs may be designated in the near future (i.e. 2020 onwards).  

  

(S) Planning Policies  

The Department welcomes the inclusion of all Habitats Directive Annex I habitats as priority 

habitats in the context of the NMPF. It is also noted that proposals will need to demonstrate 

their avoidance, minimisation and mitigation of “adverse impacts”. In the course of 

implementation, this term will require further definition and clarification by stakeholders. It 

would be advisable to define such terms now and to ensure they are consistent with 

obligations and requirements under EU Directives.  

 

It should also be considered what implications may arise if a proposal would not be able to 

mitigate adverse effects on integrity of Natura sites, and if such proposals will then 

automatically be considered to be contrary to the NMPF and so not be able to proceed 

through a Habitats Directive Article 6(4) process, (if it may be considered to be of imperative 

reasons of overriding public interest). This same issue may arise in all subsequent policies 

set out in the document where the same language is used.  

 

(S) Non-Indigenous Species 

We welcome the suite of policies set out in this regard. 

 

(S) Water Quality 

The Department welcomes the suite of policies set out in this regard, but recommends that 

the linkages between the Habitats and Birds Directives and the Water Framework Directive 

with specific reference to water-dependent Natura 2000 sites are set out in this section. 
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(S) Sea-floor Integrity 

(S) Background and Context 

Knowledge of deep water ecosystems has progressed significantly in recent years and 

biodiversity hotspots are recognised from a variety of different substrates. These include soft 

bottom sediments, and an array of different forms of reefs on hard ground, not solely simple 

scleractinian cold water corals. With this is mind, the following text is proposed for DHPLG’s 

consideration in relation to paragraphs 3.96, 3.97 and 3.106: 

“3.96 Deep waters in Ireland’s marine area comprise a variety of diverse habitats. Areas of 

high biodiversity are known to occur on both hard and soft substrate. They support diverse 

food webs including fish and cetaceans. All of these habitats are comprised of slow growing 

species which are highly sensitive to physical damage and are recognised by OSPAR as 

Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems (VMEs). Such ecosystems include the Deep-Sea sponge 

aggregations of species such as those formed by Pheronema carpenteri which occurs on 

soft ground. Sea pen communities similarly occur on soft ground and consist of a variety of 

sea pen species, sometimes together with burrowing megafauna such as Eucarid shrimps 

or cerianthid anemones. On hard ground, coral gardens comprising of a variety of corals 

including black, bamboo and gorgonian corals occur. These gardens also host a variety of 

sponges including glass, encrusting, globular and lamellate forms. VMEs comprising of cold 

water coral species also occur on hard substrate, three species are known from Irish waters. 

Desmophyllum (syn. Lophelia) pertusa and Madrepora oculata usually occur together whilst 

the third species Solenosmilia variabilis is found in deeper water, i.e. at depths of greater 

than 1000m.  

3.97 The ability of these ecosystems to recover from physical damage is uncertain, but the 

slow growing nature of the species of which they are comprised suggests that recovery will 

be slow or may never occur. Pressure is also not limited to physical disturbance alone but 

also includes smothering and increased levels of suspended particles in the water column. 

3.106 The Sea Rover Surveys (2017-2019) utilising European Maritime and Fisheries Fund 

(EMFF) was a joint programme carried out by the Department of Culture, Heritage & the 

Gaeltacht and the Department of Agriculture, Food & the Marine. This survey systematically 

surveyed areas of likely Annex I Reefs habitat (1170) in Ireland’s offshore area. Reefs habitat 

and soft bottom VMEs which correspond to areas of high biodiversity were mapped along 

the continental shelf edge on the Porcupine Bank, the Goban Spur, the Porcupine Sea Bight 

and on the Rockall Bank within Ireland’s EEZ.” 

P3.95 The Department welcomes this statement that enhancement is not a substitute for 

avoidance, minimisation or mitigation of significant adverse impacts and suggests that this 

approach is clearly applied in the context of all environmental policy objectives in the NMPF. 

P3.99 The reference to Special Protected Areas (SPAs) should be to Special Protection 

Areas (SPAs). 

P3.101 It is suggested that the considerations listed here in relation to the requirements of 

Article 6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats Directive and the requirements of both the SEA and EIA 

Directives should be generally applied to all proposals forthcoming as a result of the 
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implementation of the NMPF. The Department suggests that this is included as a high level 

strategic policy within the Plan.  

  

(s) Underwater Noise 

The Department welcomes the suite of proposed policies which seek to deal with the issue 

of underwater noise, and the references to the Department’s Guidance in relation to this 

matter. Specific reference should be made to requirements in relation to appropriate 

assessment, and where applicable, environmental impact assessment (EIA) and strategic 

environmental assessment (SEA) which may form part of the necessary assessment 

requirements for any plan or project likely to have underwater noise implications. In addition 

there should be specific reference to the ‘strict protection’ requirements of Article 12 of the 

Habitats Directive in relation to certain species listed in Annex IV of the Directive. 

  

(s) Climate Change  

With respect to the third CC Planning policy, it is suggested that policies that restore or 

recreate, as well as enhancing, habitats that provide a flood defence etc. could be supported.  

The Department is unclear as to the meaning of the term “significant adverse coastal change” 

and suggests that this needs clear definition as it forms the basis for key decisions. 

 

The Department is also of the view that the focus on habitats that support flood defence and 

carbon sequestration could risk damage to habitats which, while neither important for flood 

defence nor C-sequestration, have an important role in the often complex mosaic of habitats 

which are found on the coast. All plans and projects should be focused on protecting coastal 

habitats and species to the greatest extent possible given the increasing pressure that these 

resources are under, and which is likely to be exacerbated by the impacts of climate change. 

P3.146 DHPLG is advised that DCHG’s draft Biodiversity Climate Change Sectoral 

Adaptation Plan referred to in this paragraph has since been finalised and published. 

However, the source of the text in this paragraph appears to be DAFM’s Adaptation Plan 

(Seafood Section) rather than DCHG’s Plan, which refers to only some of this information 

and attributes it to DAFM’s plan. See also paragraph 3.156 and page 60 (Key References) 

for a similar issue.   

 
(S) Chapter 5 Aquaculture 

The Draft NMPF includes a stated objective for aquaculture as follows:  

“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.” 

A key point which needs to be reiterated within this objective is that growth must be linked 

with ecological sustainability, as aquaculture is a known pressure on the conservation status 

of some Habitats Directive Annex I species, as well as some bird species (see Article 17 and 

12 reports). Given the obligation on Ireland to restore such habitats to favourable 
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conservation status, the further growth of the aquaculture sector is challenging ecologically 

and account needs to be taken of this in the appropriate assessment of this NMPF.  

Another stated objective is “To develop enforcement strategies that deliver the best possible 

outcomes by achieving full compliance while keeping costs and administrative burdens to a 

minimum”. 

While the importance of maintaining reasonable costs with minimum administrative burden 

is important, full compliance should be achieved through cost effective measures. 

  

(S) Key References 

Another key reference here should be the Birds Case Programme of Measures that sets out 

the roadmap to compliance with the Habitats Directive for Ireland’s aquaculture sector 

following a judgment by the European Court of Justice. An update of the Programme of 

Measures is due to be published on the website of NPWS (www.npws.ie) shortly.  

 

Background and context 

P5.2 Greater clarification is required on the process for Environmental Impact Assessment 

for aquaculture licences; this is a central issue with regard to the sustainability of the industry 

and the avoidance/minimisation/mitigation of any impacts on biodiversity targets or priorities 

(whether inside or outside SACs or SPAs). The EC (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 

2011-2015 should also explicitly be listed here (as it is pursuant to these regulations that 

DAFM undertakes its appropriate assessments); and the European Union (Birds and Natural 

Habitats) (Sea Fisheries) Regulations 2013 as these Regulations give effect to the Birds and 

Habitats Directives in relation to the impact of sea-fisheries on the marine environment. 

  

P5.13 It is suggested that the second sentence is redrafted as follows – “Proposed 

aquaculture activities are screened for appropriate assessment pursuant to the Habitats 

Directive, and if necessary, an appropriate assessment is conducted”. The reference to the 

“EU Natura 2000 Directives” should be replaced with a reference to the Habitats Directive. 

Another key element in relation to sustainability is the application of the requirements of the 

EIA Directive in relation to aquaculture. This should also be addressed here. 

  

(S) 10 Energy – Petroleum 

The recent Government announcement about a moving away from oil exploration is 

referenced on Page 24 under Section 2.55, but this change is not reflected in Chapter 10. It 

is suggested that Chapter 10 needs to be extensively re-written in light of this change in 

government policy. 

  

P10.19 This paragraph suggests that the ObSERVE programme is over. While Phase 1 has 

been completed, DCHG, DCCAE and DHPLG have committed to further survey work under 

the ObSERVE programme starting in 2020 (though commencement has been delayed for a 

few months by the Covid-19 pandemic). The Department would welcome the reflection of 

this renewed commitment here. 
  

 

 

http://www.npws.ie/
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(S) 11 Energy- Offshore Renewable Energy 

P11.21 With regard to the sustainable development of offshore wind it is noted that “Certain 

bird species may be displaced by wind turbines which also have the potential to form barriers 

to migration or present a collision risk for birds”. This could be usefully further developed by 

underlining the importance of avoiding the development of those areas of relatively high 

marine bird use (whether designated or not) before one moves to mitigation, particularly as 

these areas are likely to be considered for designation as Special Protection Areas under the 

Birds Directive in the very near future (i.e. 2020-2023). 

  

(S) 12 Fisheries  

The Department suggests that the Birds and Habitats Directives are included in the Key 

References on page 128 together with the EC (Birds and Habitats) Regulations, 2011 and 

the European Union (Birds and Natural Habitats) (Sea Fisheries) Regulations 2013 as these 

Regulations give effect to the Birds and Habitats Directives in relation to the impact of sea-

fisheries on the marine environment. 

  

(S) 19 Tourism 

P19.16 The Department recommends removal of the following from the Nature Conservation 

bullet point and its inclusion in the bullet point in relation to Sport and Recreation: “In addition, 

nature tourism such as eco-tours and whale watching is a growing segment of the market in 

Ireland”. 

  

Appendix A 

In relation to the functional responsibilities of the Minister for Culture, Heritage and the 

Gaeltacht it should be noted here that Nature Reserves, Refuges for Fauna and Wildfowl 

Sanctuaries are all areas with protection per the relevant provisions of the Wildlife Acts, and 

are relevant sites in relation to the protection of the marine environment. 
  

Glossary 

Appropriate assessment: it is recommended that this be corrected and made consistent with 

the Interpretation section in the EC (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011-2015, as 

AAs are undertaken with respect to conservation objectives specifically, rather than 

qualifying interests (for which conservation objectives are set). This is an important 

distinction, with significant ramifications for what is considered in an assessment.  

  

It is recommended that definitions are also included in the glossary for “mitigation”, 

“offsetting”, and “adverse impacts”, and “adverse coastal change” as referred to earlier in 

these observations.  

  

Comments in relation to the AA Screening Report and Natura Impact Statement (NIS) 

  

In relation to screening for appropriate assessment the Department notes that the approach 

taken in the AA Screening document does not clearly set out the Natura 2000 sites which 

the Draft Plan is likely to have a significant effect on. Screening must be carried out in relation 

to Natura 2000 sites and not in relation to Qualifying Interests or Special Conservation 
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Interests without any reference to sites. The Department recommends that this matter needs 

to be addressed both in relation to AA Screening and in relation to the appropriate 

assessment which is to be carried out. 

  

In relation to the NIS it is not clear which Natura 2000 sites were assessed. No list of sites 

assessed is provided, although there is indication in Table 4.1 that there are 159 SACs and 

89 SPAs assessed as having a marine influence/element. This matter needs to be clarified. 

In addition it is not clear whether impacts to any transboundary sites have been considered 

as part of the assessment carried out or not. 

  

The Department notes that an assessment has been carried out in relation to the policies in 

the Draft NMPF and makes the following observations (notwithstanding the comments above 

in relation to the lack of any reference to specific Natura 2000 sites in undertaking the 

assessment): 

  

 In relation to the assessment of Biodiversity policies, the Department is of the view 

in relation to policies Biodiversity 3, 4 and 5 that adverse impacts to Natura 2000 

sites cannot be excluded at present in relation to these policies as formulated. Our 

concerns relate to the use of the no net loss concept in Biodiversity 3 and to the use 

of the terms “priority habitats” and “priority species” in Biodiversity 4 as detailed 

above. The NIS sets out concerns in relation to Biodiversity 5 with which we concur.   

  

 In relation to Marine Protected Areas (MPA) policies the Department concurs with 

the assessment set out and notes the statement in relation to MPA 4 that adverse 

impacts to Natura 2000 sites cannot be excluded at present in relation to this policy 

as formulated. 

  

 The Department notes and concurs with the concerns raised and the assessment 

conclusions in relation to policy Underwater Noise 1, Climate Change 4, Co-

existence 1, Heritage Assets and Rural Coastal and Island Communities. 

  

 In relation to sectoral policies the Department notes the concerns raised in relation 

to Aquaculture Policies and that further mitigation is required to ensure that 

“significant adverse effects of the draft Aquaculture policies on the integrity of 

European sites can be avoided” (page 35). The Department concurs with this 

assessment. 

  

 The Department notes and concurs with the concerns raised and the assessment 

conclusions in relation to the following policies: Defence policies, Transmission 

policies, Petroleum policies, Offshore Renewable Energy (ORE) policies, Fisheries 

policies, Marine Aggregates and Mining policies, Ports, Harbours and Shipping 

policies, Sport and Recreation policies, Telecommunications policies, Tourism 

policies, Wastewater Treatment and Disposal policies. It is noted in relation to all 

these policies the assessment conclusion that further mitigation is required to ensure 
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that significant adverse effects of these policies on the integrity of European sites can 

be avoided. 

  

 The Department notes that an assessment of the impacts of the Draft NMPF in-

combination with other plans and projects has been carried out and notes the 

potential for in-combination impacts, some of which may be significant, to arise in 

relation to the following plans: Climate Action Plan 2019, EU Policy Framework for 

Climate and Energy 2020-2030, National Renewable Energy Action Plan (NREAP), 

National Renewable Electricity Policy and Development Framework (in preparation), 

Harnessing our Ocean Wealth - an Integrated Marine Plan for Ireland 2012, National 

Policy Framework on Alternative Fuels, Infrastructure in Transport 2017-2030, Food 

Wise 2025, Action Plan for Rural Development, EU Sustainable Development 

Strategy (EU SDS) and Our Sustainable Future: A Framework for Sustainable 

Development in Ireland (2012), National Strategic Plan for Sustainable Aquaculture, 

Seafood Development Programme 2014-2020, Irish Offshore Plans 1-5 (in relation 

to licensing rounds for a number of offshore oil and gas exploration areas), and 

People, Place and Policy - Growing Tourism to 2025. 

  

 The Department notes that a number of mitigation measures have been put forward 

in the NIS to address the potential impacts of the Draft NMPF as set out in the NIS. 

While these proposals are welcome, the Department is of the view that given the 

range of matters raised above in relation to the outcomes of the assessment 

undertaken, the mitigation measures set out are not sufficient to fully address the 

concerns raised in relation to the potential impacts of certain policies in the Draft 

NMPF and the potential for significant in-combination impacts to arise in relation to 

the Draft NMPF.  

  

 The Department recommends that further mitigation proposals need to be brought 

forward for incorporation in the NMPF to fully address the significant issues arising 

from the assessment undertaken. Without further mitigation measures being 

incorporated in the NMPF, the Department is of the view that there will be no firm 

basis for a conclusion that the NMPF will not adversely affect the integrity of a 

European site or sites. 

  

Comments in relation to the SEA Environmental Report 

  

The Department notes and welcomes the Environmental Report which has been published 

as part of the SEA process and makes the following observations: 

  

 The consideration of strategic alternatives undertaken as part of the plan-making 

process is welcome. The Department notes in relation to the chosen alternative (i.e. 

the Draft NMPF), the following statement on page 119 - “The draft plan presents a 

combination of Alternative 1 and 3 where sectoral priorities are presented and the 

policy base seeks to protect the interests of all marine users. Having said that clear 
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signposting for an ecosystem services approach is embedded into the policy base 

but without a spatial element it is not clear how it can be achieved”. The Department 

recommends further consideration of this matter before the NMPF is finalised with a 

view to formulating a clear pathway for the delivery of an ecosystems services 

approach in the implementation of the NMPF. 

  

 The Department notes and welcomes the assessment undertaken of the policies in 

the Draft NMPF and supports the recommendations for a wide range of mitigation 

measures to be incorporated in the final NMPF. 

 

You are requested to send further communications to this Department’s Development 

Applications Unit (DAU) at  (team monitored); if this is not 

possible, correspondence may alternatively be sent to: 

 

 The Manager 

 Development Applications Unit (DAU) 

 Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht 

Newtown Road 

 Wexford 

Y35 AP90 
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1.0 Introduction 
 

1.1 This submission to the Draft National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF) is made on 
behalf Foyle Port. The Port is committed to constructive ongoing engagement in the 
development of planning policy at national, regional and local level. It has been 
engaging with regional and local planning authorities in both the Republic of Ireland and 
Northern Ireland over recent years to ensure that emerging policy addresses its 
concerns and is formulated in a co-ordinated manner, and very much welcomes this 
opportunity to engage directly with the development of the NMPF. 

  
Economic Driver 
 

1.2 Foyle Port, with its strategic location at the mouth of Lough Foyle, is the primary marine 
gateway to the North West of Ireland for both commerce and tourism.  It is by far the 
largest bulk cargo port serving the North West, handling in excess of 2 million tonnes of 
cargo in 20181. It is, as such, a key economic driver for the region, processing 
approximately £1billion worth of trade per annum and, in the process, supporting 
approximately 1000 direct and indirect jobs and 20,000 farms2.  
 

1.3 In addition to its cargo operations, it is a major tourism asset for the region. The Port 
has a growing presence in the rapidly expanding international cruise industry3 and 
regularly welcomes cruise ships from leading operators.  

 
Cross Border Entity 
 

1.4 Foyle Port’s jurisdiction covers an area of well over 180 sq. km and extends across the 
entirety of Lough Foyle, stretching from Craigavon Bridge in Derry City all the way 
northward to Greencastle in Co. Donegal and Magilligan Point in Co. Derry (See Fig. 1 
below).  
 

1.5 With infrastructure and operations in both the Republic of Ireland (RoI) and Northern 
Ireland (NI), Foyle Port is a genuine cross border entity. It operates independently of 
Government and is self-financing, with all profits being re-invested for the benefit of the 
region as a whole4. 
 
 
 
 

 
1 This compares, for example, to 582,000 tonnes at Galway and 32,000 tonnes at Killybegs, 
https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/spt/statisticsofporttraffic2018/   
2 Londonderry Port and Harbour Comissioners (t/a Foyle Port) – Annual Report and Financial Statements 2018 
3 Based on a recent assessment (‘Cruise Tourism on the Island of Ireland – Strategic Assessment Report for Cruise 
Ireland’, June 2018) the cruise tourism sector is estimated be worth in excess of €40m per annum to the all-island 
economy 
4 The Port has reinvested over £31m over the past 15 years. 
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Fig. 1 The geographic jurisdiction of Foyle Port 
 

 
Fig. 2 The mouth of Lough Foyle, with Greencastle Harbour (Co. Donegal) to the left and Magilligan  
            Point (Co. Derry) to the right 

 
Potential 
 

1.6 Foyle Port possesses massive potential for growth over the coming years5, the benefits 
of which, if realised, will be felt throughout the region for generations to come  

 
1.7 The publication of the Draft NMPF comes at a critical juncture in the Port’s history, with 

major commercial opportunities emerging as a result of Brexit, and plans being 
developed for a new cruise ship berthing facility at Greencastle in Co. Donegal.  
 

 
5 Refer to 2.2.4 – 2.2.7 
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Strategic Objectives 
 
1.8 The Port has a number of strategic development objectives to advance in order to 

safeguard its long-term health and continued growth6. These can be summarised as 
follows: 
 

• Maintaining and improving strategic infrastructure links 
 

• Optimising the development potential of the Port’s landbank 
 

• Continued development of the North West City Region 
 

• Expanding cruise ship berthing capacity 
 

1.9 The NMPF is being prepared as a ‘parallel document’ to the National Planning 
Framework (NPF)7. The NPF emphasises the need for a fully co-ordinated terrestrial and 
maritime planning regime which enables the full potential of our maritime economy to 
be realised. It requires that the strategic development requirements of regionally 
significant ports – which Foyle Port constitutes - are appropriately addressed in policy 
documents at all levels8.  
 

1.10 The Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy for the North West of Ireland was adopted 
earlier this year to assist in the delivery of the NPF. It confirms the status of Foyle Port as 
“a port of regional significance” (albeit one that operates independently of national 
government)9.  
 

1.11 It is essential that national marine planning policy aligns with and reinforces the 
objectives of the NPF and RSES, and supports the growth and development of our key 
ports, including Foyle.  
 
Structure of Submission 
 

1.12 This submission will provide a brief overview of Foyle Port to explain its importance as 
an economic and community asset for the North West region. It will then set out in 
further detail the strategic development objectives of the Port and the wider planning 
policy context within which those objectives are to be considered, before commenting 
on relevant sections of the Draft NMPF and proposing amendments where appropriate.  

 
 

 

 
6 Refer to section 2.7 of this submission for detail. 
7 Draft NMPF, Section 2.31 
8 National Policy Objective 40 
9 RSES, Section 6.3.1 
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1.13 The submission is set out as follows: 
 

• Introduction 

• Port Overview 

• Planning Policy Context 

• Draft NMPF – Review and Comment 
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2.0 Port Overview 
 

2.1 Introduction 
 
2.1.1 Foyle Port is a unique infrastructural asset for the North West of Ireland, whose 

significance as a community asset and economic engine for the region is often under-
appreciated. This section will provide a brief overview of the Port, setting out its 
significance to the region as both an economic and community resource, and the 
development objectives that planning policy - at all levels - should address in a co-
ordinated manner over the coming years. 

 

2.2 Location 
 
2.2.1  Foyle Port is located at Lough Foyle, in the heart of the ‘North West City Region’ of 

Letterkenny-Derry-Strabane.  
 

  
 Fig. 3 Foyle Port is a genuine cross-border entity 

  
2.2.2 Lough Foyle straddles the border between Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland, 

and the Port’s jurisdiction encompasses it in its entirety, stretching from Craigavon 
Bridge in Derry City all the way northward to Greencastle in Co. Donegal and Magilligan 
Point in Co. Derry (see Figs 1 & 2). The Port’s activities are blind to any border between 
NI and RoI, as befits its position as a genuine cross border operation and a key piece of 
regional infrastructure for the entire North West of Ireland. 

 
2.2.3 The Port’s offices and cargo facilities are located at Lisahally in Co Derry, to the north of 

Derry city (See Fig. 4), however it also operates out of Greencastle in Co Donegal which 
serves as a tender Port for visiting cruise ships (See Fig. 5), and in the heart of the city 
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itself where Foyle Port Marina provides a base for water sports and for tourists wishing 
to explore the North West coast by boat (See Fig. 6). 

 

  
 Fig. 4 Lisahally Terminal 
 

  
 Fig. 5 Greencastle Harbour 
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 Fig. 6 Foyle Port Marina 

 
2.2.4 At Lisahally, in addition to the deep-water berth and cargo facilities, the Port owns a 

125-acre estate (Outlined in yellow in Fig. 7 below), with just over 20 acres directly 
adjacent to the quay and approximately 105 acres of surrounding port development 
land.  

  

  
 Fig. 7 Foyle Port Estate 
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2.2.5 Within this area there are currently 40 acres available for future development on Port 

lands, to add to the extensive development that has already taken place here for the 
benefit of the region10.  

 
2.2.6 In addition to the land under direct ownership of the Port, there is an extensive 

adjoining landbank of over 400 ha. Foyle Port has, in conjunction with adjoining 
landowners, identified this wider area as a ‘Harbour Development Zone’ and developed 
a Framework Plan to guide its future development as an economic and employment 
asset for the North West focussed on port-reliant, port-related and complementary 
uses11.  

 

  
 Fig. 9 Harbour Development Zone 
 

2.2.7 By virtue of its unique locational advantages therefore, the Port enjoys massive 
development potential to respond positively over the coming years to opportunities 
presented by ‘Brexit’ and to ensure, with the support of coordinated policy and 
investment decisions, that it maintains and enhances its position as an economic driver 
for the region. 

 
 
 
 

 
10 For example, the Evermore Energy Biomass Renewable Power Station, which has cemented the area’s status as an 
Energy Hub for the North West region 
11 There is potential, for example, for up to 3 million sq. ft. of warehousing to be delivered 
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2.3 Operations 
 
2.3.1 Foyle Port’s operations can be divided into three broad categories:  
 

• Bulk Cargo 

• Leisure & Tourism 

• Marine Services. 
 
 Bulk Cargo 
 
2.3.2 The Port’s primary activity is the handling of bulk cargo, with trade levels of 

approximately 2 million tonnes annually. This equates to a Tier 2 ‘Port of National 
Significance’ under Ireland’s National Ports Policy (2013)12.  

 

  
 Fig. 10 Cargo Unloading at Lisahally 
 

2.3.4 The Port offers a fully integrated cargo handling service, with extensive warehousing 
facilities onsite in addition to several open storage sites near the quay. The extent of the 
Port’s warehousing capacity, and scope for expansion, is unrivalled nationally. 

 
2.3.5 In addition, the deep-water facility at Lisahally can handle vessels up to 65,000 DWT and 

a maximum length overall of 215 metres, which is far in excess of any other port in the 
region13. 

 

 
12 As noted in the Introduction to this submission however, the Port operates entirely independently of Government. 
Refer to Section 2.4 for detail. 
13 The next largest port in the region, Galway, is designed to cater for vessels of 12,000 to 20,000 tonnes 
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2.3.6 Foyle Port stands alone in the North West region in terms of the scale of its operations, 
its importance to the regional economy and its capacity for expansion. 

 
 Leisure and Tourism 
 
2.3.7 Alongside its core cargo operations, a key part of the Port’s business is the cruise 

tourism sector, which represents a huge economic opportunity for the North West of 
Ireland. 

 
2.3.8 The Port benefits from a strategic location directly between the start/finish points of the 

Wild Atlantic Way and the Causeway Coastal Route, offering visitors a unique 
opportunity to experience two of Ireland’s premier tourism brands. 

 

  
 Fig. 11 Ireland’s key tourism brands in relation to the main cruise ports 

 
2.3.9 Foyle Port has worked with tourism bodies since the 1990’s to develop the cruise 

tourism sector for the North West, and has seen traffic grow steadily since that time. At 
present, ship calls are generally divided between Lisahally and Greencastle, with some 
smaller ships being able to dock at Queen’s Quay in the city of Derry. The largest vessels 
call to Greencastle, which currently operates as a tender port, however plans are being 
prepared on behalf of the Port to develop a cruise ship berthing facility at Greencastle 
Harbour to capitalise further on this growing market. 
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 Fig. 12 The ‘Spirit of Adventure’ berthed at Lisahally 

 
2.3.10 In addition to its cruise business the Port also operates Foyle Port Marina, which is 

located within walking distance of Derry city centre and provides a hub for local water 
sports activity as well as a regional base for independent marine tourism. 

 

  
 Fig. 14 Foyle Port Marina in Derry City 
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 Marine Services 
 
2.3.11 Alongside its cargo, tourism and leisure operations, Foyle Port provides a full range of 

marine services on a nationwide basis, including towage, dredging, seabed levelling and 
hydrographic surveying using its own fleet of vessels. The Port’s team has provided its 
expert marine services to other ports all around the island of Ireland. 

 

  
 Fig. 15 The Dredging vessel ‘Lough Foyle’ in action at the Port of Drogheda 

 
Environmental Management 

 
2.3.12 Central to everything that the Port does is a commitment to minimising pollution and 

creating a safer, cleaner environment for everyone. To ensure that it meets these 
obligations the Port maintains the internationally recognised ISO 140001 
(Environmental Management) standard, which is externally validated on a twice-yearly 
basis. 

 

2.4 Governance 
 
2.4.1 Foyle Port was established by way of an Act of Parliament that pre-dates partition on 

the island of Ireland14. By virtue of that Act, it has operated independently of 
Government since 1854. It is recognised as the ‘Competent Harbour and Pilotage 
Authority’ for all of Lough Foyle by both the British and Irish Governments, with 
integrated operations within and across both jurisdictions.  

 

 
14 Londonderry Port and Harbour Act 1854 
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2.4.2 As an independent statutory authority, the Port has a duty to operate to the highest 
standards of efficiency, financial prudence, environmental awareness, safety and 
security.  

 

2.5  Economic Impact 
 
2.5.1 The economic impact of Foyle Port, while concentrated in the North West corner of the 

island, extends across the whole of the region, and beyond15. 
 
2.5.2 The Port has an average direct employment throughout the year of 100 people. It’s 

economic impact however, extends far beyond direct employment numbers, as it 
facilitates trade in key commodities throughout the entire North West of Ireland that is 
worth over €1 billion annually and supports approximately 1,000 jobs across the region. 

 

    
 Fig. 16 Commodities Trade        

 

 
Fig. 17 Employment Impact 

 
2.5.3 Much of this trade is in agricultural commodities, and the Port’s impact in the agri-food 

sector is particularly pronounced, with imports and exports of agricultural commodities 
such as animal feed and fertiliser supporting approximately 20,000 farms in the region. 
This is a growing sector, and increasingly fundamental to the Port’s success.  

  
 

 
15 Agri-food products and building materials , for example, are transported nationwide 
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 Fig. 18 Supporting the region’s agriculture 

 
2.5.4 The economic impact of the Port should not only be considered in terms of local 

indicators. It is the key international marine gateway to the entire North West region, 
for both commerce and tourism16, and supports worldwide trade relationships17.  

 
2.5.5 In addition to the Port’s crucial role in the trade of bulk commodities, it’s role in the 

tourism sector has a major economic impact across the North West of Ireland, the 
potential of which is only beginning to be realised. 

 
2.5.6 The cruise sector generated approximately €41m to the economies of Ireland in 2016, 

and is growing rapidly, with cruise visitors projected to grow from c. 442k in 2016 to 
1.4m by 2026 (generating an estimated €130m to the economies of Ireland)18. 

 
2.5.7 Foyle Port is a key cruise location on the island of Ireland, occupying a strategic location 

between the Wild Atlantic Way and the Causeway Coastal Route. It attracted 4,000 
high-spending visitors to the region in 2018, and doubled this figure in 2019. The 
potential to develop this sector is huge, with plans to develop a berthing facility at 
Greencastle Harbour enabling a further exponential increase. 

 

2.6 Community Engagement 
 
2.6.1 Foyle Port is a keen supporter of community initiatives, with 1% of all profit generated 

going to local clubs and charities. The Port is proud to support a range of clubs and 
charities in both Derry and Donegal19. 

 

 
16 As emphasised by the Department of Infrastructure (NI) in its submission to the pre-draft RSES consultation                                                                                                     
17 Over 80% of goods imported during 2016/17, for example, emanated from outside the UK, with similar figures for 
exports 
18 ‘Cruise Tourism on the Island of Ireland – Strategic Assessment Report for Cruise Ireland’, June 2018 
19 These include the Foyle Ambassador Programme, Greencastle FC, Foyle Sailability and the Foyle Down Syndrome 
Trust among many others 
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 Fig. 19 The launch of ‘Foyle Sailability’ 

 
2.6.2 The Port is continuously involved in school visits and student placements, which allows 

it to promote and raise awareness of careers in the maritime industry among young 
people and facilitates valuable work experience for students to help them make career 
decisions. 

 
2.6.3 The Port is also central in attracting high profile events to the region, such as the Clipper 

Round the World Yacht Race and, previously, the successful European City of Culture 
year (2013), which have had a huge impact in changing perceptions of the area and 
attracting new visitors. 

  



Foyle Port  Submission to Draft NMPF 

April 2020   

18 

 
 

 

  
 Fig. 20 Clipper Round the World Yacht Race 2014 

  

2.7 Development Objectives 
 
2.7.1  The Port has a number of key strategic development objectives that it aims to advance 

in order to safeguard its long-term health and continued growth for the benefit of the 
region. These can be summarized as follows: 

 

• Maintaining and improving strategic infrastructure links to the Port  

• Optimising the development potential of the Port’s landbank 

• Supporting the continued development of a cross-border City Region, with the Port 
at its commercial and economic core 

• Expanding cruise ship berthing capacity 
 

Infrastructure Links 
 
2.7.2 Maintaining and improving infrastructure links is critical for the Port, on both sides of 

the Irish border. Good road links, in particular, are essential to sustain and improve 
trade movements in and out of the Port as we enter the potentially challenging post-
Brexit environment. 
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2.7.3 It is important that policy at all levels - both maritime and terrestrial – supports the 
enhancement of roads infrastructure serving the country’s ports. In doing so it will 
provide the basis for co-ordinated investment decisions which recognise the economic 
benefit that our ports deliver. This is particularly important in areas of infrastructural 
deficit, such as the North West. 

 
2.7.4 We welcome, accordingly, the inclusion of overarching policy that is supportive of 

“Appropriate land-based infrastructure which facilitates marine activity”, but feel that it 
should refer more explicitly to the operation, growth and development of our ports. We 
propose a number of amendments to this end in Section 4 of this submission. 

 
 Landbank Development 
 
2.7.5 Of all the ports on the island of Ireland, Foyle Port has unparalleled development 

potential within the ‘Harbour Development Zone’ that adjoins its cargo facilities at 
Lisahally (See Fig. 9). The Port has, accordingly, developed a Framework Plan to guide its 
future development as an economic and employment asset for the North West region 
focussed on port-reliant, port-related and complementary uses.  

 
2.7.6 While the Foyle ‘Harbour Development Zone’ may lie outside the NMPF’s jurisdictional 

‘boundary’, its economic importance to the North West region as a whole should not be 
understated, particularly in the context of a post-Brexit trading environment, where the 
ability to quickly utilise its capacity for additional warehousing and logistics 
infrastructure may provide the region with a significant commercial advantage. 

 
2.7.7 This is one example of the ‘trans-boundary’ impact that the development of port and 

related uses can have. It is important that planning policy at all levels - both maritime 
and terrestrial –  recognises and embraces the benefits of trans-boundary coordination. 
With the NMPF, this is particularly important for the North West region. 

 
City Region 

 
2.7.8 Foyle Port has long been an advocate of the North West Gateway Initiative and the 

Letterkenny – Derry – Strabane ‘City Region’ strategy.  The North West City Region 
strategy is a critical part of the National Planning Framework (NPF) and the Regional 
Spatial and Economic Strategy (RSES) . Foyle Port is at the heart of the City Region, for 
which it is an essential economic driver. It will continue to champion the City Region 
strategy and is actively working with the North West Strategic Growth Partnership to 
this end, to ensure that all stakeholders in the City Region continue to work together for 
economic advantage. 

 



Foyle Port  Submission to Draft NMPF 

April 2020   

20 

 
 

 

2.7.9 It is important that national and regional marine planning policy support the City Region 
strategy and recognise the role of Foyle Port in achieving this National Policy 
Objective20. 

 
 Cruise Berth 
 
2.7.10 Catering for the cruise industry is an increasingly important part of the Port’s operations 

and business plan for future growth. At present, the Port can only cater for the largest 
ships through the existing tender facilities at Greencastle (i.e. The ships must anchor 
outside of Greencastle Harbour, with passengers being brought ashore on tender 
vessels). In order to capitalise further on this growing international market, and make 
the most of the Port’s unique strategic location between the Wild Atlantic Way and the 
Causeway Coast, plans are being prepared to develop a cruise ship berthing facility at 
Greencastle Harbour in Co. Donegal which will enable ships to dock at the harbour itself 
(See Indicative image and plan below). This will greatly increase the North West region’s 
capacity to develop as an international cruise destination. 

 
2.7.11 Advancing these plans, which will provide a significant boost to the North West 

economy, is a key strategic development objective for the Port and we welcome, 
accordingly, the Framework’s support for investment in this area.  

 

 
 Fig. 21 Indicative image of proposed cruise ship berth and associated upgrades at Greencastle Harbour 

 
20 NPO 45: “support and promote the development of the North West City Region as interlinked areas of strategic 
importance in the North West of Ireland” 
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Fig. 22 Indicative plan of proposed cruise ship berth and associated upgrades at Greencastle Harbour 
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3.0 Planning Policy Context 
 

3.1 Introduction  
 
3.1.1 Foyle Port is a cross-border entity of regional significance to the entire North West of 

Ireland. It is essential that planning policy at all levels is aligned to its strategic interests. 
A co-ordinated planning policy approach – both terrestrial and marine - is therefore 
critical.  

 
3.1.2 Foyle Port has been engaging constructively with planning authorities in both the RoI 

and NI for some time with a view to achieving a positive, coordinated policy context that 
protects and facilitates the realisation of its strategic objectives on both sides of the 
border. It is committed to continuing this process and welcomes this opportunity to 
contribute to the shaping of marine planning policy for Ireland through the Draft NMPF.  

 
3.1.3 This consultation period on the Draft NMPF follows the publication, in 2019, of the 

Government’s Marine Planning Policy Statement. This emphasises that the NMPF is to 
“serve as a parallel to the National Planning Framework”. The NPF itself is to be 
implemented in tandem with the Regional Development Strategy (RDS) for Northern 
Ireland21, and its implementation throughout the North West region is supported by the 
recent adoption of the North West Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy (RSES).  

 
3.1.4 It is important that marine planning policy – at national and, in the future, at regional 

level, is appropriately aligned with these strategic planning policy documents. 
 

3.2 National Planning Framework 
 

  
 Fig. 23 Ireland’s National Planning Framework 

 
21 RDS 2035 ‘Building a Better Future’ 
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Working with our Neighbours 

 
3.2.1 The NPF emphasises the need for co-ordinated spatial planning between NI and RoI22, 

noting that the implementation of the NPF in tandem with the RDS will address shared 
challenges between the two jurisdictions, such as: 

 

• Managing our growth strategically for long term benefit in terms of economic 
and social development and environmental quality;  
 
and 
 

• Working together for mutual advantage in areas such as economic development 
and promotion, co-ordination of social and physical infrastructure provision and 
environmental management. 

 
3.2.2 It identifies three key categories of practical co-operation that will both support and be 

supported by the implementation of the NPF: 
 

• Working Together for Economic Advantage 
- Including through the North West Strategic Growth Partnership 

 

• Co-ordination of Investment in Infrastructure 
- Including transport and tourism 

 

• Managing our Shared Environment Responsibly 
 
3.2.3 All of these areas of practical co-operation align with the strategic objectives of Foyle 

Port, and it is important that the role of the Port in realising them is properly reflected in 
marine planning policy. 

 
 Working Together for Economic Advantage 
 
3.2.4 For example, in Section 8.3, the NPF (‘Working Together for Economic Advantage’) 

emphasises the importance of developing the North West City Region to achieving the 
full potential of the North West and maximising its contribution to economic growth. 
This is a fundamental objective of Foyle Port, which performs a key role in the economic 
and commercial life of the City Region. The centrality of the Port, and port-related 
activities, to achieving this National Policy Objective (NPO 45)23 must be recognised in 
the NMPF. 

 

 
22 NPF, Section 8.2, Ireland and Northern Ireland 
23 NPO 45: “support and promote the development of the North West City Region as interlinked areas of strategic 

importance in the North West of Ireland” 
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3.2.5 The NPF goes on to highlight the role of the North West Strategic Growth Partnership as 
a collaborative structure to help advance the City Region strategy, including through the 
promotion of trade and tourism, and improving transport infrastructure. 

 
3.2.6 Foyle Port is an active supporter of the Strategic Growth Partnership and calls upon the 

NMPF to align with the NPF in this area by clearly supporting the North West City Region 
strategy, and recognising the importance of the Port and port-related activities in 
delivering it.   

 
 Co-Ordination of Investment in Infrastructure 
 
3.2.7 The NPF, in Section 8.4 (‘Co-Ordination of Investment in Infrastructure’), notes that both 

it and the RDS provide a basis for long term co-ordination on infrastructure 
development.  

 
3.2.8 It recognises that the island’s growing population and the continued growth in tourism 

numbers and freight traffic will place further demands on transport infrastructure, and 
that increased transport connectivity within and to the North West region will help to 
harness the full potential of the island. 

 
3.2.9 Co-ordination of investment in infrastructure is essential to the long-term health of 

Foyle Port, as reflected in the Port’s strategic development goals, and the basis for this 
that is provided by the NPF and the RDS must be further supported through the NMPF. 

 
3.2.10 In terms of tourism, the NPF recognises that “further opportunities to maximise market 

exposure exist through cooperation and themed ‘branding bundles’ including linking the 
Causeway Coast with the Wild Atlantic Way”24. In addition, NPO 49 requires planning 
policy to “support the coordination and promotion of all island tourism initiatives”.  

 
3.2.11 This commitment to cross-border cooperation and ‘all island tourism initiatives’ should 

be reflected in the NMPF. It is particularly pertinent for Foyle Port which, with its 
strategic location connecting the Causeway Coast with the Wild Atlantic Way, and its 
plans for increased cruise berthing capacity, has a key role to play in developing the all-
island tourism market.  

 
 Managing Our Shared Environment Responsibly 
 
3.2.12 In section 8.5 the NPF notes, with obvious resonance for Foyle Port, that “administrative 

boundaries do not reflect the trans-boundary nature of the environment and its 
stewardship”. It goes on to state that shared action on our shared environment must 
ensure “Co-ordination of relevant planning policies affecting shared coastal waters and 
seas”. 

 

 
24 NPF, Section 8.4 
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3.2.13 As the Competent Harbour and Pilotage Authority for all of Lough Foyle, the Port is 
acutely aware of its responsibility to this shared environment, and wholeheartedly 
endorses the NPF objectives in this regard.  

 
3.2.14 As part of transposing these objectives into the NMPF, there should be recognition of 

the role that bodies such as Foyle Port play in protecting our shared environment, and 
of the importance of working collaboratively to ensure a coordinated regulatory 
environment. 

 
Ports 

 
3.2.15 The NPF recognises that our ports perform a critical role as “enablers of economic 

growth” and that they are “critical infrastructure for international trade”25. It is essential 
that Foyle Port’s significance as an enabler of economic growth and a critical piece of 
economic infrastructure is recognised in the NMPF. 

 
3.2.16 There is also recognition in the NPF that “To maintain economic growth, we must be 

capable of delivering additional port capacity in a timely and predictable manner”26. As 
set out in Section 2 of this report, Foyle Port enjoys unrivalled scope to expand in a 
timely, predictable manner, which provides it with a huge opportunity to react positively 
to a post-Brexit trading environment for the benefit of the entire region. 

 
3.2.17 Any expansion of the Port will be to the benefit of the region as a whole, and the scope 

for it to expand significantly should be recognised and supported by the NMPF. 
 
3.2.18 The NPF states that strategic plans for relevant ports and corresponding city growth 

strategies should align and be consistent with the effective growth and sustainable 
development of the city regions. This is encapsulated in National Policy Objective 40, 
which states that planning policy must “Ensure that the strategic development 
requirements…of ports of regional significance….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”. 

 
3.2.19 It is important that national marine planning policy is aligned with the NPF in this 

regard, and recognises the important role that ports can perform in the realisation of 
regional growth strategies.  

 
 Northern and Western Region 
 
3.2.20 In specifically addressing the North West as a region, the NPF recognises the reality of 

cross border dependencies, and that Letterkenny and Derry/Strabane functions as a 

 
25 NPF, Section 7.3 
26 NPF, Section 7.3 
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cross border city region, which will be supported and enhanced over the lifetime of the 
Framework through relevant policies and investment27.  

 
3.2.21 The NPF notes that addressing enhanced connectivity is a priority for the region, as well 

as enabling growth and competitiveness to support the strong cross-border links that 
exist through the city region.  

 
3.2.22 The NPF’s approach clearly aligns with the strategic objectives of Foyle Port and these 

must, in accordance with NPO 40, be appropriately addressed in the NMPF. 
  

3.3 North West Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy 
 

  
 Fig. 24 North West RSES 

 
3.3.1 The RSES for the North West was adopted in January of this year. It confirms the status 

of Foyle Port as a ‘port of regional significance’, its importance to the regional economy, 
and its centrality to the North West City Region (the advancement of which is a central 
component the overall strategy): 

 
“Foyle Port, lies at the heart of the North West City Region, as a port of regional 
significance for the North West of Ireland” 
 
“Foyle Port is by far the largest cargo port serving the region, handling in excess of €1 
billion worth of commodities annually. It also serves the rapidly expanding international 
cruise sector, primarily through Greencastle in Co. Donegal and Lisahally in Co. Derry, 
and operates a marina near Derry city centre which provides a hub for water sports 

 
27 NPF, Section 3.3 
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activity within the North West City Region as well as a regional base for independent 
marine tourism” 

 
3.3.2 It also emphasises the importance of co-ordinated investment in transport and tourism 

infrastructure, including the region’s ports, and the importance of co-ordinated cross-
border planning, all in keeping the NPF. 

 

3.4 Regional Development Strategy for Northern Ireland 
 

  
 Fig. 25 Regional Development Strategy 2035 ‘Building a Better Future’ 

 
3.4.1 Both the NPF and the RSES must be implemented in tandem with the Regional 

Development Strategy for Northern Ireland (RDS). It is important, therefore, that the 
NMPF (and future regional marine planning policy) is also generally aligned with the 
RDS, particularly in so far as it relates to Foyle Port and the North West City Region. 

 
3.4.2  The RDS recognises that certain key infrastructure assets, such as seaports, bring 

“mutual benefit to all parts of the island”28. This is certainly the case with Foyle Port. The 
RDS notes that “Co-operation at strategic planning level ensures that the greatest value 
added is extracted from investment in shared infrastructure”29, which is particularly 
pertinent for Foyle Port and is a principle that must be emphasised in the NMPF. 

 
3.4.3 Foyle Port is recognised in the RDS as a key part of the ‘North West City Gateway’ (i.e. 

the NPF’s ‘North West City Region’), and one of the main objectives of the RDS is to 
strengthen the region’s Gateways for regional competitiveness30. Central to achieving 
this is to “Provide high quality connections to and from the air and sea ports”31. This is 

 
28 RDS, Section 5.15 
29 RDS, Section 5.15 
30 RDS, SFG 15 
31 RDS, Section 3.1 
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an ongoing and fundamental strategic objective for Foyle Port, and it is essential that 
the NMPF promotes a coordinated approach to maintaining and enhancing 
infrastructure links to the Port. 

 
3.4.4 The need for enhanced transport infrastructure is reiterated throughout the RDS, 

including, with specific regard to the North West City Gateway, the need for enhanced 
linkages to and from Foyle Port32, to ensure the efficient movement of both people and 
freight (“The strategic road network should take account of the need for the efficient 
movement of freight, especially managing access to the motorway system and the 
gateway lands at the Port”).  

 
3.4.5 The RDS also focuses on the need to improve the region’s tourist infrastructure, citing 

the “unfulfilled potential of the tourism industry” arising out of the Troubles. A key 
objective of the strategy is to “Improve facilities for tourists in support of the Tourist 
Signature Destinations”33.  Foyle Port is ideally placed to do this in support of both the 
Wild Atlantic Way and the Causeway Coastal Route, two of the island’s key signature 
destinations, and has ambitious plans to enhance its cruise ship berthing capacity 
accordingly.  The NMPF must recognise the unique strategic position of the Port in the 
context of these two key destinations, and support its development objectives to 
facilitate increased cruise tourism to the region. 

 

 
32 RDS Section 3.56 
33 RDS, Section 3.7 
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4.0 Draft NMPF – Review and Comment 
 

4.1 Introduction 
 
4.1.1 The preceding sections of this submission have provided an overview of Foyle Port and 

its significance as an economic and community asset; have set out the Port’s key 
strategic development objectives; and have considered how existing planning policy 
addresses and responds to those objectives. 

 
4.1.2 This section will consider the content of the Draft NMPF in light of all of the above, and 

will propose amendments and/or additions to the current text in order to align the 
Framework more clearly with existing policy, and with the Port’s objectives. 

 
4.1.3 The key areas of interest within the Draft NMPF for Foyle Port, to which this submission 

responds, are set out below: 
 

• Trans-Boundary Co-Ordination 
 

• Overarching Marine Planning Policies 
- Co-existence 
- Infrastructure  
- Transboundary Proposals 

 

• Key Sectoral/Activity Policies 
- Ports, Harbours and Shipping 
- Sport and Recreation 
- Tourism 

 
  

4.2 Trans-Boundary Co-Ordination 
 
4.2.1 Given its unique strategic location at Lough Foyle, with infrastructure and operations in 

both the Republic of Ireland (RoI) and Northern Ireland (NI), Foyle Port is acutely aware 
of the need for a co-ordinated, trans-boundary approach to planning policy (both 
maritime and terrestrial). It has been engaging closely with local and regional planning 
authorities accordingly in recent years. 

 
4.2.2 The Port welcomes this opportunity to engage with the development of the National 

Marine Planning Framework, and is pleased to see a commitment within it to pursuing a 
co-ordinated approach to planning at both national and sub-national level. 

 
4.2.3 At national level we note - as described in Section 2.51 of the Draft NMPF - the 

establishment of a new grouping bringing together senior policy and planning officials 
from the six marine planning administrations of Ireland, Northern Ireland, England, 
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Scotland, Wales and the Isle of Man. It is understood that this new group will meet on a 
6-monthly basis to discuss latest developments in terms of national plans and planning-
related issues of mutual concern or interest.  

 
4.2.4 The establishment of this new grouping is very welcome. As a cross-border entity Foyle 

Port has a particular interest in ensuring a co-ordinated marine planning approach 
across these administrations, and in particular between the Republic of Ireland and 
Northern Ireland. We would welcome further information on the activities and make-up 
of the group, and the opportunity to engage directly with it in due course. 

 
4.2.5 At sub-national level we welcome the commitment to the introduction of regional 

marine planning. We note that this “will be developed through a partnership approach 
between the National MSP team and groups of local authorities working on a regional 
basis”, drawing from “existing partnership arrangements”34. It is essential – in 
accordance with National Policy Objective 45 of the NPF35 - that this adopts a cross-
border approach for the North West of the country in keeping with the North West City 
Region strategy. In doing so it can draw on strong existing partnership arrangements 
including the North West Strategic Growth Partnership.  

 
4.2.6 In setting the context for the introduction of regional marine planning the NMPF should 

– with particular regard to the North West region, and in accordance with the NPF – 
emphasise the importance of working together for economic advantage through 
coordinated support for the region’s ports and marine industries. The key economic role 
that Foyle Port plays in the economy of the North West region, and its significant 
potential for future growth, should be recognised.  

 
4.2.7 Indeed, as a parallel document to the NPF, it is important that the NMPF recognises the 

role that port-related development can have in the achievement of terrestrial planning 
objectives more generally (e.g. advancing the North West City Region strategy), and we 
recommend the inclusion of policy echoing NPO 40 of the NPF accordingly (see ‘Ports, 
Harbours and Shipping’ section below). 

 
4.2.8 We note the reference within the Draft NMPF to ‘jurisdictional issues’ in Lough Foyle 

remaining outstanding36. In this regard, we would request that the status of Foyle Port 
as the ‘Competent Harbour and Pilotage Authority’ for all of Lough Foyle is 
acknowledged within the finalised document. Foyle Port is recognised as the 
‘Competent Harbour and Pilotage Authority’ for all of Lough Foyle by both the British 
and Irish Governments, and has operated independently of government since its 
establishment by an Act of Parliament in 1854. 

 
 

 
34 Draft NMPF, Section 2.54 
35 NPO 45: “support and promote the development of the North West City Region as interlinked areas of 
strategic importance in the North West of Ireland” 
36 Draft NMPF, Section 2.52 
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4.3 Overarching Marine Planning Policies 
 
 Co-Existence 
 
4.3.1 Among the ‘Overarching Marine Planning Policies’ that are set out in the Draft NMPF is 

the requirement for ‘co-existence’, i.e. that development proposals “should 
demonstrate that they have considered how to optimise the use of space, including 
through consideration of opportunities for co-existence and co-operation with other 
activities, enhancing other activities where appropriate”. 

 

4.3.2 This is particularly important in a port environment, where there are frequently 
competing pressures for the use of space. Foyle Port has ambitious plans for 
development in the coming years to take full advantage of its strategic location and 
extensive landbank. It has worked closely with adjoining landowners to develop a 
Framework Plan to guide the future growth of a designated ‘Harbour Development 
Zone’ with a mix of ‘port-reliant’, ‘port-related’ and ‘complementary’ uses.  

 

Foyle Port: 
 

• Welcomes the establishment of the national marine planning co-
ordination group, and would welcome the opportunity to engage directly 
with it in due course 
 

• Welcomes the commitment to introduce regional marine planning 
 

• Notes that regional marine planning for the North West must adopt a 
cross border approach and engage with existing partnership groupings 
such as the North West Strategic Growth Partnership 
 

• Calls upon the NMPF to explicitly endorse a cross border approach to 
regional marine planning for the North West which – in accordance with 
the NPF - emphasises the importance of working together for economic 
advantage through coordinated support for the region’s ports and marine 
industries. In doing so, the key role that Foyle Port plays in the regional 
economy, and its significant potential for growth, should be recognised. 

 

• Requests that the status of Foyle Port as the ‘Competent Harbour and 
Pilotage Authority’ for all of Lough Foyle is recognised in the final 
document 
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4.3.3 We would consider the development of such ‘Framework Plans’ to be an excellent 
means of planning for effective co-existence and co-operation with other uses, which 
should be encouraged within the NMPF. 

 
Infrastructure 

 
4.3.4 The Draft NMPF includes, as one of its overarching policies, a clear statement that 

“Appropriate land-based infrastructure which facilitates marine activity (and vice versa) 
should be supported. Proposals for appropriate infrastructure that facilitates the 
diversification or regeneration of marine industries should be supported”. This statement 
is welcome, however to avoid ambiguity it should, in our view, refer not only to 
“diversification and regeneration of marine industries” but also to the operation, growth 
and development of our ports. 

 
4.3.5 It notes that “land-based infrastructure is critical to realising the economic and social 

benefits of marine activities”. This is a point that Foyle Port strongly endorses, relying, as 
it does, on effective infrastructure links on both sides of the border.  

 
4.3.6 A key strategic objective of the Port is to maintain and improve infrastructure links to 

the Port with good quality road links, in particular, being essential to sustain and 
improve trade movements as we enter a potentially challenging post-Brexit 
environment. The Framework must reinforce the need for terrestrial and marine 
planning policy at all levels to encourage and facilitate the provision of quality 
infrastructure links to our ports and we welcome, accordingly, the statement within the 
Draft Framework that “Terrestrial planning should coordinate with and support ports 
with the necessary transport links and suitable road networks”37. 

 
4.3.7 The development of enhanced tourism infrastructure at our ports is also of critical 

importance, and an example of the type of land-based infrastructure that should be 
strongly supported by the Framework. Foyle Port’s emerging plans for a cruise ship 
berthing facility at Greencastle Harbour for example, have the potential to greatly 
increase visitor numbers to the North West region, delivering significant economic and 
social benefits. We welcome, accordingly, the acknowledgement within the ‘Sectoral 
Policies’ section of the Framework that tourism is an area were new investment and 
development by regional ports is to be supported (Refer to Section 4.4 below). 

 
4.3.8 The Draft Framework states that the type of infrastructure this overarching policy refers 

to “includes but is not limited to physical structures or facilities for landing, storage and 
processing of catch or freight, for passenger transfer or utilities transmission, slipways, 
and boat repair facilities”. In our view this should be expanded to include ‘related 
transport infrastructure’ and ‘tourism facilities’, which are both of critical importance in 
optimising the economic and social benefit accruing from our ports. 

 

 
37 Draft NMPF, Paragraph 14.34 
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 Transboundary Proposals 
 
4.3.9 The Draft Framework includes an overarching policy regarding development proposals 

that have ‘transboundary impacts’. It states that “Proposals that have transboundary 
impacts beyond the maritime area, either on the terrestrial environment or neighbouring 
international jurisdictions, must show evidence of consultation with the relevant public 
authorities, including terrestrial planning authorities and other country authorities”.  

 
4.3.10 This is of particular relevance to Foyle Port, with infrastructure and operations on both 

sides of the Irish border. The Port is committed to ongoing engagement with the 
relevant public authorities in both Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland, 
including in the development of national and regional marine planning policy, and looks 
forward to continued engagement with the Department and other relevant authorities 
in this regard. 

 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Foyle Port: 
 

• Welcomes the inclusion of overarching policy on the co-existence of 
competing uses. It has developed a ‘Framework Plan’ to guide the growth 
of different uses within its own Harbour Development Zone, which should 
be encouraged as good practice by the Framework in similar contexts. 
 

• Welcomes the inclusion of overarching policy that supports the 
development of appropriate land-based infrastructure which facilitates 
marine activity (and vice versa), but considers that it should be amended 
to state 
 

“Appropriate land-based infrastructure which facilitates marine and port 
activity (and vice versa) should be supported. Proposals for appropriate 
infrastructure that facilitates the operation, growth and development of 
our ports, and the diversification or regeneration of marine industries 
should be supported” 

 

• Considers that the supporting text for this policy (at para. 3.176) should be 
amended to include ‘related transport infrastructure’ and ‘tourism 
facilities’, which are both of critical importance in optimising the economic 
and social benefit accruing from our ports: 
 

“The type of infrastructure concerned includes but is not limited to 
physical structures or facilities for landing, storage and processing of 
catch or freight and related transport infrastructure, for passenger 
transfer or tourism facilities, utilities transmission, slipways, and boat 
repair facilities” 
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4.4 Key Sectoral/Activity Policies 
 
 Ports, Harbours and Shipping 
4.4.1 As a leading marine services provider, Foyle Port welcomes the inclusion of detailed 

policies in the Framework covering areas such as dredging, navigational impacts and 
waste disposal.  

 
4.4.2 We particularly welcome the inclusion of policy designed to protect the potential for 

future expansion of port and harbour activities from being impeded by unjustified 
adverse development impact (Policy 2), and for development proposals that may impact 
upon a port (including those within the vicinity of a port or that impact upon the main 
routes of significance to a port) to be required to demonstrate pre-application 
consultation with the relevant port authority (Policy 10). For the avoidance of doubt, it 
should be clarified here that ‘routes of significance to a port’ include road and other 
transportation links. 

 
4.4.3 We welcome the acknowledgement, at paragraph 4.17, of the important role that our 

Ports of Regional Significance play as facilitators of the regional economy. This is 
particularly true of Foyle Port, which is confirmed as a Port of Regional Significance for 
the North West of Ireland in the North West RSES. Foyle Port is a key economic driver 
for the North West region, supporting approximately 1000 direct and indirect jobs and 
handling in excess of €1billion of trade commodities annually, with a particularly 
important role in supporting the agri-food sector.  

 
4.4.4 The Port also has a strong positive impact on the regional economy as a tourism asset, 

in attracting cruise tourism to the region. It has a growing presence in the cruise tourism 
sector, and is developing proposals for additional cruise berth capacity at Greencastle 
Harbour. We welcome the acknowledgement that tourism is an area where regional 
ports can have a more significant economic impact and, in particular, that “Investment 
by ports in infrastructural development will have a positive impact on the tourism sector 
by providing the additional berth capacity to grow cruise ship calls”38.  

 

 
38 Draft NMPF, Paragraph 14.31 
 

• Welcomes the inclusion of overarching policy that requires proposals 
with transboundary impacts to demonstrate that they have consulted 
with the relevant public authorities 
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4.4.5 While it is welcome that the Framework is supportive of infrastructural investment in 
our regional ports – for its impact on the tourism sector, amongst others -  it is 
important that it also recognises and embraces the role that it plays (alongside other 
strategic policy documents such as the NPF) in providing the basis for coordinated 
investment decisions. 

 
4.4.6 In this regard we note, once again, that the NMPF is being prepared as a ‘parallel 

document’ to the NPF. It should therefore echo the NPF39 in recognising the role that it 
plays in guiding infrastructural investment. We propose that the following text be 
included accordingly when discussing infrastructural investment in ports and harbours: 
“The NMPF, alongside other strategic planning policy documents such as the National 
Planning Framework and the Regional Development Strategy for Northern Ireland, 
provides a basis for long term co-ordination on infrastructure investment including 
transport, tourism, energy and communications and social and community 
infrastructure”. 

 
4.4.7 Furthermore, as a ‘parallel document’ to the NPF it is important that the NMPF 

recognises the role that port and port-related development can have in the 
achievement of terrestrial planning objectives more generally, and we would 
recommend the inclusion of an objective echoing NPO 40 of the NPF, e.g.: 

 
 “Ensure that the strategic development requirements of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Ports, ports of 

regional significance and smaller harbours are appropriately addressed in regional and 
local marine planning policy to ensure the effective growth and sustainable development 
of city regions and regional and rural areas”.  

 
 Sport and Recreation 
 
4.4.8 As noted in Section 2.3, Foyle Port provides a hub for local water sports activity and is a 

keen supporter of community initiatives. This includes ‘Foyle Sailability’40 which is a 
cross border voluntary organisation that aims to deliver opportunities for sailing and 
other water-based activities to people with disabilities from across the North West of 
Ireland. 

 
4.4.9 We therefore strongly welcome the inclusion of specific policies for Sport and 

Recreation within the Framework, in particular Policy 3 which states that “Opportunities 
to promote inclusive development of water-based sports and marine recreation should 
be supported, where appropriate and at the applicable scale, with a focus on facilities for 
people with disabilities”. Foyle Sailability provides a positive case study for such 
initiatives, and we would welcome it being referenced as such within the final 
document. 

 

 
39 See Section 8.4 of the NPF 
40 www.foylesailability.org  

 

http://www.foylesailability.org/
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 Tourism 
 
4.4.10 With respect to tourism we note, once again, the need for the NMPF to be consistent 

with, and reinforce, the objectives of the National Planning Framework. In this regard, 
the NPF highlights the need for planning policy to “support the coordination and 
promotion of all island tourism initiatives”41 and proposes “themed ‘branding bundles’ 
including linking the Causeway Coast with the Wild Atlantic Way”42.  

 
4.4.11 Foyle Port, with its strategic location connecting the Causeway Coast with the Wild 

Atlantic Way, and its plans for increased cruise berth capacity, has a key role to play in 
developing the all-island tourism market and its potential in this regard should be 
recognised within the NMPF. We note, for example, that the graphic on page 77 of the 
Draft NMPF, which illustrates the Wild Atlantic Way and the ‘Signature Discovery Points’ 
along it, includes the entire northern coastline but does not indicate the presence of the 
Causeway Coastal Route in any way. This should be corrected. The existing Lough Foyle 
ferry service between Magilligan Point and Greencastle connects these two key tourism 
routes and is an excellent example of how marine tourism initiatives can create the 
“additional utilisation” of facilities and attractions that the Framework supports. 

 
4.4.12 Finally, we support the Framework’s call for “continued and enhanced cross-sectoral 

collaboration and integrated policy and strategies” to be prioritised given the strong 
links between tourism and sectors such as transport and port development43. In 
particular, we strongly welcome the acknowledgement that “Cruise tourism and 
port/harbour related activities are important for tourism and can provide good synergies 
with other sectors using these facilities”44. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
41 NPO49 
42 NPF, Section 8.4 
43 Draft NMPF, paragraph 19.15 
44 Draft NMPF, paragraph 19.16 
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Foyle Port: 
 

• Welcomes the inclusion of detailed policies in the Framework 
covering areas such as dredging, navigational impacts and waste 
disposal 
 

• Proposes that Ports Policy 10 be clarified to confirm that ‘routes of 
significance to a port’ include road and other transportation links 

 

• Welcomes acknowledgement within the Framework of the role that 
‘Ports of Regional Significance’, such as Foyle, play in their regional 
economies 
 

• Welcomes the support within the Framework for investment in port 
infrastructure to provide additional berth capacity for cruise ship 
calls 
 

• Calls upon the NMPF to recognise and embrace the role that it plays 
(alongside other strategic policy documents such as the NPF) in 
providing the basis for coordinated investment decisions, with the 
inclusion of the following text: 
 

“The NMPF, alongside other strategic planning policy 
documents such as the National Planning Framework 
and the Regional Development Strategy for Northern 
Ireland, provides a basis for long term co-ordination on 
infrastructure investment including transport, tourism, 
energy and communications and social and community 
infrastructure” 

 

• Recommends the inclusion of an objective echoing NPO 40 of 
the NPF, which recognises the importance of our ports in 
helping to achieve wider terrestrial planning objectives: 
 

“Ensure that the strategic development requirements 
of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Ports, ports of regional significance 
and smaller harbours are appropriately addressed in 
regional and local marine planning policy to ensure the 
effective growth and sustainable development of city 
regions and regional and rural areas” 
 

• Welcomes the inclusion of specific policies for sport and 
recreation, in particular Policy 3, and proposes that ‘Foyle 
Sailability’ be referenced as a positive case study in relation to 
same 
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• Calls upon the NMPF to be consistent with the NPF in 
supporting all-island tourism initiatives 
 

• Calls for the inclusion of the Causeway Coastal Route, and the 
existing ferry route between Magilligan Point and Greencastle 
which connects it to the Wild Atlantic Way, on the map at 
page 77 of the Draft NMPF.  
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Trans Boundary Coordination 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Foyle Port: 
 

• Welcomes the establishment of the national marine planning co-
ordination group, and would welcome the opportunity to engage directly 
with it in due course 
 

• Welcomes the commitment to introduce regional marine planning 
 

• Notes that regional marine planning for the North West must adopt a 
cross border approach and engage with existing partnership groupings 
such as the North West Strategic Growth Partnership 
 

• Calls upon the NMPF to explicitly endorse a cross border approach to 
regional marine planning for the North West which – in accordance with 
the NPF - emphasises the importance of working together for economic 
advantage through coordinated support for the region’s ports and marine 
industries. In doing so, the key role that Foyle Port plays in the regional 
economy, and its significant potential for growth, should be recognised. 

 

• Requests that the status of Foyle Port as the ‘Competent Harbour and 
Pilotage Authority’ for all of Lough Foyle is recognised in the final 
document 
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Overarching Marine Planning Policies 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Foyle Port: 
 

• Welcomes the inclusion of overarching policy on the co-existence of 
competing uses. It has developed a ‘Framework Plan’ to guide the growth 
of different uses within its own Harbour Development Zone, which should 
be encouraged as good practice by the Framework in similar contexts. 
 

• Welcomes the inclusion of overarching policy that supports the 
development of appropriate land-based infrastructure which facilitates 
marine activity (and vice versa), but considers that it should be amended 
to state 
 

“Appropriate land-based infrastructure which facilitates marine and port 
activity (and vice versa) should be supported. Proposals for appropriate 
infrastructure that facilitates the operation, growth and development of 
our ports, and the diversification or regeneration of marine industries 
should be supported” 

 

• Considers that the supporting text for this policy (at para. 3.176) should be 
amended to include ‘related transport infrastructure’ and ‘tourism 
facilities’, which are both of critical importance in optimising the economic 
and social benefit accruing from our ports: 
 

“The type of infrastructure concerned includes but is not limited to 
physical structures or facilities for landing, storage and processing of 
catch or freight and related transport infrastructure, for passenger 
transfer or tourism facilities, utilities transmission, slipways, and boat 
repair facilities” 

 

• Welcomes the inclusion of overarching policy that requires proposals with 
transboundary impacts to demonstrate that they have consulted with the 
relevant public authorities 
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Key Sectoral/Activity Policies 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Foyle Port: 
 

• Welcomes the inclusion of detailed policies in the Framework 
covering areas such as dredging, navigational impacts and waste 
disposal 
 

• Proposes that Ports Policy 10 be clarified to confirm that ‘routes of 
significance to a port’ include road and other transportation links 

 

• Welcomes acknowledgement within the Framework of the role that 
‘Ports of Regional Significance’, such as Foyle, play in their regional 
economies 
 

• Welcomes the support within the Framework for investment in port 
infrastructure to provide additional berth capacity for cruise ship 
calls 
 

• Calls upon the NMPF to recognise and embrace the role that it plays 
(alongside other strategic policy documents such as the NPF) in 
providing the basis for coordinated investment decisions, with the 
inclusion of the following text: 
 

“The NMPF, alongside other strategic planning policy 
documents such as the National Planning Framework and the 
Regional Development Strategy for Northern Ireland, provides 
a basis for long term co-ordination on infrastructure 
investment including transport, tourism, energy and 
communications and social and community infrastructure” 

 

• Recommends the inclusion of an objective echoing NPO 40 of 
the NPF, which recognises the importance of our ports in 
helping to achieve wider terrestrial planning objectives: 
 

“Ensure that the strategic development requirements of Tier 
1 and Tier 2 Ports, ports of regional significance and smaller 
harbours are appropriately addressed in regional and local 
marine planning policy to ensure the effective growth and 
sustainable development of city regions and regional and 
rural areas” 
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• Welcomes the inclusion of specific policies for sport and 
recreation, in particular Policy 3, and proposes that ‘Foyle 
Sailability’ be referenced as a positive case study in relation 
to same 
 

• Calls upon the NMPF to be consistent with the NPF in 
supporting all-island tourism initiatives 
 

• Calls for the inclusion of the Causeway Coastal Route, and 
the existing ferry route between Magilligan Point and 
Greencastle which connects it to the Wild Atlantic Way, on 
the map at page 77 of the Draft NMPF.  
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Introduction 

Coastal Concern Alliance 

Coastal Concern Alliance (CCA), an independent voluntary citizens’ group, was set up in 2006.  For 
the past fifteen years we have been advocating reform of the undemocratic Foreshore Act 1933, 
governing construction at sea, and the introduction of a system of Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) 
to balance competing interests and conserve marine wildlife, habitats and landscapes.   

The impetus to set up the group came with the realisation that  environmentally sensitive coastal 
waters close to Ireland’s east coast were being leased to private developers for construction of 
some of the biggest offshore wind farms in the world under 80 year old legislation, on the sole 
authority of Minister for the Marine  without the knowledge of the vast majority of citizens. 

Over the past 15 years CCA have been consistently, and on the record, drawing attention to the 
legacy of historic mismanagement in our coastal waters. We had expected that the introduction of 
MSP would lead to a total overhaul of our marine regulation, a transparent and open 
acknowledgement of past mistakes and a move into the future based on the application of marine 
spatial planning principles as set out in the Marine Spatial Planning Directive, 2014/89/EU.  
Unfortunately, this has not happened.  

Marine Spatial Planning 

The Ministerial forward to the National Marine Planning Framework states: 

‘The consultation draft NMPF is an important milestone towards Ireland adopting our national 
marine spatial plan in 2020, meeting the requirement of the Marine Spatial Planning Directive.’  

Unfortunately, this sentence is misleading.  While Ireland may indeed meet the EU target date       
for adoption (31 March 2021), with regard to the key area of development of offshore renewable 
energy, five key principles of MSP have not been met:  

1. Ecosystem based approach has been ignored with developer-led site selection.  Sites have 
been picked out by developers on a ‘first come first served’ basis. Shallow, near-shore 
sandbanks (Annex 1 Habitats) and other near-shore sites, as the cheapest options, have been 
systematically targeted.  

2. No transparency. The public are largely unaware of the large-scale ORE development 
permitted and proposed off Ireland’s east and south coast.  

3. Stakeholder participation has been demonstrably inadequate e.g. in 2005, permission was 
granted for what was then the biggest offshore wind farm in the world (200 large turbines on 
the Codling Bank 12km off Bray Head) without a single submission from the public.  Public 
involvement in shaping policy for our seas, a major state-owned resource, has been totally 
inadequate.  

4. Coherence between terrestrial and maritime planning has been noticeably absent with no 
statutory involvement of local county councils whose authority was deemed to end at the 
shore line. There has been no independent professional assessment of the impact of massive 
development on ‘views and prospects’ listed for protection in local development plans. No 
terrestrial Planning Permission has been given for attendant on shore works (i.e. project 
splitting).    

5. Data and knowledge base are deficient in many areas. This deficiency was acknowledged in 
the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the Offshore Renewable Energy Development 
Plan (2014) and is referenced in the excellent and very comprehensive SEA accompanying this 
NMPF. 
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As we move now into the final iteration of Ireland’s first Marine Spatial Plan, which has been 
years in the making, it appears that what is happening in Irish coastal waters is the situation warned 
against in a recent paper Power & Politics in Marine Spatial Planning by School of Natural and Built 
Environment, Queen’s University Belfast.   

 

‘There is a growing concern that MSP is not facilitating a paradigm shift towards 
democratic marine management and that it may simply repackage old power 
dynamics in the rhetoric of participation. Rather than acknowledging debate 
and dissensus, MSP is advanced as a neutral participatory process that can 
develop win-win outcomes. The result is a choreographed form of governance 
and participation, with clearly defined roles, processes and acceptable 
outcomes which renders invisible the politics of disagreement and legitimises 
the agendas of dominant actors.’  

                                                                                                          Flannery et. al. 2019 i 

 

The most cursory examination of the evolution of marine planning in Ireland will show that a key 
dominant actor is the offshore wind industry. Facilitated by outdated legislation drawn up before 
offshore wind farms were envisaged (Foreshore Act 1933 ), a handful of  private developers were 
enabled to pick out extensive near shore sites off Ireland’s east coast on a ‘first come first served 
basis’, and obtain valuable foreshore leases/licences for some of the biggest offshore wind farms in 
the world on the sole authority of the Minister for the Marine. There was no right of appeal against 
the Minister’s decision, no strategic marine planning, no public tender and no statutory 
involvement of local authorities.  

This method of allocating space in State owned waters was totally out of line with good 
international practice at the time. Unlike in the UK, then also embarking on offshore wind 
permitting, no restriction was placed on size, scale and proximity to shore. 

  

The weaknesses in Ireland’s coastal management regime, were officially acknowledged by The 
Marine Institute in April 2007 at a conference entitled ‘Towards the Sustainable Development of 
Ireland’s Coast’ 

 

The Weaknesses in Ireland’s Coastal Management Regime 

No integrated regulatory framework for Coastal Management 

De facto Policy is ‘1st come, 1st served’ 

Until now, no integrated national plan in operation for Marine Monitoring 

No sense of local Ownership / input to Coastal Management  

Perceived ‘complexity’ of Coastal Zone Management 

Fragmented & Ad hoc decision making by advisory groups, reporting to DCMNR 

Staff turnover & weakness in key Administrative structures. 

              (Slide from Marine Institute Presentation, 2007) 

 



5 
 

By the time this conference took place in 2007, a number of private developers had attained rights 
(Foreshore Leases and Licences) over large tracts of Ireland’s near shore waters.  1620MW of 
offshore wind had been permitted on shallow banks close to the high amenity Wicklow coast 
(520MW Arklow Wind Park and 1100MW Codling Wind Park).  This was double the amount of 
offshore wind then installed worldwide.  Foreshore Licences for initial investigation had been 
granted for 330MW Oriel Wind farm in Dundalk Bay and 520MW Dublin Array on Kish and Bray 
Banks.  

Under the Foreshore Act 1933, foreshore leases for development in Irish waters can be sold on 

before construction, at a price reflecting the size of development permitted, netting vast profits for 

the original Irish promoters.  The leases for the Arklow Wind Park and Codling Wind Park, obtained 

in 2002 and 2005 respectively on the sole authority of the Minister for the Marine without right of 

appeal or public tender, have been sold on to international power companies by the original Irish 

developers.  The vast Arklow Bank project was sold on many years ago to UK utility Scottish and 

Southern. Very recently (Feb 2020), a 50pc stake in the giant Codling Bank project, 13km off Bray 

Head, was sold on to French electricity giant EDF.   It is estimated that the Codling Bank project, 

permitted without a single submission from the public, could be worth as much as €100 million. 

Reform  

The spate of applications for lucrative foreshore consents between 2000 and 2008 gave impetus to 
the need for regulatory and legislative reform.  In 2009, responsibility for foreshore consents was 
transferred to the Department of the Environment and the process of introducing new foreshore 
legislation and marine spatial planning began, with the stated objective of moving from a ‘demand- 
led’ to a ‘plan-led ‘system. 

Since the reform of marine planning policy began, the agenda of the offshore wind industry - the 
initial and major actors - has dominated outputs.  The sectoral Offshore Renewable Energy 
Development Plan 2014 (OREDP), drafted in 2010, attempted to retrospectively graft a Plan onto 
large scale, developer-led projects proposed and permitted without any plan all along the East 
coast.  Harnessing Our Ocean Wealth - An Integrated Marine Plan for Ireland, 2012 (HOOW) was 
adopted without proper public consultation and was not subject to SEA. It has been widely criticised 
for prioritising sustainable development over conservation.  Recently, a Marine Planning Policy 
Statement (Nov 2019), setting out priorities for enhancement of Ireland’s marine planning 
system, was introduced apparently without consideration of inputs from the public. Unlike the 
UK, Ireland still does not have a democratically agreed Marine Policy Statement setting out 
overarching national objectives and a vision for Ireland’s seas. This is a major gap in the hierarchy of 
Irish plans, meaning that our NMPF, unlike that in the UK, is not guided by a democratically agreed 
vision and objectives for our seas. 

New legislation The Marine Planning and Development Management (MPDM) Bill is now being 
introduced ‘to set out a new regime for the management of development activities in Ireland’s 
Maritime Area.’   In spite of official acknowledgement that the Foreshore Act 1933 is not fit for 
purpose, applications for foreshore consents related to extensive offshore wind projects continue 
to be accepted by the Irish permitting authorities under the discredited 1933 Act.  No moratorium 
has been introduced.  In fact, there has been a rush of applications in the last two years, 
presumably to claim sites before the outdated legislation is reformed. The results can be seen in the 
Marine Renewable Energy & Infrastructure Map, NMPF p.125.  

To date (April 2020) in excess of 4000km2 of Ireland’s coastal waters are subject to Foreshore 
Lease and Licence applications.  The bulk of these applications are for near shore areas close to 
high amenity coastline. Sorting out this chaotic situation in the national interest is the major 
problem now facing those tasked with reforming foreshore administration.  
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Coastal Concern Alliance acknowledge the sterling work which has clearly been put into the 
production of the NMPF and the organisation of the public consultation process. Those involved 
have been faced with a mammoth task with what appears to be very limited resources.  We have at 
all times received the utmost courtesy and cooperation from the MSP Planning Division.  Marine 
management in Ireland, as elsewhere, has traditionally been neglected with a few powerful sectors 
inevitably exerting undue influence. Marine space is increasingly recognised as valuable and under 
pressure. The seas around Ireland are our key national resource.   It is now time to devote 
significantly increased resources to our marine planning effort to ensure that Ireland’s first marine 
plan protects and restores our marine environment, follows best international practice and 
democratically involves all sectors of society in determining the future of our seas. 

Since 2006, Coastal Concern Alliance have clearly and consistently drawn attention, officially and on 
the record, to the very serious shortcomings in Ireland’s foreshore consenting process and the 
manner in which large-scale development in our near shore zone has advanced contrary to Irish and 
EU legislation, and out of line with good international practice. Marine management processes in 
Ireland have involved, and continue to involve, breaches of key pieces of EU legislation e.g. Birds 
and Habitats Directives, EIA Directive, SEA Directive, MSFD Directive, Public Participation Directive 
and national legislation e.g. Foreshore Act 1933 (as amended). 

Summary 

The massive scale of OWF development permitted and progressed in Ireland’s sensitive near shore 
zone under a regulatory and legislative regime widely acknowledged to be unfit for purpose, is the 
defining feature of Ireland’s coastal management regime. Years of speculation and inadequate 
regulation have resulted in a legacy which must be addressed if Ireland’s new marine spatial plan is 
to protect our coastal zone and serve all citizens into the future.  The central task of Ireland’s NMPF 
must be to introduce a truly ecosystem-based management regime for our seas to protect this most 
important resource for future generations.  

Buffer Zone 

Ireland’s beautiful coastal landscapes/seascapes and wildlife rich coastal waters are invaluable 
national assets central to our heritage, tourism, economy and quality of life. We are unique in 
Europe in still having an unspoilt coastal environment on our doorstep, even in highly populated 
areas such as our capital city.  
 
There is a growing realisation at EU and UN level, that the best way to cope with the interlinked 
global challenges of climate change and biodiversity loss is to protect natural ecosystems.  Ireland is 
lucky. Thanks largely to historical circumstances, we have not industrialised our coastal zone. We 
still have beautiful, unspoiled coastal landscapes. Our important coastal habitats such as shallow 
sandbanks are still, uniquely in Europe, in favourable condition.  
 
Whilst offshore wind can help Ireland meet EU climate and energy targets. there is no need for 
Ireland to degrade its coastal zone to avail of the benefits of offshore wind.  Put simply, proposed 
offshore wind developments in Irish waters, advanced under outdated and undemocratic 
legislation, are too big, too close to shore and out of line with good international siting practice. 
 
The future of offshore wind is internationally recognised to lie in large installations far from shore. 
Since offshore renewable energy projects represent major and unprecedented incursion into the 
marine environment, there is universal recognition that careful siting is key in avoiding potentially 
damaging impacts. Other EU countries, faced with public concern about the impacts of near shore 
developments on biodiversity, landscapes/seascapes and coastal processes are seeking to avoid and 
reduce negative effects by introducing de facto buffer zones to protect their coastal zones. 
Netherlands for example has introduced a ‘free horizon to 22km’ buffer zone. The average distance 
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from shore of offshore wind farms under construction in Europe in 2019 was 59km according to 
Wind Europe, the EU wind lobby group. This compares to an average distance from shore of 10/12 
km for the large-scale developments with hundreds of huge turbines, permitted and proposed all 
along Ireland’s east coast.   
 
Ireland is fortunate in being able to benefit from the hard-won experience of other EU countries. 
We can leapfrog over the mistakes they made and ensure our first national marine plan gives 
priority to protecting our unique landscape/seascape and marine biodiversity.  The international 
companies seeking to construct massive projects close to our unspoiled coast would not be allowed 
to construct such projects in any other EU country.  As we stand on the brink of change, we must 
prioritise protection of our coastal environment, an irreplaceable national asset.    

 

Recommendation  
 
Coastal Concern Alliance recommend that Ireland’s first National Marine Planning Framework 
should follow good international practice by introducing a buffer zone (22km+) around our coast to 
protect our marine biodiversity and coastal landscapes.  
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Marine Planning in the Broader Context 

2.31  Linkage with Land Planning and the NMPF  

The NMPF emphasises the importance of integration and co-ordination with the land planning 
regime at national, regional and local levels.  CCA are concerned that, to date, local authorities have 
had no statutory involvement in the awarding of foreshore leases and licences for large scale 
offshore wind farms close to Ireland’s coastline.  This means that the extensive Marine Renewable 
Energy Infrastructure shown on the Map (p.125), which will have far reaching economic, social and 
environmental impacts on adjoining coasts, has advanced without any democratic, local control.    

The National Planning Framework points out that 40% of Ireland’s population lives within 5km of 
the coast. It underlines the importance of the coast stating: Ireland’s coastline is a remarkable but 
fragile resource that needs to be managed carefully to sustain its character and attributes in 
physical, environmental quality and biodiversity. This is backed up by a specific National Policy 
Objective (43a): Ensure that Ireland’s coastal resource is managed to sustain its physical character 
and environmental quality.  

 

Recommendation 

To achieve co-ordination between land and sea planning, we recommend that Objective 43a in 
Ireland’s land planning regime should be mirrored by a similar objective in our National Marine 
Planning Framework.   
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Integrated Coastal Zone Management  

Since our formation in 2006, CCA have called for reform of the Foreshore Act, the introduction of 
Marine Spatial Planning and of Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM). ICZM is listed in the 
NMPF Glossary of Terms and Acronyms as follows ‘Integrated Coastal Zone Management: Brings 
together all those involved in the development, management and use of the coast within a 
framework that facilitates the integration of their interests and responsibilities.’ 

However, while there are references to integration with terrestrial planning, there is no specific 
reference to, or consideration of, ICZM in the NMPF.  

The SEA of the NMPF recommends inclusion of ‘A specific policy supporting integrated coastal 
management … to provide a clear mechanism to maintain, restore and enhance biodiversity in the 
coastal zone and, (Page145) as an essential element ‘to enable collaborative and stakeholder 
engagement approaches to the management and protection of coastal resources against coastal 
erosion, flooding and other threats.’ 

 

Recommendation – Integrated Coastal Zone Management 

’The SEA wording ‘The NMPF will support the use of Integrated Coastal Management (ICM) to 
enable evidence-based decision-making in the management and protection of coastal resources.’ 
must be included in the final NMPF.   

Specific plans should be drafted to map out a pathway for the introduction of ICZM in Ireland. 
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2.36  Environmental Assessments 

Strategic Environmental Assessment of the NMPF 

A Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), arising from Directive 2001/42/EC, is an objectives-led 
assessment which involves comparing the proposals detailed in the National Marine Planning 
Framework against defined SEA Environmental Objectives. In addition, the SEA considers 
alternatives to the Plan being considered.  In discussion of alternatives, the SEA Environmental 
Report (Page 117) cautions that:  

‘The absence of prioritisation drives a model of ‘first come first-served’ for industry and sectoral 
policy makers leading to poorer overall outcomes for environmental receptors in the longer term 
albeit there may be positive impacts for the sectors that can bring proposals to fruition in the short 
term. … Depending on the sectors involved, there is the potential for direct and indirect negative 
impacts on all environmental receptors if the sensitivity of the receiving environment is not a key 
criterion in decision making.’  

Ironically, it is precisely this unfettered and unplanned ‘prioritisation’ of sectoral policy favouring 
development of near-shore offshore wind farms that has led to the ‘first come first served’ model of 
foreshore planning that still pertains in Ireland. 

SEA and the need for robust site selection 

Throughout the SEA Environmental Report, the need for a ‘robust site selection process to inform 
the best technical and environmental locations for any given prioritised activity’ is emphasised. This 
applies to all potential uses of the marine environment.   

However, more specific points are made in the discussion of Offshore Renewable Energy (P 119).  

‘There is potential for negative impacts for all environmental receptors where ORE infrastructure has 
not had the benefit of a robust site selection process which explicitly includes consideration of 
benthic habitats, marine mammals, birds and visual receptors as a minimum’  

And, in relation to the impacts of ORE installations on seascape/landscape, ‘… the only mitigation is 
avoidance which requires movement of the ORE area, which is unable to be addressed at the project 
level once foreshore licence and lease areas have been allocated.’   

This issue of siting of OWF has been a key concern of CCA since our formation in 2006.  We have 
repeatedly expressed serious reservations about the manner in which Government has continued 
to process licence and lease applications in Ireland’s near-shore area.  The current highlighting of 
this failure in the SEA of the NMPF justifies our concern.  In particular in relation to visual impact, 
the SEA states that in the context of the responsibility held by the Marine Planning and Foreshore 
Section of the Department of Housing Planning & Local Government (DHPLG), to carry out 
environmental screening and environmental assessment of authorisations, ‘the need for the EIA and 
AA analysis would require some inherent assessment of potential impact prior to any consent being 
granted’ (P 164). 

It is essential to understand that this requirement does NOT arise as a result of the drafting of 
Ireland’s NMPF. It is a requirement laid down in the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive 
(Directive 85/337/EEC, as amended), which was transposed into Irish law by the European 
Communities (Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations), 1989 (S.I. No. 349 of 1989), well in 
advance of the consideration of any applications for OWF development in Ireland’s coastal waters. 
It is designed to ensure that projects likely to have significant effects on the environment are 
subject to a comprehensive assessment of environmental effect, prior to development consent 
being given.  It is self-evident that Visual Impacts (individual and cumulative) of massive offshore 
wind farm developments in the near-shore area cannot be mitigated once a site is allocated.  
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It is also worth noting that, in the Foreshore Act 1933, the responsibility of the Minister to make 
decisions ‘in the public interest’ is clearly defined. The Foreshore Act states: 

‘If, in the opinion of the Minister, it is in the public interest that a lease shall be made to any person 
of any foreshore belonging to the State, that Minister may, subject to the provisions of this Act, 
demise by deed under his official seal such foreshore with the buildings and other structures (if any) 
thereon to such person by way of lease for such term, not exceeding ninety-nine years, commencing 
at or before the date of such lease, as that Minister shall think proper.’ 

Serving the public interest includes assessing the risk of likely significant adverse effects and making 
decisions accordingly.  

Recommendations – Site selection 

A detailed framework to address the current failure of successive governments to put in place a 
‘robust site selection process to inform the best technical and environmental locations for any given 
prioritised activity’, as specified in the SEA of the NMPF, must be included in the final document to 
comply with Environmental Impact and Appropriate Assessment regulations.  

Government must not seek to circumvent this obligation by opting out of responsibility to 
undertake any environmental assessment when awarding a Planning Interest, as suggested in 
Marine Planning and Development Management Bill (MPDMB), Head 26. 

This is particularly pertinent in relation to visual impacts of offshore wind development, for which 
visual impact cannot be mitigated once a site is selected. However, all obvious environmental 
impacts should be considered.  

Appropriate environmental assessment measures must apply to all current and future applications 
for development consent, in line with the ecosystem approach.  
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2.39-2.41 Marine Consents and Licensing  

 
CCA have expressed serious concern at Ministerial level, that the new regulatory and legislative 
frameworks currently being put in place to bring Foreshore Management in Ireland into the 21st 
Century, will simply be used to rubber-stamp development consents which have been permitted 
and progressed in a manner which is totally out of line with the democratic process or best 
international practice and is in breach of the principles enshrined in various EU Directives, notably 
with regard to Environmental Protection and Public Participation.   

Section 2.40 of the NMPF states: ‘Public bodies involved in regulating marine development and 
activities will become obliged to take into account the objectives of plans when adopted. However, 
decisions on applications for consent should not be delayed in anticipation of plans being adopted 
for the first time.’  

Section 2.41 of the NMPF states ‘Cases currently in the system or submitted for consideration prior 
to the adoption of Ireland’s first NMPF in 2020, as envisaged, will be dealt with on the basis of the 
currently applicable sectoral plans and regulatory requirements.’  

These Sections makes a nonsense of the current reform agenda and its stated objective of ‘proper 
management of our most important resource’.   

The current legislative and regulatory regime governing the awarding of consents in the marine 
environment is widely acknowledged to be undemocratic and unfit for purpose.  The effect of 
Sections 2.40 & 2.41 will be to allow authorities to continue to award foreshore leases and 
licences under the current discredited developer-led system, both prior to, and following the 
introduction of Ireland’s first National Marine Spatial Plan and a modern legislative framework.  

The SEA (9.6) is critical of this sectoral approach and states: ‘The sector-specific policies have been 
developed through engagement with the parent departments and agencies. This approach has 
resulted in a policy base which is driven by the existing sectoral plans and targets already in place 
and this may have limited opportunities for a more integrated planning approach. The sectoral focus 
does not address the more challenging questions of who, what and how much activity should be 
facilitated in any particular area.’   

 

Recommendation – Marine Consents and Licensing 

CCA fully support the view expressed in the SEA of the NMPF (9.6) with regard to continued reliance 
on sectoral plans.  

The 2.40-2.41 provisions must be removed from the final NMPF.   

All additional OWF development, whether currently in the pipeline or not, must be 
comprehensively assessed in line with the provisions laid out in the Marine Planning and 
Development Management Bill, and must be subjected to the requirements detailed in Strategic 
Environmental Assessment, Environmental Impact Assessment and Ireland’s Biodiversity Action 
Plan 2017-2021.  

A moratorium should be put in place until the NMPF and the Marine Planning and Development 
Management Bill are adopted. 

Note: To date, only seven small offshore wind turbines have been erected.  
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2.42-2.43 SEA, EIA and the Marine Planning and Development 

                    Management Bill   

 

The Marine Planning and Development Management Bill will, inter alia,  

‘Introduce a single State consent system for the entire maritime area (replacing foreshore leases and 
licences which are limited to the territorial sea) with the Ministers for Housing, Planning and Local 
Government and Communications, Climate Action and Environment assuming responsibility for the 
State consents enabling occupation of the maritime area for development and activities within their 
respective remits;’  

Head 26. Planning Interest, of the General Scheme of the MPDMB provides that 

(1) In this Act Planning Interest is defined as:  

A time bound provisional interest in respect of proposed development in a specified part of the 
maritime area. This interest is limited to the right to apply for planning permission and confers no 
other rights to the maritime area whatsoever.  

.… 

(3) For the avoidance of doubt in consideration of an application for a planning interest the relevant 
Minister is not required to undertake an Environmental Impact Assessment or Appropriate 
Assessment which will be undertaken once within the planning system.  

(4) For the avoidance of doubt, it is declared that the grant of a planning interest, in respect of an 
area within the internal waters, territorial sea, exclusive economic zone or continental shelf, confers 
leave to apply for development consent only and cannot be inconsistent with the rights of the State 
for the maritime zone concerned, as recognised by the United Nations Convention on the Law of the 
Sea and reflected in the Maritime Jurisdiction Act 2019.  

The Marine Planning and Development Management Bill is the legislation which will govern 
Foreshore Consenting in the future. This Section of the MPDMB appears to be in conflict with 
Ministerial responsibility to assess possible environmental impacts ‘prior to any consent being 
granted’, as required in EIA legislation and reiterated in the SEA of the NMPF.   

 

Recommendation – Site selection, Environmental Assessment, and MPDMB 

It is the responsibility of government to ensure environmental protection, as stipulated by EIA and 
SEA legislation, the UN Convention on Biological Diversity and Ireland’s Biodiversity Action Plan. 
With regard to large scale industrial developments in the marine area, this requires that some 
inherent assessment of potential impact must be undertaken prior to any consent being granted.   

Provision must be made in both the NMPF and the MPDMB to detail the procedures that will be put 
in place to meet these requirements.   
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Overarching Marine Planning Policies (3.0) 

The Overarching Marine Planning Policies are applicable to all proposals in the maritime area. They 
fall into three areas - Environmental, Social and Economic.  

Environmental – Ocean Health 

Protection of Marine Habitats and Species is considered under this heading.   

The ecosystem approach to environmental assessment includes assessment of priority habitats and 
species that are listed in the Habitats and Birds Directives and those defined as threatened and/or 
declining, as defined by OSPAR. Assessments of Conservation Status are undertaken in the EU every 
six years, the most recent being in 2019.  With reference to these assessments, the NMPF (3.29) 
states; ‘Evidence from monitoring of natural habitats and species in Ireland’s marine environment 
indicates that many habitats are not in good condition. Improving and protecting these is a 
challenge to all users of the sea.’   

In Ireland, the drafting of this first National Marine Policy Framework is a first step towards proper 
management of our seas, meeting these conservation objectives and protecting this valuable 
resource for future generations.  

 

Planning Policies  

3.15   MSFD-led Policy Approach  

With regard to the MSFD-led policy approach, the NMPF states (3.16) ‘The aim of the MSP 
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. Good environmental status in the marine environment means that 
the seas are clean, healthy and productive and that human use of the marine environment is kept to 
a sustainable level.’ 

Descriptor 7 of the programme of measures in the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) 
requires that ‘Permanent alteration of the hydrographical conditions does not adversely affect 
marine ecosystems.’  The NMPF states that ‘ensuring that developments comply with existing 
regulatory regimes such as the current Foreshore Consenting system’ will meet the requirements of 
this Descriptor. 

Current foreshore consenting in Ireland, The Foreshore Act 1933, does not provide a reliable 
method for assessing hydrographical conditions. It has facilitated, and continues to facilitate, 
processing of lease and licence applications, in the knowledge that hydrographical conditions are 
likely to be impactedii.  This risk was flagged in the Appropriate Assessment of the OREDP (2010) 
and in other official reports.   

Furthermore, contrary to what is stated, also under the heading Descriptor 7, the NMPF may not 
provide ‘a ‘plan-led’ structure to determine when and where human activities take place at sea’. The 
current system remains ‘developer-led’ with almost all of the east coast and large tracts off the 
south coast - a total of more than 4000km2 - having already been targeted by private developers for 
OWF development. (The currently published draft of the MPDMB includes provisions in Chapter 3. 
Transitional Measures to address this.) However, according to Sections 2.39-2.41 of the NMPF, 
(discussed above) it is intended to continue to process applications for consent covering these vast 
areas ‘on the basis of the currently applicable sectoral plans and regulatory requirements.’  

The SEA of the NMPF (6.4.4.2) states ‘It is very difficult to establish and quantify overall 
hydrographical impacts across the Irish Assessment Area and our current level of knowledge has not 
allowed a reliable evaluation of any changes that may have occurred to date’. This statement 
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highlights the complexity of evaluating hydrographical impacts, and reinforces the need for 
clarification as to how hydrological impacts will be assessed. 

 

Recommendations – Descriptor 7, Hydrographical conditions 

It must be acknowledged in the NMPF that adhering to the current regulatory regime will not 
ensure compliance with Descriptor 7.  

With regard to leases that have been awarded, and those for which lease and licence applications 
are in the pipeline, it is essential that additional assessment measures are put in place to provide 
adequate hydrographical impact assessment. 

The measures should be in line with those detailed in the new Marine Planning and Development 
Management Bill, to ensure that disturbance of hydrographical conditions does not adversely affect 
marine ecosystems and that all developments in the marine area are subjected to ecosystem-based 
assessment. 

As has already been stated, all applications for development consent must be processed under new 
fit-for-purpose legislation and regulation.  

Alternative wording is required in this section of the NMPF to reflect the above.  
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Seascape and Landscape 

We welcome the inclusion of a heading Seascape/Landscape (Page 81) into the list of Overarching 
Marine Planning Policies. Since 2006, CCA have been consistently and on the record - at Ministerial 
meetings, Joint Oireachtas Committee and in submissions to public consultations – drawn attention 
to the unaccountable absence of seascape/landscape considerations from official documents 
relating to Ireland’s marine planning policy. This is a clear indication of the bias towards 
development, and in particular ORE development, which has underpinned the Marine Spatial 
Planning process. 

While this issue was touched on in the EPA’s Towards an integrated Policy Framework for 
Maritime Spatial Planning in Ireland (2016), it was not mentioned in the marine plan roadmap 
Towards a Marine Spatial Plan for Ireland (2017) and was listed without comment in the National 
Marine Planning Framework Baseline Report (2018).  

Experience in other maritime countries shows that landscape/seascape protection is a key issue of 
public concern, particularly in relation to the development of large-scale offshore wind farms inside 
the 12nm zone.  It is simply unacceptable that the issue of landscape/seascape protection, 
demonstrated in all EU countries to be a major concern for citizens, should be totally neglected and 
downplayed in marine plans for Ireland - the proud possessor of some of the most beautiful and 
unspoiled coastal landscapes in the world.    

Ireland’s National Landscape Strategy (2015 -2025) arising from the European Landscape 
Convention (ELC) requires us to integrate landscapes into our collective decision-making processes. 
The ELC recognises the importance of all landscapes (including seascapes) as having a crucial 
bearing on quality of life and as deserving attention in landscape policy. Ireland’s National Planning 
Framework (Objective 41a) states: ‘Ensure that Ireland’s coastal resource is managed to sustain its 
physical character and its environmental quality’.  The MSP Directive (2014/89/EU) requires 
member states to take Land-Sea Interaction into account when preparing Marine Spatial Plans.  
Clearly the impact of marine development on coastal landscapes/seascapes is a key element of this 
interaction.   

Planning Policy – Landscape/Seascape 

Relative to other Overarching Marine Planning Policies, the language used in the NMPF section on 
Seascape and Landscape is very weak, out of line with stronger landscape protection policy in other 
EU countries and is open to interpretation.  

The Planning Policy merely states that ‘proposals should demonstrate how the impacts of 
development on the seascape and landscape of an area have been considered’.  Only ‘significant 
adverse impacts’ must be avoided. It goes on to state that ‘If it is not possible to mitigate significant 
adverse impacts, the public benefits for proceeding with the proposal that outweigh significant 
adverse impacts on the seascape and landscape of the area and its significance must be 
demonstrated’. This wording clearly does not give adequate protection to seascape/landscape, one 
of Ireland’s greatest assets 

The Map on page 125 sets out the massive scale offshore wind farms permitted and advanced off 
Ireland’s East and south coasts without any marine strategic plan under outdated Foreshore 
legislation. These developments are all within the 12nm zone - an area increasingly deemed off 
limits to offshore wind projects in other EU countries and the USA, because of unacceptable 
landscape impacts. The average distance from shore of offshore wind farms under construction in 
the EU in 2019 was 59km, according to the Offshore Wind in Europe 2019 Annual Reportiii. The 
average distance from shore of the projects indicated on the above Map is 10-12km. CCA is 
recommending the introduction of a Buffer Zone (22km+) around Ireland’s coast to protect marine 
biodiversity and coastal landscapes in line with good international practice.  
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The SEA Environmental Report – Seascape and Landscape Character 

CCA welcome and fully endorse the comments below from the SEA Environmental Report (9.2.17) 
in relation to Seascape and Landscape Character.   

‘Seascape is recognised more and more as being a key element of the coastal and marine 
environment. Seascape can form an important element of employment, tourism, recreation and 
visual amenity. Seascape characterisation should form an integral part of any overall landscape 
character assessment where there is any coastal element.’ (p 94) 

While a high-level of protection is often afforded to coastal areas in development plans, there 
remains a lack of statutory protections for seascapes. The lack of national or regional level 
landscape and seascape character assessments and guidelines has led to an inconsistent and 
fragmented approach to landscape assessment across local authorities. This represents a major 
knowledge and data gap, particularly given the objectives to support and increase activities across 
all marine sectors. (p 95) 

The main issue associated with the implementation of the draft NMPF is the resulting potential for 
both direct and indirect impacts on landscape and seascape character, areas of outstanding natural 
beauty, protected views and similar designations. (p 95) 

‘Policy SCL 1 seeks to protect the seascape and landscape character and the requirement to 
demonstrate how impacts have been considered as part of decision making is overall positive. 
However, the final statement in the policy creates potential for significant negative effects on 
several environmental receptors by the introduction of the concept of an over-riding public benefit 
being available to outweigh significant adverse effects. Without clear guidance on the scope and 
conditions where such an argument is valid, this is open to misuse with resulting long- term negative 
impacts (for PHH, PE/S, MA-R, MA-E, CH and S/L) if infrastructure is sited inappropriately.’ 

 ‘It is also not clear how public benefit in one arena is weighed against public benefit of another e.g. 
provision of an offshore RE development versus rural tourism that may be sustaining local 
communities.’ 
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Recommendations – Landscape/Seascape 
 
Given the central importance of Ireland’s coastal landscapes/seascapes to our economy, tourism, 
heritage and quality of life we recommend that the NMPF planning policy relating to Landscape and 
Seascape (page 81) be considerably strengthened and expanded to reflect this importance. 

All coastal county development plans place the highest importance on preserving coastal Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) and coastal ‘views and prospects’. To ensure integrated 
coastal zone management, NMPF overarching planning policy for Landscape/Seascape must be 
amended to ensure it complements democratically agreed county plans, and dovetails with 
objective 41a of our National Planning Framework terrestrial plan - i.e. Ensure that Ireland’s coastal 
resource is managed to sustain its physical character and environmental quality.’ 

An examination of the Seascape/Landscape planning policies for England, Scotland, Wales and N. 
Ireland yields appropriate language for policy in this sector. The UK Marine Policy Statement for 
example is clear regarding seascape – that the consenting authorities should ‘take into account 
existing character and quality, how highly it is valued and its capacity to accommodate change 
specific to any development’ (UK MPS Gen Landscape/Seascape).  A similar planning policy should 
be adopted in Ireland. 

Policy should be underpinned by Landscape and Seascape Character Assessment to help meet our 
obligations under the European Landscape Convention, whose scope specifically includes Marine 
Areas.  

The NMPF should recommend introduction of a buffer zone to protect seascape/ landscapes, in line 
with good international siting practice. There is now a comprehensive body of work in the UK, the 
EU and the USA   which provides evidence backed advice on seascape buffer zones needed to 
reduce the potential visual impact of offshore wind to the point where an adverse effect would not 
be significant.   Similar studies, considering individual and cumulative impacts, must be carried out 
in Ireland to inform offshore wind farm leasing and the identification of potential Strategic Marine 
Activity Zones. 
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Socio Cultural – Non-Material Benefits  

Proper consideration of Socio-Cultural aspects should be included in the NMPF. It would be of 
immense value in producing marine and coastal plans tailored specifically to Ireland’s special 
circumstances.  As a small island nation our relationship with the sea runs deep and is an important 
part of our identity as a nation and as individuals.  Socio cultural aspects are defined loosely as ‘the 
non-material benefits people obtain from ecosystems through spiritual enrichment, cognitive 
development, reflection, recreation and aesthetic experiences’. 

Relationships between Irish people and the seas which surround us help shape a sense of place, 
personal identity, creativity and a broad array of leisure, recreation and work opportunities.  Irish 
people are proud of their beautiful, wildlife rich coasts and seas and, if asked, would undoubtedly 
wish to see this unique asset protected for future generations.  Such non material considerations 
are difficult to define but are of immense importance and should be included in any plan for 
Ireland’s coasts and seas.  

Recommendation – Socio-Cultural Non-Material Benefits 

Socio-Cultural and Non-Material benefits of engagement with the sea should be given much greater 
emphasis in the NMPF. 
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Climate Change (p 60) 

 
The Overarching Marine Planning Policies applicable to all proposals in the maritime area, fall into 
three areas - Environmental, Social and Economic.  They are listed under specific headings and 
‘contextualised, explained and justified individually’.  In outlining its treatment of environment 
policies, NMPF (3.15) states ‘environment policies in the NMPF have been split into ten categories 
largely aligned to the MSFD GES descriptors. In addition to policies related to MSFD, policies on Air 
Quality and Climate Change are also included in this section’.  

While all the other Overarching Marine Planning Policies (re Biodiversity Protection, MPAs etc) are 
specifically linked to and derived from EU and International Policy (MSFD GES Descriptors) as well as 
national policy, the Climate Change policies are referenced only to national policy. 

Policy 1. states Proposals that support a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions will be supported.  

The impact of this very specific and unqualified proposed policy is that proposals which support 
GHG reduction, (notably ORE projects which are recognised as having potentially harmful effects on 
the marine environment), and supporting Terrestrial Infrastructure (ref 3.1)  e.g. land based port 
development (also potentially harmful to the environment), will be supported.   

This Policy will have the effect of giving proposals which cut greenhouse gasses priority over all 
other overarching marine planning policies, biodiversity protection, MPAs etc.  This far reaching 
policy is not ‘contextualised, referenced or justified’ by any of the references to the national policies 
listed.  There is no similar unqualified policy in terrestrial planning.  Clearly proposals which support 
a reduction in greenhouse gases are desirable provided they are sustainable, in line with Social 
Development Goal 14. and do not have adverse environmental impacts. Policy 1 should be removed 
or qualified with a phrase such as ‘as appropriate’ which is widely used throughout the report.  

Attention is drawn in the SEA of the NMPF (Page 120) to the inadvisability of specific policies using 
phrases such as ‘will be supported’. They suggest that this may tie the hands of decision makers.  It 
is also true that an unqualified phrase such as ‘will be supported’ could have the effect of prioritising 
one activity over another, in the absence of any proper assessment of the consequences of this 
decision. Clearly this wording must be altered in the final NMPF.   

 

Recommendation – Climate Change 

Climate Change Policy 1 which supports a reduction in GHG emissions over all other environmental 
considerations will have major implications for marine and terrestrial planning. It must be removed 
or qualified with phrase such as ‘as appropriate’ (subject to the requirements of Appropriate 
Assessment and Environmental Impact Assessment).   
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Biodiversity  

Biological diversity, commonly called biodiversity, is the variety of life on earth at all levels; 
biodiversity protection is at the heart of the ecosystem approach.  The recently published 
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) Global 
Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Servicesiv (May 2019), a global level assessment 
of changes in Earth’s biodiversity over the past 50 years, highlights the urgency of biodiversity and 
habitat protection.   

Legislation to conserve and enhance biodiversity 

Healthy ecosystems are fundamental to human well-being.  Increasing awareness of the intricate 
balance between biodiversity conservation and the survival of the planet has resulted in extensive 
policy support for environmental protection and conservation of our environment at National, 
European and Global levels.  

This includes The UN Convention on Biological Diversity, Ireland’s National Biodiversity Action Plan 
2017-2021, The EU Habitats and Birds Directives, The Environmental Impact Assessment and 
Strategic Environmental Assessment Directives, and the Marine Strategy Framework Directive 
based on Sustainable Development Goals.  

The UN Convention on Biological Diversity, to which Ireland is a party, aims to halt the loss of 
biodiversity by 2020, i.e. conservation of ecosystems, habitats and species, both inside and outside 
protected areas. Under the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, environmental 
protection is an integral part of all EU policies.  The European Commission estimated (2015) that the 
Natura 2000 network of protected habitats and species delivers benefits worth between €200 and 
€300 billion per year, set against annual management costs estimated at €5.8 billionv.  

As our awareness of the need to act becomes clearer, new ways of thinking and understanding 
what action is appropriate, are also being developed. 

 

3.44 Natural Capital – Nature based interventions and Green House Gasses  

The NMPF states (3.44) ‘It is important to value our natural assets and ensure that cost benefit 
analyses are considered to promote ecosystem-based adaptation options.  …  While the timing of 
this draft NMPF comes at a time of early thinking in relation to Natural Capital in Ireland, 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 concept of Natural Capital is embedded in The National Biodiversity Action Plan 2017 – 2021.  
Chapter 1 includes a commitment to the development of a natural capital asset register and 
national natural capital accounts by 2020 as well as integration of these accounts into policy and 
decision making’.    

The concept of Natural Capital is well developed in other EU countries where it plays an increasingly 
important part in assessment of how a proposal affects habitats and the provision of ecosystem 
services.  The UK Natural Capital Committee has recently (April 2020) published a report ‘Advice on 
Using Nature Based interventions to reach Net Zero Greenhouse Gas Emissions by 2050’vi. This 
Report emphasises the importance of marine ecosystems in climate regulation, noting that marine 
ecosystems are responsible for an estimated 55% of the world’s biologically sequestered carbon. It 
states ‘marine and coastal interventions should focus on protecting and restoring threatened 
habitats with appropriate funding being delivered in recognition of the huge benefits that this could 
bring’. 

Lead author Professor Nicola Beaumont, (Acting Head of Science for Sea & Society, Plymouth 
Marine Laboratory) states ‘The path to Net Zero is going to require immense institutional, societal 
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and environmental transitions. These transitions will certainly have both positive and negative 
secondary consequences. In our urgency to meet Net Zero there is a real risk that we may exchange 
one environmental crisis for another. For example, a key action on the path to Net Zero is the 
growth in renewable energy, necessitating expansive land and marine use change. Given land and 
sea use change is one of the greatest drivers of environmental degradation, in this case there is a 
real risk that solving the carbon problem will be at the expense of creating a host of other 
environmental problems, including biodiversity loss.’  

‘It is critical that we take a holistic perspective to ensure optimal solutions for Net Zero are found 
that ideally maximise wider environmental co-benefits, rather than causing environmental damage. 
The Natural Capital approach will help us to achieve this aim as it enables the consequences of our 
Net Zero related actions to be more transparently considered. Decisions need to be made with care 
and thought if we are to avoid unwanted secondary consequences on the path to Net Zero.’ 

 

Recommendation – Natural Capital 

The NMPF Planning Policies for Biodiversity should include a specific policy to prioritise the Natural 
Capital approach, increasingly recognised as central to an ecosystem approach to marine 
management.  

Policy should underline the value of Ireland’s natural assets, the potential for development to cause 
environmental damage and the need to deliver net environmental gain.  

Note: Natural Capital can be defined as ‘the world’s stocks of natural assets which include geology, soil, air, water and all 

living things. It is from this Natural Capital that humans derive a wide range of services, often called ecosystem services, 
which make human life possible.’ 
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3.96 Sea Floor integrity / Coastal Processes 

MSFD Descriptor 6 – ‘Sea-floor integrity is at a level that ensures that the structure and functions of 
the ecosystems are safeguarded and that benthic ecosystems, in particular, are not adversely 
affected’  

Only deep-sea habitats are considered in this Section of the NMPF.  The inclusion of only deep-sea 
habitats excludes shallow waters, including ‘sandbanks slightly covered by seawater at all times’ (EU 
Habitat 1110).  This is an inexplicable omission given that the NMPF includes a map (p 38) showing 
the location of shallow sandbanks. The vast majority of near-shore sandbanks off Ireland’s east 
coast have been targeted by developers for Marine Renewable Energy and Infrastructure 
construction (Map, p 125).  The omission of these shallow water areas from the NMPF is highlighted 
in the SEA which states ‘A specific policy should be included on protection of sea-floor integrity 
appropriate to the depth, substrate and species types that are present.’ 

The SEA also emphasises the complexity of Coastal Processes.  It draws attention (6.4.3.5) to the 
fact that the assessment of coastal migration around Europe completed by EMODnet shows that 
‘much of the east coast of Ireland shows coastal retrogradation or erosion.’ (2030 Predicted Coastal 
Erosion Lines for Ireland, SEA P257).  It goes on to state ‘The installation of offshore infrastructure 
could disrupt coastal processes such as sediment transport links to other areas’.    

It continues ‘This could result in localised deposition on the infrastructure or starve sediment supply 
to pre-existing marine and coastal features. Introduction of artificial structures and hard substrate 
features can also cause localised scour in the vicinity of the structure by altering local erosion 
patterns and diverting flows.’ 

Concerns about the impacts of offshore infrastructure on coastal processes, with particular 
reference to Annexe 1 Habitats ‘sandbanks slightly covered by seawater at all times’, have been 
flagged in successive EU Conservation Assessment Reports produced in Ireland since 2007, and in 
other sources, and is detailed in Table 1 below.  

These facts must be acknowledged and addressed in the NMPF by taking on board the information 
in relation to sea-floor integrity and coastal processes contained in the SEA.  

 

Recommendations – Sea-floor integrity / Coastal Processes 

As stated in the NMPF SEA, a specific policy should be included in the final NMPF to ensure 
protection of sea-floor integrity ‘appropriate to the depth, substrate and species types that are 
present’.  

The map included in the SEA showing 2030 Predicted Coastal Erosion Lines for Ireland should also 
be included in the NMPF.   
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Sea-floor integrity and Dredging 

A Dumping at Sea Permit was awarded in 2017 to facilitate removal of accumulated sand from the 
bases of the seven small wind turbines on the Arklow Bank. The permit for this activity was awarded 
by the EPA without any Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), in spite of representations from 
CCA and others suggesting that EIA should be required.  Given that dredging is known to be an 
activity that damages the integrity of the sea-floor, the failure to carry out an EIA appeared to be 
out of line with best environmental practice.   
 
In relation to Ports, Harbours and Shipping Policy 4 the SEA states (p179):  
 
‘PHS Policy 4 is about minimising the impacts of maintenance dredging. Four criteria are presented 
as indicators to garner broad support for maintenance dredging proposals. These criteria point to 
carrying out of compliance assessments, avoidance of unacceptable adverse effects and sustainable 
waste management.  
While the policy is broadly neutral to positive as it presents clear criteria to assist in improving 
maintenance dredging process the environmental effects of same can be significant and as such a 
clear criterion which establishes the explicit need to demonstrate no adverse impacts on marine 
ecosystems is required to avoid potentially negative effects from the maintenance dredging process. 
PHH, BFF, W, PE/S, CH and MA_R all have potential for significant cumulative indirect and direct 
negative impacts from the activity. The identification of new disposal sites must be supported by 
robust feasibility and site selection that considers the wider environmental impacts.  
 

Recommendation – Maintenance Dredging 
 
CCA welcome the clarity provided in the SEA in relation to potential sea-floor impacts of 
maintenance dredging on numerous environmental receptors.   
 
Future proposals for maintenance dredging in Irish waters must be subject to the requirements of 
EIA and, where appropriate, AA.    
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Table 1: ‘Sandbanks slightly covered by seawater at all times’ (Habitat 1110) 

 
2000 Proposed for designation by Irish environmental NGOsvii 

2002 Proposed for designation by Irish environmental NGOsviii 

2007 (i) Study showing that the undesignated Kish Bank was a richer habitat than the designated Blackwater 
Bankix 

2007 (ii) Re: Coastal Erosion 

Study stating ‘This erosion of coastal sediments is partially arrested by a supply of sediments from 
offshore banks and underlies the importance of the banks in sediment transport to shores along the 
east coast of Ireland.’x 

2008 EU Conservation Assessment shows current conservation status as ‘favourable’ but future prospects as 
‘unfavourable/inadequate’ due to threat of OWF developmentxi.  

2010 (i) 

 

Effective exclusion of sandbank habitat from SEA of OREDP due to clause stating that the SEA ‘should 
not influence or affect’ existing leases or areas subject to applications for consent.xii 

2010 (ii) OREDP Natura Impact Statement stated ‘even with the implementation of appropriate mitigation there 
is a medium risk of Likely Significant Effect occurring as a result of direct damage to or loss of habitats 
from the installation of offshore renewable energy developments in areas where sensitive habitats are 
present’.xiii 

2010 (iii)  Re: Coastal Erosion 

Environmental Report of OREDP stated ‘Seabed sediments and the marine sedimentary processes of 
erosion, transport and deposition that control their distribution, character and thickness, are highly 
relevant to the design and siting of seabed/near-seabed renewable energy installations’. and 

‘The potential for interaction of renewable devices offshore with the geological and broader 
geomorphological environment is generally low… The potential interaction of marine renewable devices 
with the hydrodynamic regime is of greater concern, which may in turn affect the sediment dynamics 
and thus sediment movements and coastal processes.’ xiv 

2013  Current conservation status of sandbanks -‘Favourable’; Future Prospects reclassified as ‘good’, subject 
to SEA of OREDP.xv Preface to SEA said that it should not influence areas subject to lease applications.   

2013  Report on Status of marine habitats reported by UK, Ireland and France concludes that only in Ireland 
is the conservation status of sandbanks ‘favourable’. xvi 

2017 Remedial dredging required to remove sand accumulations from the bases of the seven turbines on 
the Arklow Bank approved by EPA for 8-year period. Dredging damages sandbank habitat.xvii 

2019 (i) EU Assessment of Conservation Status of habitats shows that in Ireland only sandbanks and sea caves 
retain ‘Favourable’ conservation status and states ‘The development of windfarms on shallow 
sandbanks has the potential to lead to an indirect impact on the habitat.’xviii  

CCA NOTE: Pile driving, used for fixed bottom turbines, has direct impacts on sea-floor integrity. 
(Marine Conservation Society, 2013).xix 

2019 (ii) Ireland’s Biodiversity Action Plan requires all listed habitats, not just those chosen by government for 
designation, to be conserved and restored in the marine environment.   

To date the Irish government has chosen to not designate as Natura 2000 sites any sandbanks on 
which there is an application for OWF development consent. In 2016 two additional banks were 
designated to comply with EU requirements – Blackwater and Hempton’s Turbot Bank.  

The 2019 EU Assessment of Conservation Status reported that survey work had confirmed that 
Hempton’s Turbot Bank is not of this Habitat type.   As this large bank does not comply with the EU 
designation criteria, designation of additional sandbank habit is urgently required.  
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Recommendations – Table 1. Sandbanks slightly covered by sea-water at all times 

The manner in which targeting of east coast sandbanks by developers for OWF construction has 
been facilitated by Government must be openly assessed. 

In line with the ecosystem approach and in co-operation with National Parks and Wildlife, additional 
sandbank habitat must be designated to replace that now known not to comply with the 
designation criteria for this Habitat Type.   

Given that the richest resource of this Habitat Type is situated off Ireland’s east coast, the area 
chosen for designation should be located there.  

This supports an objective of Ireland’s Biodiversity Action Plan 2017-20121 ‘To extend the Marine 
Protected Area Network’ (page 45). 

 

 

Key issue for marine planning – Cost-benefit analysis 

The NMPF (3.39) states ‘Biodiversity plays a key role in the functioning of ecosystems and their 
ability to provide ecosystem services. The value of biodiversity and benefits from ecosystem services 
reach far beyond that which can be measured in financial terms. Many of the interdependencies 
between biodiversity, ecosystems structures, functions and processes, and benefits to humans are 
not yet fully understood or appreciated.’ 

It goes on to state (3.44) ‘It is important to value our natural assets and ensure that cost benefit 
analyses are considered to promote Ecosystem-Based Adaptation options. This will increase the 
visibility of the importance of ecosystem services in cross-sectoral policy considerations.’ 

CCA are totally supportive of the sentiments expressed here. Action must follow. Since our 
formation, CCA have requested government to complete and publish an independent professional 
environmental and economic cost-benefit analysis of OWF development in Ireland. To date, no such 
cost-benefit analysis has been published.  

 

Recommendation - Cost-Benefit Analysis 

Before any further development takes place, government must provide a comprehensive 
independent cost-benefit analysis in which the environmental and economic costs of proposed 
developments are assessed against benefits.   

A zero-based analysis of best value options for protecting biodiversity, reducing green-house gasses 
and ensuring security of energy supply is required. 

This must include the environmental costs associated with manufacture, transport, construction, 
operation, back-up, maintenance, decommissioning, grid re-enforcement and subsidies as well as 
costs associated with Natural Capital, tourism, quality of life and social impacts.   
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Key Sectoral /Activity Policies  

Tourism 19.0 

Tourism: Objective and Planning Policies 

The NMPF is very specific about the importance of tourism stating, inter alia, ‘Tourism is a hugely 
important economic industry in Ireland which provides income and jobs in all parts of the country, 
urban, rural and coastal. This sector has been very successful in growing over the last decade and 
has played a very important part in the economic recovery experienced at the time.’ 

‘Ireland’s National Tourism Policy ‘People, Place & Policy - Growing Tourism to 2025’ is a whole of 
government policy which places a focus on maximising the export contribution of tourism, while 
protecting the invaluable assets that are our natural, built and cultural heritage.’  

‘In terms of coastal and maritime areas, Fáilte Ireland research on Irish tourism businesses and 
tourist travel patterns within Ireland, shows that 70% of visitors are concentrated in areas 
representing 30% of the country and the majority of these areas are along our coastline. The Natural 
Beauty and unspoilt environment of our coastal locations are huge factors in bringing visitors to 
these areas.’ 

‘Fáilte Ireland survey data from 2018 shows that 93% of overseas holiday makers rated beautiful 
scenery as important in considering Ireland for a holiday, more than any other reason. In addition, 
88% rated our good range of natural attractions as important with 86% rating our natural unspoilt 
environment as important. Satisfaction ratings for these features were higher than 90% in each 
case.’  

The NMPF sets out four objectives for tourism.  These include:  

Maintenance of the natural marine and coastal areas which are a significant factor in bringing 
tourism and revenues to coastal communities in Ireland.  

Planning Policies  

The vital national importance of maintaining the natural beauty and unspoilt environment of our 
coastal locations expressed in National Tourism Planning Policy and emphasised in the NMPF is 
given clear and strong expression in the above objective.  It is a cause for concern that this objective 
is not reflected in any of the NMPF’s three draft Planning Policies. This must be remedied with a 
new Planning Policy to specifically to address this deficit. 

Scotland’s National Marine Plan (2015) Section 12 Recreation & Tourism:  Planning Policy 5, 
provides an example of possible wording: 

‘Marine planners and decision makers should support enhancement to the aesthetic qualities, 
coastal character and wildlife experience of Scotland’s marine and coast areas to the mutual benefit 
of the natural environment, human quality of life and the recreation and tourism sectors.’  

 

Recommendation - Tourism 

A new Tourism Planning Policy must be drafted and included in NMPF, to ensure the vital national 
Tourism Objective above re ‘maintenance of natural marine and coastal areas’ is given proper 
consideration by Planning Authorities.  
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Tourism: Trends & Features 
Irish tourism policy seeks to improve sustainability in the sector by achieving a greater dispersal of 
visitors in the country together with an extension in the tourism season. The heat map (p173) sets 
out Fáilte Ireland’s ambition for regional dispersion.  With regard to the East and South coasts, 
when this Heat map is viewed alongside the Marine Renewable Energy and infrastructure map 
(p125), it is striking that the coastal target areas for regional tourist dispersion are in exactly those 
areas where large scale offshore wind projects are proposed in the near shore zone. For many of 
these projects, the developer’s own EIS predicts significant adverse visual impact on adjoining 
coastlines. Closer collaboration between tourism and marine policy is clearly needed to avoid 
damaging conflict.   

 Map showing Landscape Designation   
The maps assembled by the Marine Institute are designed to give a sound evidence base for 
decision making in marine planning. We recommend that a map of Ireland’s coastline showing 
coastal designated landscapes and preserved ‘views and prospects’ be prepared and used as 
evidence. The absence of such a map to date is a serious cause for concern. It indicates that vast 
offshore wind developments are being progressed without proper reference to character and 
quality of Ireland’s adjoining coastal landscapes.  Such a map would be easy to prepare, given that 
all county development plans contain this crucial information, vital to appropriate siting of ORE.  

 

Recommendation - Map 

A map of Ireland’s coastline showing coastal designated landscapes and preserved ‘views and 
prospects’ must be prepared and used as evidence in the NMPF and all Marine Plans.  
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Offshore Renewable Energy (11.0) 

A primary objective of Ireland’s NMPF is to provide a framework for the development of offshore 
renewable energy. Throughout our submission to this public consultation our comments focus 
largely on issues related to this sectoral activity.  While CCA are fully supportive of the use of wind 
energy to meet climate and energy targets, we are adamant that all potential development must be 
subjected to rigorous assessment of environmental impacts and decisions must be made based on 
the best available science, in line with good international practice and ‘in the public interest’. To 
date in Ireland lax regulation and outdated and undemocratic legislation has failed to provide any 
such oversight.  

A primary focus of the NMPF is to move away from sectoral management of our seas, by putting in 
place an overarching framework to manage our most important resource and to make a long term-
commitment to protect our seas for future generations. A sectoral plan, such as the OREDP, falls far 
short of these aspirations.  

Offshore Renewable Energy Development Plan 

The Offshore Renewable Energy Development Plan, (OREDP) adopted in 2014, was widely criticised 
during the public consultation process launched in 2010, particularly as a result of major data and 
knowledge gaps, which were acknowledged in the plan itself and highlighted by respondents. In 
addition, conclusions were drawn which could not be attributed to the data presented.  Existing 
lease and licence applications were described as ‘already existing renewable infrastructure’ in the 
Public Consultation Document which accompanied the Draft Offshore Renewable Energy 
Development Plan when the Plan was put out for public consultation.  The situation was then as it is 
now; only the seven small turbines on the Arklow Bank actually were ‘already existing’. Because 
areas subject to lease and licence applications were deemed to be ‘already existing’, it is unclear 
whether they were subject to SEA or not.  The OREDP is due to be reviewed comprehensively this 
year (2020).   

In relation to continued reliance on sectoral plans the SEA of the NMPF states: ‘The sector-specific 
policies have been developed through engagement with the parent departments and agencies. This 
approach has resulted in a policy base which is driven by the existing sectoral plans and targets 
already in place and this may have limited opportunities for a more integrated planning approach. 
This shortcoming must be acknowledged and resolved in the final NMPF. Comment has already 
been included in this submission in relation the need to remove Sections 2.39-2.41 (p 10). 

 

Review of the OREDP, 2020 

CCA have already drawn attention at Ministerial level to the need for the 2020 Review of the OREDP 
to be an independent professional assessment of the Plan, completed in a transparent manner and 
subjected to peer review and SEA.  

It must be undertaken on behalf of the Department (and the Irish people) by personnel who were 
not involved in the drafting of the original Plan. Conflicts of Interest must be avoided by avoiding 
those consultants who have close links with the Offshore Renewable Energy industry in Ireland.  
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Environmental Concerns relating to Offshore Renewable Energy. 

 

The SEA of the NMPF lists the key environmental concerns relating to ORE as follows: 

• ‘Impacts to habitats: physical loss/destruction, changes to sedimentation/ hydrography/ 
turbidity, scour effects; 

• Cumulative effects on biodiversity in both the marine and benthic environments from 
multiple sources; 

• Landscape and seascape impacts and visual intrusion; 

• Impacts to species: collision risk, flight/scare response, adverse behavioural/ physiological 
reactions, barrier to movement, surface and underwater noise (machinery, traffic, survey 
techniques); 

• Investment in electricity grid and interconnectors to facilitation greater connection to EU 
electricity markets and facilitate renewable energy development, import/export’ 

 

ORE Planning Policies. 

Policy 1 should have additional wording to state ‘subject to the requirements of EIA & AA’.  

Policy 2 cannot be applied until proposals for designation of zones are put forward by government, 
subjected to Strategic Environmental Assessment and a public consultation process has been 
completed. As stated in the SEA ‘Crucially this proposed zoning process does not 
allow for a strategic assessment of zone allocation or consideration of cumulative impacts, which  
should be integrated into ORE2.’ CCA support this recommendation.  
 

Policy 3 proposes that preferential treatment is given to ORE applications for development consent 
over and above all other non-ORE activities.  According to this proposal, non-ORE activities with 
potential to impact on any ORE proposal, will have to state how it is proposed to avoid, minimise or 
mitigate that impact.   

The use of terminology (avoid, minimise, mitigate), wholly appropriate to mitigation of adverse 
impacts on globally important biodiversity and ecosystem receptors (Population and Human Health, 
Biodiversity Flora & Fauna, Air, Water, etc) listed in the SEA Directive, is here applied to mitigation 
of impacts on wind energy developments proposed in Ireland’s near-shore zone by private 
developers, under outdated and undemocratic legislation.   

Policy 4, consideration of space for other activities, e.g. Marine Protected Areas, appears to be in 
conflict with Policy 3.  

Policy 5 proposes preferential treatment for ORE test sites in a similar manner to that described for 
all ORE in Policy 3. (Will other important research activities, for example Mace Head Atmospheric 
Research Station in Carna, County Galway, a site for aerosol measurements since 1958, be given the 
same level of preferential treatment?) 

Policy 9 acknowledges the need for assessment of Visual Impact. However, the language used fails 
to recognise the overriding importance of visual intrusion, emphasised in the SEA, with reference to 
offshore wind. A comprehensive assessment based on complete seascape and landscape character 
assessments must be included in this policy.  

The phrase ‘Visualisation assessments must demonstrate consultation with communities…’ must be 
changed to state ‘Visualisation assessments must include actively engaging with communities…’. 

With regard to application for development consent in an area already subject to permission, 
Planning Policy 9 states ‘proposals must include a visualisation assessment to inform design and 
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layout’. CCA suggest that Visual Impact Assessments must also assess cumulative impacts. The SEA 
(p 164) states ‘Without this there may be potential for unintentional linear stringing of multiple ORE 
developments along coastal areas leading to cumulative impacts in sensitive locations.’ 

This is precisely what has arisen off Ireland’s east coast, with proposals for a string of developments 
from Louth to Wexford all within 10-12km of the coast. It is particularly evident with reference to 
proposed construction of offshore wind farms from Dublin, along the Wicklow and Wexford 
coastline, with minimal distance (0.5 - 1km) between selected sites.  

The SEA, ORE and Visual Impact   

Visual impacts on seascape/landscape are a central part of the commentary made in the SEA of the 
NMPF (p 164) in relation to ORE. CCA are fully supportive of, and endorse the following: 

‘Potential impact on seascape/landscape is key’. (p 164) 

Existing pressures on landscape and visual resources are related to siting of (ORE) developments and 
infrastructure without sufficient regard to the sensitivity of the landscape and seascape character. 
The National Landscape Strategy for Ireland 2015-2025 is the means by which the State provides a 
framework for the protection of the many cultural, social, economic and environmental values 
embedded in the landscape with a key action to develop a National Landscape Character 
Assessment; to date, this has not been published.  
 
‘ORE11 notes that emerging technologies and their supply chains are supported, however, it is 
unclear why there is no zoning or site selection criteria or assessment for these technologies. The 
potential adverse impacts described previously could be mitigated by a strategic assessment of 
these locations prior to designation and subsequent cumulative assessment of emerging technology 
ORE sites within such zones.’ (p 165) 
 
It is acknowledged that supporting text within the draft NMPF, notes that statutory marine planning 
guidelines will be developed “to support best practice throughout the planning process for ORE, 
including the development of a specific visualisation test in relation to design and layout of proposed 
developments. These guidelines will, inter alia, provide that where a development consent is applied 
for in an area already subject to permission, proposals must include a visualisation test to inform 
design and layout. (p 165) 
 

Offshore Renewable Energy and a ‘Plan-Led’ system? 

Reform of Foreshore Consenting in Ireland is long over-due, resulting in an urgent need now to 
advance the process.  In spite of this urgency, much additional work must now be completed to 
arrive at the NMPF in its final form.  Changes needed to comply with the Strategic Environmental 
Assessment must be included. Submissions made in response to this public consultation must be 
examined, their content assessed and information provided to consultees in relation to what will 
and will not be incorporated in the final plan. This information must be published, together with 
explanations as to why specific decisions were made.  However, even though reform is urgently 
needed, it is essential to ensure that, in an effort to meet deadlines, outcomes are not 
compromised.  
 
CCA have already expressed concern in this document in relation to the rush of applications for 
foreshore licences that have been accepted by the Department during the past two years. These 
licence applications cover vast areas of our near-shore zone.  A paragraph from the NMPF heightens 
these concerns.   With reference to Offshore Renewable Energy (p 121. 11.4) the NMPF states  
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‘The delivery of the offshore renewables targets will be plan-led in the context of this National 
Marine Planning Framework, underpinned by the new development management system to be 
contained in the Marine Planning and Development Bill.’  
 

The relevant section from the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill (Head 30. 
Specific Provision for Offshore Renewable Energy Development) states ‘Once transitional 
measures between consenting regimes have been finalised and policy context set under the National 
Marine Planning Framework and adopted Marine Spatial Plan(s) a plan-led approach will apply to 
all future ORE development.’ 
 

Rather than trying to rush to meet deadlines or justify the continued processing of foreshore 
consents under outdated and undemocratic legislation, CCA suggest that a moratorium should be 
applied to the processing of all foreshore lease and licence applications, and to other major 
infrastructural projects in the marine, until the NMPF can be finalised and the MPDMB is ratified by 
the Dáil and becomes law.  

Then all lease and licence applications can be dealt with under the new ‘plan-led’ system promised 
in the NMPF and Transitional Measures outlined in the Bill can be used to address legacy projects in 
a transparent, democratic manner, in line with recommendations of the SEA. (See p8 above).    

   

Recommendations – Offshore Renewable Energy 
 

Comments contained, and all recommendation made, in this CCA submission can be taken to be 
relevant to ORE. 
 

The recommendations detailed in the sections SEA & the Need for Robust Site Selection (p7-8) and 
Seascape and Landscape (p12-15), apply directly to Offshore Renewable Energy. 
 

To avoid Conflicts of Interest, the 2020 Review of the OREDP must be carried out by independent 
consultants who were not involved in the drafting of the original Plan and who do not have close 
links to the Offshore Renewable Energy industry in Ireland. 
 

Changes suggested in the text of this section in relation to the individual Planning Policies for ORE 
should be seen as part of these Recommendations. 
  
 

 

Sustainable development 

Based on the concept of sustainable development, HOOW, Ireland’s 2012 Integrated Marine Plan, 
established three high level economic, environmental and social goals of equal importance. This 
concept of ‘sustainable development’ is also central to the NMPF.  

However, the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill, (HEAD 2, p 10) states: ‘There is a 
difficulty with defining ‘sustainable development’ and this is unlikely to be in the final draft’. 

In the NMPF there are 30 references to ‘sustainable development’.  Clearly, this term, central to 
understanding the objectives of the NMPF, needs to be defined and the definition included in the 
final NMPF.   

Recommendation – Sustainable Development 
 

The term ‘sustainable development’ needs to be defined and included in the final NMPF.   
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Mitigation   

Over-riding public benefit 

Where activities will result in negative impacts on Landscape/Seascape or Cultural Heritage, it is 
proposed in the NMPF, that if ‘over-riding public benefit’ can be shown, then this may be 
considered as mitigation of the negative impacts.  

The SEA (9.2.17.1) is critical of this stating ‘Without clear guidance on the scope and conditions 
where such an argument is valid, this is open to misuse with resulting long-term negative impacts 
for PHH, PE/S, MA-R, MA-E, CH and S/L if infrastructure is sited inappropriately.’ 
  

The SEA also highlights that ‘It is … not clear how public benefit in one arena is weighed against 
public benefit of another e.g. provision of an offshore RE development versus rural tourism that may 
be sustaining local communities.’ 

Before any case of ‘over-riding public benefit’ can be made with respect to adverse impacts arising 
from ORE development, a professional, independent cost-benefit analysis (social, environmental 
and economic) must be carried out.  In the absence of such an analysis, in relation to the massive 
near-shore offshore wind farm construction proposed in Ireland, it is clearly impossible to 
accurately assess ‘over-riding public benefit’.  

General  

In relation to Mitigation generally, the SEA (p197) states: 

‘The (NMPF) policy must be supported by clear guidance on the scope and nature of proposals where 
a public benefit argument can be used to outweigh a significant negative impact. 

Clarity on the governance of decision making is also needed. 

A stated commitment to the need for robust route / site selection and appropriate environmental 
assessment to inform decision making in relation to proposals is required.’ 

CCA support these three recommendations and look forward to seeing them included in the final 

Plan. 

 

Recommendations 

CCA endorse and are supportive of the need for changes suggested in the SEA in relation to 

Mitigation.   

The suggested changes will provide important safeguards against casual application of ‘over-riding 

public benefit’ as a way of justifying activities that could have serious environmental consequences.  
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Public Consultation on the NMPF 

The Public Participation Directive (2003/35/EC) providing for public participation in respect of the 
drawing up of certain plans and programmes relating to the environment, states:  

‘Effective public participation in the taking of decisions enables the public to express, and the 
decision-maker to take account of, opinions and concerns which may be relevant to those decisions, 
thereby increasing the accountability and transparency of the decision-making process and 
contributing to public awareness of environmental issues and support for the decisions taken.’  

Article 2 details the procedures required. 

‘To that end, Member States shall ensure that: 

a) the public is informed, whether by public notices or other appropriate means such as 
electronic media where available, about any proposals for such plans or programmes or for 
their modification or review and that relevant information about such proposals is made 
available to the public including inter alia information about the right to participate in 
decision-making and about the competent authority to which comments or questions may 
be submitted; 

b) the public is entitled to express comments and opinions when all options are open before 
decisions on the plans and programmes are made; in making those decisions, due account 
shall be taken of the results of the public participation; 

c) having examined the comments and opinions expressed by the public, the competent 
authority makes reasonable efforts to inform the public about the decisions taken and the 
reasons and considerations upon which those decisions are based, including information 
about the public participation process.’ 

 
The development of Ireland’s marine plan has not followed a democratic, sequential process. In the 
UK, as a prelude to the introduction of marine planning, a UK Marine Policy Statement (2011) was 
prepared and adopted following widespread public consultation at pre-draft, draft and final policy 
state. The UK MPS was designed to facilitate and support the formulation of the UK’s marine plans, 
ensuring that marine resources were used in a sustainable way in line with its democratically agreed 
high level objectives.  
 
The absence of a similar, democratically agreed Marine Policy Statement is a major gap in the 
edifice of marine planning in Ireland. Harnessing our Ocean Wealth - An Integrated Marine Plan for 
Ireland (2014), gave major focus to economic targets and was not subject to public consultation.  
Ireland’s Marine Planning Policy Statement published in 2019, following a perfunctory 
consultation, contains proposals for the overhaul of the marine planning system in Ireland. It is in 
no way equivalent to the UK Marine Policy Statement outlined above, which provides the 
democratic framework for preparation of all UK Marine Plans.  
 
In Marine Planning Policy in a Broader Context, (NMPF Section 2.2. p 15,) Harnessing Our Ocean 
Wealth -2014 (HOOW) is described as ‘establishing the high-level vision, goals and targets for our 
ocean economy’. A public questionnaire on marine matters was issued in advance of the Plan’s 
production. However, as mentioned above, no public consultation on the actual Plan itself took 
place. Its bias towards development and its unquestioning incorporation of certain sectoral plans 
(e.g. Offshore Renewable Energy Development Plan) have been much commented on. In addition, 
HOOW was not subject to Strategic Environmental Assessment.  

 
The Marine Planning Policy Statement described as ‘outlining a vision for the future development 
of the marine planning system’, was published in November 2019.  Ireland’s outdated marine 
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planning system has been heavily criticised and some 58 distinct bodies, institutions, companies and 
individuals, including CCA, made contributions to the public consultation process. Analysis revealed 
that when the final MPPS was published with a total of 6000 words, only 24 words had been altered 
from the original.  None of the alterations contributed to material change in the wording of the final 
MPPS. Such findings serve to undermine public confidence  

 
With regard to the National Marine Planning Framework, citizens groups would find it very difficult 
to assess and comment on this plan. It is very bulky and wide ranging, covering a variety of sectors 
and accompanied by a 288 - page Strategic Environmental Assessment. (A public questionnaire as 
issued for equivalent plans in the UK, alongside draft Plans, might have helped to draw attention to 
key areas.)   
 
As a voluntary citizens’ group, concerned about our marine environment, CCA have devoted a 
considerable amount of time over the years to contribute to public consultations. Although we have 
not done a formal assessment of whether the well-reasoned and legitimate concerns we have 
raised have been taken into account, we have certainly found that certain key points, such as 
breaches of various EU Directives and national legislation, lack of transparency, bias in favour of 
offshore wind projects, absence of visual impact assessment, etc have been consistently  ignored. 
 
With regard to the National Marine Planning Framework, CCA question whether the resources 
devoted to public consultation have been adequate to ensure proper stakeholder participation in 
the preparation of this first major national plan for our marine area. We have found at all times that 
the staff involved in the MPS section have been extremely helpful and professional. However, there 
is no doubt that many aspects of the public consultation process could have been greatly improved 
with resource allocation commensurate to the gargantuan task in hand. 
(For example, public meetings would have been more constructive if there was minute-taking so 
that the feedback from members of the public who took the time and trouble to attend could be 
logged and assimilated as part of this consultation.) 

 
In producing the final version of the NMPF, it is important that public inputs to the Plan are given 
the consideration required under the Public Participation Directive. (This is particularly important 
given the absence of public participation in the permitting and progression of ORE projects in our 
coastal waters under the Foreshore Act 1933).  Submissions to the NMPF must be published and 
analysed and a Modifications Report produced including: 

• a summary of responses to the consultation   

• changes made to the plan as a result 

• an overview of changes not deemed appropriate 

• the reasons why  
 

This type of modifications report is routinely produced in the UK marine planning process.  
 

Recommendation - Public Participation 

Public participation in the decision making affecting our seas and in the Marine Planning process 
has been totally inadequate at every stage and in breach of key principles of the Aarhus 
Convention and the Public Participation Directive (2003/35/EC).  

This failure must be addressed in advance of the publication of the final NMPF.  

A Modifications Report of the NMPF must be published. 

Massively increased resources are needed. 
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Appendix D:  

Spatial Designation Process - Strategic Marine Activity Zones 

 
The draft NMPF does not set out spatial designations or marine zonings for specific activities but 
states ‘the issue of zoning has however been a critical consideration in the development of the draft 
plan.’  It states (Appendix D) that a hybrid approach, involving zoning for specific activities or zoning 
certain areas, was the option favoured in public responses to the Baseline Report.  

Arrangements are being made at present to include provisions in the MPDM Bill to provide for a 
system of designation of Strategic Marine Activity Zones. (SMAZ).   Individual Ministers will be 
empowered to bring forward proposals for designation of zones ‘however the final adoption of a 
zone will be a matter for Government collectively under the NMPF’  

The proposed designation process is clearly of the utmost importance if we are to protect our 
landscapes/seascapes and restore marine biodiversity.  With regard to offshore wind farms, given 
the clear dominance of development interests to date, the danger is that   the sensitive near shore 
areas picked out by developers with no marine forward planning under outdated legislation, could 
be rubber-stamped by the Government as SMAZs for Offshore Wind Energy.  

 

‘First come first served’  

It is important to recap on how leases (for construction) and licences (for initial exploration) in 
Ireland’s near shore waters were awarded under the outdated and undemocratic Foreshore Act 
1933. This legislation permitted successive Ministers for the Marine on their sole authority to grant 
leases to private developers during the Celtic Tiger years for construction of some of the biggest 
offshore wind farms in the world on vulnerable marine habitats in full view of Ireland’s high amenity 
coast.  The process was entirely developer-led.  There was:   

• no pre-selection of sites by government  

• no restriction on size and scale of development or proximity to shore   

• no strategic plan for offshore wind development 

• no tender for use of a valuable public resource  

• no statutory involvement of local authorities  

• no independent, professional assessment of visual impact on adjoining coastal landscapes  

• no adequate public consultation 

• no public right of appeal against the Minister’s decision 

• no planning permission for attendant on shore works.  

• no proper assessment of environmental impacts  

 

Leases could be sold on or ‘flipped’ before construction at a price based on the size of the 
development permitted, netting vast profit for the original Irish promoters. This lax system of 
coastal management, which was entirely out of line with good practice in other EU countries, was 
described by the Marine Institute in 2007 as ‘first come first served’. It facilitated an ocean grab off 
Ireland’s East coast with developers staking claims to many environmentally important, near shore 
shallow areas, between 2000 and 2007.   
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In 2008, responsibility for awarding of foreshore leases/licences was transferred from the 
Department of the Marine to the Department of the Environment, with government promising 
reform.  Reform however has been slow in coming.  Instead of acknowledging mistakes and putting 
a moratorium on developer- led applications for leases and licences, pending promised reform, the 
authorities allowed the ‘first come first served ‘process to continue unabated. Applications for new 
foreshore consents and material changes to existing consents continue to be accepted by the 
DPHLG with some developers selling shares in projects for vast sums and others rushing to claim 
fresh tranches of Ireland’s near shore waters.  In 2019 alone new applications were made for 
foreshore licences for large stretches of coastal waters off Louth, Wexford, Waterford and Cork.  

The results of this free-for-all can be seen in the Marine Renewable Energy and Infrastructure map 
on page 125.  This map, already out of date because of a rush of project applications, is most 
alarming. It shows the massive development permitted and proposed, between 2000 and 2020, on 
sensitive marine habitat, inside the 12nm zone, in full view of Ireland’s east and south coasts, with 
no marine forward planning. Such large scale, near shore development, much of it proposed in 
areas suitable for designation as Marine Protected Areas, is out of line with good international 
siting practice. Projects off Louth, Dublin, Wicklow, Wexford, Waterford, Cork and in Galway Bay 
have advanced under the radar of public attention. Their economic, social and environmental 
implications - individual and cumulative - have not been debated.  

Ireland vs. EU  

This large scale, near shore development is out of line with good siting practice in other EU 
countries. The latest annual report from Wind Europexx shows that the average distance from shore 
of offshore wind farms under construction in Europe in 2019 was 59km. (2018 -35km).    

It is striking that countries such as Germany, Belgium, and Netherlands, which manufacture the bulk 
of the equipment used in offshore wind farms, are no longer permitting such development in their 
own near shore zones, due to public opposition and concern about environmental and landscape 
impacts. Technology and permitting practices have moved on. Larger turbines in deeper water (up 
to 60m) far from shore are acknowledged in EU and USA as being the way forward.  Ireland, with 
one of the most beautiful and biodiversity-rich coastlines in Europe, is way behind the curve in 
contemplating such potentially damaging development in the near shore zone.   

The manner in which private developers have been allowed to claim large tracts of Ireland’s State- 
owned coastal waters under outdated legislation with no marine forward planning represents one 
of the biggest planning failures in the history of the State. This key issue for Ireland’s MSP, must be 
addressed ‘in the public interest’ when individual Ministers and ultimately the Government come to 
consider possible designation of Strategic Marine Activity Zones.  

 

Recommendation – Strategic Marine Activity Zones 

The SEA acknowledges (5.4.3, Page 38) ‘The ever-increasing use and exploitation of the maritime 
space and its resources by a number of sectors such as fishing, shipping, leisure, aquaculture and 
renewable energy’.   

A key objective of the National Biodiversity Action Plan 2017-2021 is to ‘Conserve and restore 
biodiversity and ecosystem services in the marine environment’. 

Given Ireland’s developer-led site selection and absence of ‘fit for purpose’ legislation and 
regulation, there is a clear danger that allowing developers’ siting choices to influence the 
designation of SMAZ may lead to negative effects on various environmental receptors.  

It is clear that Government selection of potential zones for ORE development must be based on 
robust constraint and resource analysis in line with good practice in EU, UK and USA. 
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Submission of Westport Tourism Organisation                                                                                                              

to the Public Consultation on the                                                                                            

Draft National Marine Planning Framework - April 2020 

Westport Tourism Organisation has been in existence for over 30 years as a voluntary 

organisation supporting the development of tourism in Westport for the benefit of all. 

In the view of the organisation, the Draft National Marine Planning Framework is a critical time 

for the voice of Westport to be expressed not just for the present, but for the future. 

We recognise that Clew Bay is one of the greatest maritime assets around the entire coast of 

Ireland. We also have to acknowledge that it is a vastly underused natural asset in recent times. 

As a committee, we have investigated the opportunities which Clew Bay represents to develop 

employment, tourism & revenue all around its shores. We are of the opinion that 4 ministers 

have a role to play in how Westport Harbour & Clew Bay can develop in the next 20 years. They 

are: 

Minister for Housing, Planning & Local Government – currently Eoghan Murphy.       

Minister for Agriculture, Food & the Marine – currently Michael Creed.                                                                                                                             

Minister for Transport, Tourism & Sport – currently Shane Ross. 

Minister for Rural & Community Development – currently Michael Ring.                                    

Furthermore, the development of Clew Bay falls under 3 distinct categories: 

1) Westport as a harbour/marina integrated into a necklace of marinas all around 

Ireland’s  coastline.                                                                                                                                                                                    

2) Clew Bay with its infrastructure of harbours right around its own coastline. 

3) Westport itself & the work to be done to create a world-class marina & watersports 

location.                                                                                                                                                                                       

Westport – part of a necklace of marinas.                                                                                                      

Rossaveal in County Galway & Killybegs in Co Donegal are the 2 nearest small craft harbours 

to Westport on the west coast.  Westport is the perfect link in the chain. It could offer safe 

harbour to cruising/ sailing / fishing /research vessels. Repairs & maintenance could be 

available & the town offers a strong commercial presence where provisions could be easily 

topped up & a few days leisure enjoyed in the cultural venues, restaurants & pubs . A 

marina would strengthen the future of the other marinas along the west coast.                        



Failte Ireland considers international marine tourism a largely untapped resource with huge 

potential.  

Clew Bay – a safe enclosed bay.                                                                                                              

Westport is right at the interior of Clew Bay, but a fantastic infrastructure of small harbours 

exists right around the coastline: 

Southside: Westport, Murrisk, Lecanvey, Old Head, Roonagh. 

Northside: Rosmoney, Newport, Rockfleet, Mulranny, Cloughmore. 

How can these harbours be used for the good of their communities ? These harbours are active 

for sea-angling & sea-fishing. Many boatmen & charter boats operate out of the harbours, 

especially Westport & Newport. The tradition of sea-angling is long-established with Westport’s 

International Sea-Angling Festival founded back in 1956 & still going strong in the current day. 

Newport also runs a very successful sea-angling festival in July. Right through the year, sea-

angling & sea-fishing are ongoing with shore-angling a popular pastime. Is there room to 

expand this sector, especially to cater to the international tourist market ? The establishment of 

a Boating & Angling Centre at Westport Harbour would support these activities.                                                                                            

We believe that watersports such as sea-kayaking, currach-rowing & small dinghy sailing could 

be promoted in these harbours in order to help the current generation to connect with the sea 

in a greater way.                                                                                                                                           

The Greenway will soon extend from Roonagh in the south west of Clew Bay passing through all 

the harbours mentioned, through Westport & along the north coast through Newport &  

Mulranny  to Achill Island. Is there a way to link the Greenway with a Blue Way & start to link 

these harbours through sailing & watersports ? If Clew Bay were to be considered almost as an 

inland lake & developed as one entity, maybe it could have even a fraction of the success that 

Lake Windermere in England has with 10,000 registered boats ?                                                           

Failte Ireland has designated Westport as a National Centre for Adventure Activity. Also Mayo 

County Council is working hard to make Mayo the Adventure Capital of Ireland so the 

development of water-based recreational activities  like sea-kayaking, kite-surfing etc supports 

that ambition.  

Westport – a rich maritime history.  

It is worth mentioning the great history that Westport has as a port which is unfortunately 

often overlooked. 

The O’Malley clan owned a castle at ‘Cathair Na Mart’ & would have sailed their galleys from 

Clew Bay down the west coast of Ireland to France, Spain & Portugal as well as north to 

Scotland.                                                                                                                                                          



The Pirate Queen, Grace O’Malley was the most famous member of the family &, as well as 

trading with the countries of Europe, was known to ship gallowglass (mercenary soldiers) from 

Scotland to Mayo to help the Irish chieftains defend their land in the 1500’s. Did she make her 

famous voyage to meet Queen Elizabeth in Greenwich Palace from Cathair Na Mart ? 

In the 1600’s, Irish catholic families fled to Europe & the Caribbean to escape persecution. 

Many may have left from Cathair Na Mart. 

In the 1700’s, John Browne. First Earl of Altamont, established a linen industry in Westport 

which flourished for many years. All the linen was exported from the harbour. 

In the 1800’s,  Howe Peter Browne of Westport House owned estates in Jamaica. He was 

instrumental in bringing slavery to an end when he freed his slaves & established the first 

‘freetown’ in the world on his estates. Did he sail across the Atlantic from the harbour by his 

residence ? 

During the famine of the 1840’s, Marquess George Browne of Westport House, along with the 

Moores of Moore Hall & the Lynch-Blosse family of Partry, combined their resources & brought 

a ship of food from the United States to alleviate the suffering of people on their estates during 

the famine. Did that ship dock in Westport ?   

In the 1900’s, emigration from Mayo was endemic & steamers took men & women to Scotland 

& England to work so that they could support their families at home.  

The railway track from Westport Station to the Quay was built in 1875. It closed to regular 

passenger traffic in 1912 & to regular freight traffic in 1941, but was used by occasional goods 

trains until 1977 before being finally closed in 1978. The route of the train track is the 

Greenway today. 

So Westport’s harbour has a rich history which needs to be revisited & celebrated. The port 

meant the town was exposed to national & international influences over the course of its 

history & that has given the town & its people an openness to the world which is where its 

success as a tourist destination today emanates from. 

The Clew Bay Heritage Centre celebrates the breadth of Westport’s history & needs to be 

funded to a much greater extent so that it can research the harbour’s history & share it with 

the town’s inhabitants & visitors. It holds the records of the Custom House & the Harbour 

Board. The Heritage Centre is such a valuable resource that it is deserving of every support 

possible. The staff, all volunteers, are trained to relate the story of Westport town & harbour in 

an engaging & interactive way.  

 



 

Westport – A Marina. (Graphic attached) 

Westport Tourism Organisation acknowledges that a marina is a huge investment running to 

many millions of euro. But what the organisation wants to do is explore the possibilities for 

development of one in Westport. 

The graphic attached demonstrates what a marina might look like. A lagoon would be created 

on the southside of Roman Island to accommodate the marina. Mooring could be available for 

100 boats initially with an option to expand to cater to up to 250 boats in the future.                                                                                                                

Hard-standing for boats already exists at the harbour & this could be expanded during 

development of the marina. Service workshops could cater to the repair of fishing & sailing 

vessels on site.         

A marina could provide short-term & long-term berthing facilities for boats (sail & power) as 

well as winter storage of vessels on land & in water. Most important of all, it would attract Irish 

& international sailing boats to explore the west coast of Ireland more, in the knowledge that 

marinas to cater to their needs are in place. 

A marina would also allow Westport to offer watersports (such as canoeing, kayaking,                                             

stand-up paddleboarding, currach-rowing, windsurfing etc) in a serious way. In the graphic, 

there would be ample room for the practice of many watersports in the area to the left of the 

proposed marina.   

Clubs, tuition & racing would promote the practice of these sports right through the year. They 

would offer opportunities for fantastic water-sports to be accessible to the young & not-so-

young of the town. All kinds of festivals & events would emanate from these kinds of 

watersports.  

In the graphic, a Greenway circles Roman Island, entering from the northside & exiting from the 

southside as well as circling the proposed lagoon. Westport Tourism Organisation strongly 

advocates for this Greenway to be completed at the earliest opportunity. It would quadruple 

the visitors to the harbour area for leisure & recreation & increase visitor numbers to the Clew 

Bay Visitor Centre. It would also celebrate & highlight what are 3 iconic symbols of Westport & 

Clew Bay: Croagh Patrick, Clare Island & Westport House. A marina at Westport Harbour could 

be the pinnacle of the Greenway that encircles the whole town & would be the envy of many 

towns in Ireland. The Greenway on Roman Island is only likely to be developed in the context of 

the bigger development of the marina.  



A ferry service to Clare Island                                                                                                                                        

We believe that a quality ferry service from Westport to Clare Island should be feasible in the 

21st century, even for July & August. It is imperative that we connect locals & visitors to the 

town with the exceptional beauty & hospitality that are available on Clare Island & Inishturk. It 

would have to be a reliable service & probably minimum 1 hour travel time, but what an 

opportunity – to travel right out through Clew Bay to Clare Island.                                                              

It is arguably one of the most beautiful islands around Ireland’s coastline, but struggles to 

attract visitors because access from Roonagh is relatively obscure as far as tourists are 

concerned.                       

Attracting Cruise Ships                                                                                                                                            

It could be possible for cruise ships or larger sailing vessels to come as far as Inishlyre & for 

tenders to transport people to Westport Marina from there.      

Recommendations:                                                                                                                                                     

Mayo County Council is tasked with responsibility for Marine issues. It is time to call on the 

Council to establish a representative body that can liaise with all the groups mentioned in this 

document - the companies, clubs, community groups, in all coastal locations who have a vested 

interest in the future of Clew Bay - bring them together, garner their ideas & recommendations 

so that a sound vision for the development of the bay & coastline can be created. Once a 

shared vision is there in concrete terms, Mayo County Council, the Department of the Marine & 

other ministries & public bodies invested in the future of our coastline, must be brought to task 

so as to deliver that vision in the next 10-20 years.       

Failte Ireland would be integral to any discussions as they are the main body charged with 

developing tourist traffic into the future. Their policy for the future of marine tourism will be 

key to the vision we have outlined here. 

 

                                                                          

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Draft National Marine Planning Framework 

 

ESB Networks Consultation Response  

 

 

 

 

30th April 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



           

 
 

 

1. Introduction 

In 2019, the Irish government laid out in the Climate Action Plan Ireland’s strategy to meet its 2030 

climate and energy targets.  Building on the sustained commitment made to decarbonising electricity 

generation in Ireland over the past two decades, the Plan, by 2030, sets out a target of 70% renewable 

electricity, and the decarbonisation of the heat and transport sectors through the electrification of heat 

and transport. 

ESB Networks strongly supports the objectives of the Plan and recognises our role in its successful 

delivery and are fully committed to enabling the delivery of Ireland’s energy targets. We develop and 

maintain our infrastructure with full appreciation of the customer and system needs that are evident 

today, and that will emerge as a result of the National Climate Action Plan, and the National 

Development Plan.   

ESB Networks recognises the value of the marine environment and its many uses.  We support the 

government’s plan to put in place a comprehensive new approach to marine planning which covers the 

three main areas of forward planning, development management and marine planning enforcement.   

The National Marine Planning Framework  is a key document in bringing together the policies for the 

many uses of our marine environment. 

 

2. Role of ESB Networks 

As distribution system operator (DSO), the distribution asset owner (DAO) and transmission asset owner 

(TAO), ESB Networks works to meet the needs of all Irish electricity customers, providing universal 

affordable access to the electricity system, and delivering and managing the performance of a system of 

almost 155,000 km of overhead networks; over 23,000 km of underground cables; over 646 high voltage 

substations; significant amounts of connected generation, including over 4 GW of renewable generation 

connected to the Distribution and Transmission systems; approaching 2.3 million demand customers; 

and now several thousand “active customers” – domestic premises with microgeneration, a rapidly 

increasing number. 

ESB Networks is committed to actively supporting all Irish homes, committees and businesses in their 

choices and activities at this time of fundamental change in the energy sector. Over the past 90 years 

Irish electricity customers have invested in a distribution system which reaches every home and business 

in the country, and over the past two decades, as an industry we have adapted this system to integrate 

high and increasing levels of renewable generation. This same infrastructure which has supported Irish 

social and economic development can and should now support decarbonising the wider energy system.  

As the TAO, ESB Networks are committed to playing our part in ensuring that Ireland’s Offshore 

Renewable Energy (ORE) policy objectives are delivered and that the needs of our customers and 

industry are met. 

 

 



           

 
 

 

 

 

3. Observations on the Draft Framework 

ESB Networks welcomes the opportunity to comment on the draft National Marine Planning Framework 

(NMPF).  This is an important step in co-ordinating and streamlining decisions about our marine 

resources and as such is welcomed. ESB Networks’ interest is principally in subsea cables and offshore 

transmission and distribution assets and our comments are on same.   

• We welcome the complementary prioritising of the onshore works necessary to accommodate 
the offshore renewable energy and necessary electrical interconnection infrastructure.   

 

• In order to derive substantial benefit from the significant addition of ORE, it is important that 
there is complementary development of deep reinforcement of electricity networks and 
electrification of heat and transport as well as battery storage and interconnection. 

 

• It is assumed that this framework covers the important subsea cables which deliver power to 
our island communities as well as the subsea cables across bays which reinforce and 
strengthen our networks and provide these with equal importance to development of ORE and 
interconnection. 

 

4. Conclusion 

Thank you for affording us the opportunity to contribute to this process. We welcome the reinforcement 

of the targets set out in the All of Government Climate Action Plan in this document. ESB Networks are 

supportive of the National Marine Planning Framework. 

As the Distribution System Operator and the Transmission Networks Owner and Constructor, ESB 

Networks has a strong interest in the Marine and the future development of Offshore Renewable 

Energy. We are committed to playing our part in ensuring that Ireland’s ORE policy objectives are 

delivered and that the needs of our customers and industry are met. We are available and interested 

in meeting you to discuss our observations on this draft framework in more detail if you wish. We 

intend on responding on any future consultations in this area, including the anticipated public 

consultation on the related Marine Planning and Development Management Bill. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

ESB Generation & Trading welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Department of Housing 

Planning & Local Government (DHPLG) consultation on the draft National Marine Planning Framework 

(NMPF). 

ESB Group is very aware of the unique and priceless marine resource that Ireland possesses. We 

recognise the value of many and varied enriching economic, tourism and cultural and marine activities 

that take place offshore. 

The purpose of the NMPF is to set out clearly the governance framework and a co-ordinated and 

coherent approach to decision-making to properly manage this important resource and to protect our 

seas for future generations. 

ESB sees this National Marine Planning Framework and the associated legislative grounding in the 

form of the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill (MPDM) as key to ensuring that the 

full potential of Ireland’s marine wealth can be realised in a co-ordinated and balanced fashion that is 

ecologically sensitive and sustainable. 

This is in alignment with our stated commitment to respect our shared environment, including its 

biodiversity and the deep significance and meaning it holds for communities.  Sustainable 

development means maintaining this balance between necessary infrastructure and its impact on the 

environment and on the overall welfare of the community. 

In that regard, marine development is of upmost importance to several of ESB Group’s activities 

including the development of Offshore Renewable Energy, the potential for carbon abatement 

technologies offshore such as Carbon Capture & Storage, Interconnection with other countries, and 

the laying of subsea cables and development of subsea transmission infrastructure. 

A particular focus of ESB Generation and Trading (ESB GT) at this time is the harnessing of the 

offshore wind resource for the generation of clean and renewable electricity, playing our full part in 

helping to achieve the targets set in the Irish Climate Action plan (70% renewable electricity by 2030) 

and the European Union target of zero carbon by 2050. 

Furthermore, ESB sees marine economic development and especially offshore wind development as 

one of the areas that can lead in the green recovery strategy being proposed in Ireland and in the EU. 
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Our views on the National Marine Planning Framework relate primarily to Section 11.0 Offshore 

Renewable Energy, and Section 7 on Carbon Capture and Storage.  

ESB GT welcomes the clarity of purpose as set out in the Objectives for Offshore Renewable 

Energy (ORE).  We completely support the ambition for Ireland to become established as a world 

leader in ORE deployment which we believe is a realistic objective and indeed all four Objectives 

set out at the head of the chapter. 

We believe that development of offshore wind at scale is key to tackling the climate emergency 

with the potential not only to meet national but growing international demand for clean power.  This 

commitment has been demonstrated firstly through ESB’s investment in the Oriel Windfarm project 

located off the coast of County Louth in January 2019 and then more recently by entering into a 

development partnership with Equinor, a Norwegian-based energy company.  

It is the ambition of the partnership to explore opportunities for large scale wind projects towards 

commercial operation by 2030 and beyond, thus contributing to the wider goals of the Irish 

Government on energy transition. 

We agree with the 11 Planning Policies on ORE set out and we welcome the urgency injected by 

reference to the Government’s target of generating at least 3.5GW of offshore renewable electricity 

by 2030 but equally we welcome the commitment to proposals that are longer term in Planning 

Policy 1. This duality of purpose is especially important to ESB as we have a double focus – 

working to achieve the urgent 2030 ORE target which will primarily be achieved through 

deployment of “bottom-fixed” offshore wind turbines and preparing now for the future beyond 2030 

when we believe that “floating” offshore wind technology will play an important role. 

ESB also recognise the important role of industrial clusters utilising carbon capture and storage 

(CCS) and hydrogen, to provide a pathway to decarbonisation for areas of the economy which 

have no alternatives. Low carbon dispatchable generation such as CCS could play a vital role in 

providing a secure and reliable electricity supply, particularly at times when renewable resources 

are low.  

Our feedback on the NMPF falls into two sections: 

A. Recommendations to improve the NMPF document as a framework 

B. Recommendations to improve and expedite the implementation of the NMPF, given the 

urgency in meeting Irish and EU climate Abatement targets. 
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With regard to (A) ESB believes that there is scope for improvement of the NMPF in the area of 

linkages to terrestrial planning and an early approach to cumulative impact assessment, both of 

which we believe can streamline and speed up the process of spatial designation. We make 

specific recommendations for improvement in each of these areas in this response. 

With regard to (B) ESB is concerned about the speed at which this NMPF is being put in place, 

both in terms of meeting the impending deadline of the EU directive and how that will impact on 

the urgent 2030 Climate Action Plan 3.5GW target.   

In order to mitigate any further delays and achieve 2030 targets, DCCAE should consider the 

inclusion of potential “Hybrid” ORE Projects in the initial designation process. (“Hybrid” projects 

are offshore wind project which share a grid connection with an existing generation plant and 

therefore obviate the requirement for major infrastructure build/planning etc. by utilising existing 

grid connections, shortening the time to commissioning of windfarms by years) 

Also, ESB urges government to rapidly progress finalisation of the NMPF and pass the associated 

MPDM Bill. ESB also believes that DHPLG and government need to put in place an appropriate 

human resource plan to ensure that the qualified people with the necessary experience and 

expertise are available to support delivery of our marine ambitions. 

To summarise ESB is excited about the potential to be unlocked from our marine resource and 

welcomes the NMPF as a key step in ensuring that is done in a co-ordinated and sustainable 

fashion and fully supports that. ESB feels there are some relatively small improvements that can 

be made to the framework as set out by the NMPF and described in this response. However, ESB 

seeks that there is equal focus on expediting the framework as well as some other related 

measures to provide the required regulatory clarity of a marine spatial plan and minimise any 

further delays. 
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3. RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE NMPF 

 

3.1 Linkage to terrestrial planning  

 

It is imperative that the terrestrial planning and marine planning activities are fully aligned and reflect 

and enable development activities across the two domains to allow Ireland to fully thrive. The NPF and 

NMPF are parallel processes but both need to acknowledge the strong level of interdependence in 

delivering better national and regional development. ESB welcomes the acknowledgement of this 

interplay in the NMPF but believe greater clarity of their interaction is required in order to ensure over-

arching goals are achieved.  

ESB believe that greater co-ordination of the two frameworks is required to enable key energy 

developments that will be essential in ensuring Ireland’s decarbonisation. We see offshore wind 

development, and industrial clusters utilising carbon capture and storage and hydrogen as being 

integral to meeting Ireland’s climate policy goals. ESB recommend that the interplay between the two 

frameworks be clarified under these Sectoral Marine Planning Policies in the NMPF to allow for better 

implementation.                                            

For instance, offshore windfarm projects have direct land interfaces through O&M bases, cable 

landfalls and grid connection as well as visibility from the coast and the planning system needs to 

acknowledge this strong level of interdependence. In addition, the offshore wind industry will be served 

by ports that have the necessary infrastructure to support its development, (adequate water depth, 

quayside capacity, cranage, proximity well-developed supply chains etc.). The development of the 

offshore renewable energy industry represents an opportunity for Irish ports to develop a new, and in 

many cases, complementary source of revenue, which can contribute significantly to regional 

development and local employment.  

The UK experience has shown that the offshore wind industry can serve to rejuvenate port economies 

and these potential economic opportunities must be recognised in terrestrial development plans. For 

example, County Development Plans should consider these issues and the Regional Assembly 

Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy (RSES) plans should also recognize the strategic nature of 

offshore wind. If there is a disconnect between the two systems, there is a risk that the policy framework 

required to deliver onshore facilitating infrastructure will not be put in place. 

To ensure that the NMPF and NPF enable over-arching goals and avoid any potential conflicts, we 

recommend that greater clarity be provided on national and regional plans which should consider the 
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needs of the various Sectoral Marine Planning Policies, where appropriate. These plans should be 

developed to deliver the objectives of both the NPF and NMPF in unison. 

In particular, the role and alignment of the following plans to deliver marine policy objectives should be 

included in the NMPF. 

A) County Development Plans and Local Area Plans including Landscape and Seascape 

Characterisations and Protected views need to be fully aligned with and supportive of energy 

developments such as offshore wind development and CCS and reflect the NMPF and MPDM 

where appropriate.  

B) Local Authority Renewable Energy Development Plans need to be fully aligned with and 

supportive of offshore wind development and reflect the NMPF and MPDM where appropriate. 

C) It should explicitly state that Planning authorities should work with EirGrid and ESB Networks 

to identify potentially suitable grid connection points and grid connection corridors and support 

these through the County Development Plans and Local Area Plans. 

 

3.2 Zoning / Spatial designation  

 
The delivery of spatial designation/ zoning will be a crucial aspect of the NMPF to drive forward Ireland’s 

ability to maximise the potential of its marine space. It is important to note that Ireland does not yet 

have a Marine Spatial Plan which will be a key enabler for sustained co-ordinated development of ORE 

projects. Examples can be seen in other European jurisdictions (most recently Scotland), where zoning 

has been utilised to provide clarity and greater certainty to investors in energy developments, and to 

the full range of marine stakeholders. This approach not only helps drive these sectors forward, but 

also enables earlier and more effective engagement with all marine stakeholders- an essential element 

to better development.  

The MPDM Bill provides for new authority for the Government to designate Strategic Marine Activity 

Zones (SMAZ) for these specific activities. However, the associated Marine Planning Schemes will be 

subject to public consultation and full environmental assessments before they can be formally adopted. 

Therefore, the industry is facing into a long process that could take several years to implement these 

Marine Planning Schemes. 

Given the extremely challenging timelines associated with delivering renewable projects to achieve the 

Climate Action Plan targets, the designation of SMAZ’s should not preclude the facilitation of wider 

developments. Therefore, ESB recommend that the Minister should award Planning Interests to 
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suitable applicants, and that an Bord Pleanála should granting planning permission for projects which 

fall outside of SMAZ’s. 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 for development 

outside of these zones. The Plan should be sufficiently flexible to allow for other pathways to 

development to be facilitated. 

We submit that this matter should be expressly provided for in the NMPF by an amendment to ORE 

Policy 2 to include the following text.  

‘Notwithstanding this point, project proposals located in areas outside of these that are relatively 

unconstrained should be considered on their individual merits.’ 

3.2.1 Proposed hybrid approach to zoning and early designations  

ESB welcomes the proposed hybrid approach (using a mixture of policy and zoning as described in 

Appendix D) which will ensure that key strategy activities are identified as early as possible, maximising 

their opportunity. The approach also provides a level of flexibility to planning authorities including ABP 

to assess each development /project proposal on its individual merits.  

As noted in the Draft Plan the NMPF ‘does not set out spatial designations or marine zonings for 

specific activities. The issue of zoning has however been a critical consideration in the development of 

the draft plan.’ ESB recommend that the process of zoning should be commenced as soon as possible, 

even at a high level, in order to permit more co-ordinated planning across national and regional plans 

and allow more effective early engagement of stakeholders. Consideration should be given to providing 

more detail where possible in this current draft of the NMPF. 

Priority should be given to the zoning of areas that will be critical to the delivery of low carbon energy 

developments such as offshore renewable project, industrial clusters utilising carbon capture and 

storage and hydrogen. The zoning process should reflect the optimal use of both onshore infrastructure 

(such as roads, ports and grid connections) and the suitability of the marine space, while 

simultaneously protecting Ireland’s natural heritage and unique ecology. ESB recommend strong 

engagement with industry and other related stakeholders to ensure the most effective designations 

areas are identified to maximise the potential of low carbon energy projects.  

3.2.2 “Hybrid” grid connections 

When identifying zones for offshore wind development, the identification of suitable cable landfall points 

and potential grid connection corridors will be a key element of project design. Cognisance should be 

given to the onshore connecting sub-station and grid connection corridors and in this regard this Plan 
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should seek to prioritise the most straight-forward grid connections, i.e. typically those that are located 

as close to the coastline as possible to minimise the extent of grid connection works required onshore.  

The opportunity to adapt or upgrade grid connections associated with existing thermal generations 

stations so that they can accommodate offshore generation should be encouraged and supported. This 

is a clear policy objective set out in the Climate Action Plan, ‘Facilitate additional hybrid connections 

(eg. solar/wind/batteries) operating in the electricity market to increase RES-E penetration.’  We 

request that a specific policy is inserted in the ORE Policy (Section 11) of the NMPF to prioritise projects 

which seek to utilise hybrid connections and reflect grid policy currently under development. This will 

enable the most efficient use of existing infrastructure and reduce the requirement for additional grid 

reinforcements. 

3.2.3 Enabling low carbon energy sector  

We agree with the 11 Planning Policies on ORE set out and we welcome the urgency injected by 

reference to the Government’s target of generating at least 3.5GW of offshore renewable electricity by 

2030 but equally we welcome the commitment to proposals that are longer term in Planning Policy. 

We recommend that the zoning process should reflect this aim by maximising the opportunity of low 

carbon energy projects across the entirety of the Irish coastline. Given the long lead times, and the 

benefit of early engagement and assessment, ESB believes this approach will allow the Irish 

Government to realise the full potential of Ireland’s offshore wind sector. This would allow Ireland to 

achieve the urgent 2030 Climate Action Plan target which will primarily be achieved through 

deployment of “bottom-fixed” offshore wind turbines but also allow the sector to prosper post 2030 

when we believe that “floating” offshore wind technology which is currently in development will play an 

important role. 

Ireland’s first Marine Spatial Plan should build on the experience of on the recent approach taken in 

Scotland. The Scottish Governments Policy Statement and Offshore Wind Marine Sectoral Plan which 

has recently been consulted on sets out areas identified for both fixed seabed and floating offshore 

wind potential development subject to planning, with an ambition out to 2040 and beyond. It provides 

for early discussion and debate as to suitable designated areas, engaging all stakeholders, where 

offshore wind may be consented whilst still acknowledging that individual projects must proceed 

through the consenting process. It also recognises the significant constraints to development that can 

exist and provides an opportunity through submission as to how these may be overcome.  

The adoption of a similar forward-thinking approach to zoning will be central to the long-term delivery 

of Ireland’s decarbonisation ambitions for the following reasons: 
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A) Based on the experience of onshore wind development it is likely that offshore wind projects 

will suffer an attrition rate with several potential large-scale projects not achieving planning 

consent or being significantly delayed due to legal processes. Increasing the number of 

designations will help overcome such eventualities.  

B) Given the pace of floating wind technology development and the long lead in times for offshore 

wind planning, consenting and development potential designated areas for floating offshore 

wind should be identified at an early stage and the NMPF should allow for this. This would also 

provide clarity and certainty to the industry allowing for early discussion and debate on these 

areas.  

C) Offer clarity on the policy position in support of Transitional ORE Projects. The NMPF does also 

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 those projects. Setting out how such projects are envisaged 

to fit within the framework would be in line with the action identified in the Government’s Climate 

Action Plan for the development and management of Transitional ORE projects and would 

facilitate the stated objective to develop ‘a transitional protocol to enable focus on applications 

within the scope of emerging policy’.   

D) The National Marine Planning Framework should act as an enabling policy framework to 

maximise the marine space, greater designations will prevent any potential stifling the NMPF 

could have on the growth of this sector. 

E) Greater designations would allow wider study and research to take place in a coordinated 

manner to provide robust baseline and evidenced based information which would reduce 

potential constraints.  

3.3 Floating Wind and Hydrogen 

 
We note the comment made on page 121 of the Draft Plan that ‘Of these technology types fixed 

offshore wind has reached the commercial stage, while floating wind, wave and tidal technology are 

still at the experimental stage globally.’ We respectfully submit that floating wind has matured 

significantly in the last number of years.  Our development partner Equinor have successfully 

constructed the 30MW Hywind Project in Scotland and expect to have the 88MW Tampen Project in 

Norway commissioned in Q4 2022. Floating wind is no longer at an experimental stage as it is moving 

progressively and steadily towards a real commercial opportunity which could unlock the significant 

potential in Irelands deeper offshore areas.  The pace at which this is occurring is accelerating. The 

benefit to Ireland of commercialising this floating technology is reflected in the recent Wind Europe 
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publication which highlighted that Irelands coastal waters could support approximately 22GW of 

offshore wind projects by 2050, largely driven by the potential for deployment of floating technology.  

The experience of other countries should also not be ignored. Scotland has recognised the potential 

of floating wind to meet its climate action targets and has identified areas suitable for such 

developments in its Draft Offshore Wind Energy Sectoral Marine Plan which has recently closed its 

consultation process. Floating wind comprises a very significant percentage of its planned development 

areas. 

Given the 20-year timeframe associated with the NMPF strategy, stronger recognition and support 

needs to be provided within the Plan for Ireland to realise this potential. ESB recommend that the 

NMPF is updated to better reflect the growing potential of this technology, the opportunity to Ireland’s 

economy, and greater consideration given under the zoning process as stated in the previous section. 

The provision of this policy support will also help to unlock the major export potential of renewable 

energy to the EU to facilitate change to the hydrogen economy for example. Hydrogen is seen as a 

key vector to decarbonise energy into the future but only if it is generated by low carbon electricity. 

Energy generated in this way will allow the development of a hydrogen-based economy supplying a 

clean fuel, to be used for renewable electricity generation either onshore or offshore. Hydrogen 

technology will support renewable generation extending its effectiveness, particularly where 

curtailment issues arise.   

The deployment of floating wind projects is a significant opportunity for Ireland given the extent of 

seabed controlled by the State.  Major cost reductions are projected by the end of this decade as 

learning from newly deployed projects and a maturing supply chain act to grow the technology. As 

floating projects will be constructed much further from shore than conventional fixed bottom projects 

the issue of seascape impact, particularly on sensitive coastal locations, is much less pronounced. We 

request that appropriate policy support is included in the Plan to reflect this growth opportunity for the 

Irish economy. 

 

3.4 Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)  

 

As noted in the SEA Environmental Report, offshore renewable energy can bring substantial socio-

economic benefits to peripheral coastal communities. These include employment and income 

opportunities, transferable technology and skills development. 
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In the assessment of the Energy - Offshore Renewable Sector (Section 9.3.7) a list of the Key 

Environmental concerns is provided as bullet points.  Although the positive benefits of offshore wind 

energy are set out in the discussion section, to ensure balance in the assessment ESB recommends 

that a list of Key Environmental benefits that can accrue from offshore wind is listed also.  

The SEA states in Section 8.4 that “A Do-Nothing Option was not considered viable given the 

requirement for the NMPF under the Marine Spatial Directive which makes the development of the plan 

mandatory”. Although the development of the plan is mandatory, consideration should be given to 

including a commentary on the “Do Nothing” option under each of the sectoral headings including 

offshore wind. The ‘Do nothing’ option is an important benchmark to facilitate better decision-making. 

it allows the full benefit and adverse effects of developments to be fairly assessed.   

To allow for development of offshore wind to occur within designated areas where no adverse impact 

is identified and to allow a decision to be made under IROPI where adverse impacts cannot be avoided 

consideration should be given to including a new ORE Policy which should also be included in the SEA 

and Habitats Assessment as follows: 

“Any ORE proposals that are in or could affect designated Natura 2000 sites should demonstrate that 

they will in order of preference: a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate adverse impacts, and d)  if it is not 

possible to mitigate significant adverse impacts, proposals under Article 6.4 of the EU Habitats 

Directive should be made (IROPI)”. 

 

3.5 Baseline Environmental and Cumulative Impact Assessment  

 

Cumulative impact is an issue which should be considered at this stage of the plan process especially 

since there is significant knowledge about various projects in the public domain. Irrespective of whether 

a centralised or decentralised system of development is adopted, a plan-led approach needs to 

underpin the development process.  Seascape effects for example are the changes in the character 

and quality of the seascape as a result of a development and this component of potential impact is 

perhaps the most obvious and certainly the one that receiving communities are likely to focus on. 

Nonetheless, there are practical ways of managing this impact including the use of visual breaks 

between projects. 

Cumulative impact assessment of offshore wind and ornithology has been identified as a key issue in 

Scotland due to lack of data and knowledge to inform assessments by competent authorities. ESB 

recommends that the NMPF should set out a policy to establish a national body to carry out a national 

research programme to fill any gaps in such information leading to a more robust cumulative impact 

assessment and allow a more measured approach to be taken to manage this issue. The body would 

ensure a consistent approach to environmental assessment across Ireland particularly for ornithology, 

to ensure a level playing field in a competitive market. The same body can provide data and evidence-

based information to help resolve any areas of conflict between stakeholders. This body could set up 

regional advisory groups (similarly to the system in Scotland) comprising of key stakeholders which 
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can act as a forum for participation and dialogue between conflicting interests allowing agreed 

processes and solutions to be developed and adapted. 

This could help avoid lengthy court battles which could prove not only costly to the parties involved but 

also to the wider marine industries the NMPF sets out to enable.  

The body should be established promptly in order to allow early identification of data and knowledge 

gaps for baseline environmental and cumulative impact assessment. The national advisory body 

should engage with industry to map out potential data and knowledge gaps. Such an approach would 

give decision-makers full oversight of gaps that remain, given them a fuller view of the circumstances, 

allowing them to proceed with greater confidence.  

A) Identify at the earliest opportunity key knowledge gaps (ornithology and cumulative impacts 

e.g.) which need to be addressed to allow consenting to proceed. This could be achieved 

through early and meaningful constraint identification for any proposed designated sites with a 

clear indication of the level and spatial extent of any studies or research required to address 

such knowledge gaps.  

B) In terms of assessments under the Habitat’s and Birds Directives a clear indication of the 

sufficiency of evidence required should be stated (in general and for specific project locations) 

to avoid unnecessary delay due to legal challenge.  

C) Clear ground rules as to whether Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI) will 

be considered for offshore wind developments in Ireland and how the process can be 

undertaken should be provided. 
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4. RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
THE NMPF 

In addition to the above recommendations to improve the NMPF, ESB believes that further steps need 

to be taken in parallel in order to fully harness Ireland’s ocean wealth. ESB fully agree that the true 

success of the NMPF will be in its effective implementation (as set out in section 21 of the NMPF). 

ESB therefore recommend the following actions and activities to be supported for better implementation 

of the NMPF, and to allow Ireland to most effectively deliver on its ocean economy policy goals as set 

out in ‘Harnessing our Ocean Wealth’ (HOOW). These activities will be of critical importance to fulfilling 

Ireland’s targets as set out in the Irish Climate Action plan (70% renewable electricity by 2030) and 

Ireland more long-term contribution to European Union target of carbon neutrality by 2050. 

4.1 Legislation and NMPF timelines  

 

It is acknowledged that the Marine Planning and Development Management (MPDM) Bill and the 

National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF) are given due recognition in the Climate Action Plan and 

their significance cannot be over-emphasised. There is presently a vacuum in this area and this 

situation will persist until the Bill is enacted and NMPF is adopted. In the absence of certainty, 

developers will be forced to delay the commissioning of baseline environmental survey work and this 

will impact negatively on planning submission dates and equally on overall project delivery timelines. 

Importantly, delays in enactment of the Bill will directly undermine the potential for achieving the stated 

target in the Climate Action Plan. The Climate Action Plan acknowledges that increasing onshore and 

offshore wind capacity are the most economical options from the Marginal Abatement Cost Curve 

(MACC) for electricity production. The deployment of ‘at least 3.5 GW of offshore renewable energy’ 

by 2030 requires a legislative and planning framework that is robust, certain and functional and which 

provides clarity and predictability to developers. Furthermore, considering the long lead times 

associated with pre-planning survey work, the consenting phase, securing a grid connection, securing 

a RESS contract, achieving financial close and the construction phase there is a real urgency in 

enacting both the enabling legislation and the spatial planning framework.  

Although offshore wind is very unlikely to participate in the Renewable Electricity Support Scheme 

(RESS) auction later this year we believe it can have a significant role in later auction rounds. Expedient 

delivery of the NMPF is required to underpin this participation.  

ESB is concerned that there will be delays, relating to the establishment of a new Government, 

announcement of new Ministers and the associated delays to departmental Oireachtas committees 

and advisory groups, which will impact upon deadlines for the NMPF and MPDM Bill outlined in the 

Climate Action Plan 2019. Significant delays will put Ireland’s targets of at least 3.5GW of offshore wind 

by 2030 at significant risk. There is therefore an urgent need to ensure DHPLG work coherently with 

the DCCAE to deliver a coherent policy framework for offshore wind in a clear and consistent manner. 

The MPDM Bill enactment and the adoption of the NMPF will be a key step in not only achieving the 

Climate Action Plan targets but setting Ireland on a path to contribute to Europe’s net zero carbon 

ambitions. 
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4.2 Interaction between the NMPF and the MPDM Bill 

 

There will be a very strong interaction between the NMPF and the MPDM into the future. Once enacted 

the MPDM will empower the relevant Minister to award exclusive interest in the seabed (referred to as 

Planning Interest) to allow a developer to enter the planning process.  Once consent for development 

is obtained and a route to market is in place it will then be possible to issue a Maritime Area Consent 

to enable and control occupation of the maritime space for offshore wind development. The Planning 

Interest is designed as an entry point into the planning system.  Head 28 of the Bill states that the 

Ministers will confirm that a proposed development is broadly in line with the National Marine Planning 

Framework. 

 

 
 

The process from Planning Interest award to receipt of Maritime Area Consent will be lengthy and any 

delays in delivering the NMPF and MPDM will lead to delays in project delivery and in achieving Climate 

Action Plan targets. 

The NMPF as it stands sets out a framework for development but does not identify sectoral designated 

areas for offshore wind and other developments (Strategic Marine Activity Zones). This will lead to 

uncertainty and delay for developers and will lead to potential conflict of interests among differing users 

of the marine environment. It is understood that the power to designate areas will be provided to the 

Minister under the MPDM Bill but even at this stage proposed designations would have to go through 

a public consultation process as such designated areas would need to be included in the Marine Spatial 

Plan leading to potential additional delays. In this regard, we request that this process is commenced 

as soon as sufficient legislative power is in place so that all marine users can benefit from an increased 

level of certainty. 

This designation process should identify potential seabed sites for development and give industry 

foresight of regular leasing rounds for offshore wind to provide greater clarity and certainty to industry 
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and to allow early debate and acceptance of such sites. These leasing rounds should be consistent 

with the wider planning and consenting system to allow the timely delivery of the required offshore 

projects to meet Irelands 2030 renewable and emissions reduction targets. Proactive engagement with 

industry should be maintained to help accelerate the resolution of any consenting issues and ensure 

appropriate level of assessments are undertaken. 

ESB understands there will be opportunity to consult on the MPDM bill before full enactment. ESB will 

further elaborate on wider aspects of the bill at that time. 

 

4.3 Regulatory resources and expertise 

 

Given the scale of the ambition set out in the Climate Action Plan, it is likely that there will be a series 

of pre-application consultations and planning applications for a range of offshore wind projects being 

managed and assessed on a concurrent basis. ESB is of the view that the proper training and 

resourcing of both an Bord Pleanála as the planning decision-maker and the key statutory consultees 

(NPWS in particular) is essential in order to allow for the timely and proper evaluation of offshore wind 

proposals and to realise the stated 2030 target. Appropriate budgetary consideration needs to be given 

to the specific training and resourcing requirements of relevant entities in this area.  

We would note that some of the technical issues (e.g. ornithology, marine mammal impact 

assessments and seascape) that will arise during the planning process are new in the Irish context and 

as such will require specialist technical input in the process of evaluation. Undoubtedly lessons can be 

learned from experiences in both the UK and mainland Europe in terms of good practice impact 

assessment and mitigation practice, but the deployment of technically capable and sufficient personnel 

is a critical issue to be addressed. 

The consenting system needs to be transparent, consistent and robust. Ensuring that the correct 

resourcing level is in place will allow for timely decisions to be made and will also reduce the likelihood 

of successful judicial review proceedings against planning decisions. A strong level of certainty around 

the decision-making system both in terms of process and timeline is critical in delivering a functional 

offshore wind industry in Ireland.  

To avoid constraints in the area ESB recommends the following: 

 
A) Ensuring adequate resourcing and knowledge base in key departments and bodies engaged 

with the consenting regime as substantial engagement will be required from An Bord Pleanála, 

National Parks and Wildlife Service, Local Planning Authorities (LPAs). This will be key to 

ensuring a streamlined and timely planning and consenting process. 

B) Ensure adequate financial resources are put in place in key organisations to underpin the 

development of the required level of knowledge and expertise to enable timely consenting to 

meet the 2030 targets. 
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4.4 Marine Planning Guidelines   

 

We welcome the intention of the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government, to work with 

the Department of Communications, Climate Action and Environment and other stakeholders, to 

develop statutory marine planning guidelines. These will support best practice and consistency 

throughout the planning process for ORE, including the development of a specific visualisation 

assessment in relation to design and layout of proposed developments, a key stakeholder issue. 

It is recognised that visualisation assessments will have to include a demonstration of consultation with 

communities that may be able to view future ORE development with the aim of minimising impact. 

We welcome the planned publication of these guidelines and they can provide more prescriptive advice 

to better inform site design, layouts and separation distances to sensitive receptors. A key issue that 

needs to be addressed in the Guidelines relates to flexibility in design. Due to uncertainties over the 

timing of planning permission, grid availability and realisation of a route to market, flexibility in the final 

design of the offshore windfarm is key to maximize on efficiencies and utilize the best available 

technology. There needs to be due consideration given to promoting the project design envelope and 

phased development approaches to future development consenting policy. We understand that a 

separate consultation will be carried on the details of these guidelines. ESB will elaborate further on 

aspects to be covered by these guidelines at that given opportunity.  

However, it is important that prior to the publication of the guidelines emphasis must be placed on the 

use of current best practice and policy particularly where visualisation is a potential key issue. This 

should be reflected across both onshore and offshore planning. Close attention should be paid to the 

cross referencing and integration of the ORE policies with County Development Plans and County 

Renewable Energy Strategy documents, particularly where seascape characterisation is included.  

 

4.5 Stakeholder engagement  

 

Developing relationships with communities and all marine stakeholders through effective engagement 

is a fundamental part of ESB community engagement policy. It is the view of ESB that responsible 

development and genuine community engagement are pre-conditions if the offshore wind industry is 

to flourish and Ireland is to achieve its low carbon economy transition. ESB will also work with other 

stakeholders to develop initiatives and conversations that support community engagement. ESB is 

committed to working nationally with government on the design and implementation of best-practice in 

relation to community engagement, particularly in relation to the Renewable Electricity Support 

Scheme (RESS), build trust with local communities and develop/maintain good relationships.  

Experience has shown that It is important to have a good coexistence with environmental interests, 

fisheries, petroleum and other ocean-based industries in developing wind energy. The National Marine 

Planning Framework should endeavour to provide a good basis for achieving this goal. 



 
 

 
 

18 
ESB GT Response: Consultation on National Marine Planning Framework 

Together with ESB, our development partners have had good experience in liaising with and working 

towards coexistence with key stakeholder groups such as fisheries for example. Good guidance is 

already well developed in the UK and Scotland which could be adopted as a model approach. For 

example, the FLOWW Best Practice Guidance for Offshore Renewables Developments: 

Recommendations for Fisheries Disruption Settlements and Community Funds1.  The FLOWW 

framework has worked well as guidance in both Scotland and the UK.  ESB believe it would be 

beneficial to further engage on this matter and would encourage the development of stakeholder 

engagement best practice guidance to be developed pulling on international examples and wider 

experience across industry.  

The following are ESB’s recommendations with respect to stakeholder engagement: 

 
A) To ensure that an open, honest and transparent process is taking place consider establishing 

Regional Advisory Groups (RAG) which could be related to clusters of offshore wind 

development areas for example.  These Groups would have representatives of Government 

Departments/Planning Authorities, Environmental Groups, Commercial interests and 

developers. The objective would be to identify key issues, agree any study and research to 

clarify the actuality of an issue, agree actions and costs to resolve issues. Participation by 

developers could be made compulsory under any Planning Consent issued, 

B) Specific sub groups of the RAG could be established to address specific sectors, such as 

commercial fishing for example. 

C) Clear definition of what is meant by a Community for any designated development area should 

be provided. 

D) Establish a clear model of what Community Engagement Means including minimum 

requirements. Consideration should be given to successful Models already developed in other 

jurisdiction such as The Partnership Approach as set out in IWEA’s community engagement 

strategy2. 

E) Establish a clear Community Benefit regime based on the identified Community and how this 

is to be administered. 

 

Conclusion 

 

While ESB welcomes the publication of the National Marine Planning Framework there are several key 

challenges regarding the draft NMPF which ESB would like to bring to the attention of the DHPLG.  It 

                                                
1 https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/1776/floww-best-practice-guidance-disruption-settlements-and-
community-funds.pdf 
 
2 https://www.iwea.com/images/Article_files/IWEA_Community_Engagement_Strategy_March_2018_2.pdf 
 

https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/1776/floww-best-practice-guidance-disruption-settlements-and-community-funds.pdf
https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/1776/floww-best-practice-guidance-disruption-settlements-and-community-funds.pdf
https://www.iwea.com/images/Article_files/IWEA_Community_Engagement_Strategy_March_2018_2.pdf
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is important that the NMPF reflects a fair balance throughout between the maintenance of the 

environment, the welfare of coastal communities and interests and, on the other hand, the national 

imperative to develop offshore wind in a sustainable manner with other marine sectoral users.  We 

hope that the above comments and recommendations are given due consideration and reflected in the 

final publication of the NMPF.  

ESB look forward to engaging more on the issues raised in this response and are available to discuss 

any of the enclosed submission. 

 



 

Seal Rescue Ireland 
Draft National Marine Planning Framework 
Consultation Submission 
 
Seal Rescue Ireland (SRI) is a charity organisation (RCN. 20108519) that works around the 
clock to rescue, rehabilitate and release native seal pups found sick, injured or orphaned across 
the coast of Ireland. As the only seal rescue centre in the Republic of Ireland, we respond to 
reports nationwide and aim to rehabilitate the pups back to full health so that they can be 
returned to the wild. SRI promotes ocean conservation and sustainability through active 
education, community engagement and research programmes, in order to protect our marine 
environment and all life within.  
 
SRI is grateful for the opportunity to contribute ideas through this submission, and hopes to 
provide insight through our unique work towards the goal of future policy that will enable the 
protection and restoration of Ireland’s marine ecosystems, which will enhance biodiversity, 
promote climate resilience, and support sustainable fisheries long into the future. 
 
SRI’s comments on the Draft NMPF:  

1) Section 3.0: Overarching Marine Planning Policies: 
- Currently the three core pillars of the NMPF: Environmental, Social & Economic, 

are considered of equal priority. SRI suggests that the Framework restructure 
these pillars to prioritise the environmental pillar, as both the economic and social 
pillars can only properly function with an intact environment to live in and extract 
resources from towards economic growth. 
 

2) Section 2.49: The EU’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDG): 
- The EU’s SDG Goal 14 outlines that Ireland was required to reach a minimum of 

10% Marine Protected Areas (MPA) in its maritime area by 2020, however the 
current coverage remains at only 2.3% MPAs, significantly below the required 
target.  

- Furthermore, the SDG’s state that Ireland’s next target is 30% MPA coverage by 
2030, which it is also projected to miss based on current trends. These 
percentages/targets are based on the best available science to protect fish 
stocks from collapsing, and if they are overlooked we risk the collapse of future 
social and economic stability as well. SRI suggests that the NMPF serve as a tool 
to reach the 2030 targets of minimum MPA areas to secure a sustainable future. 

- SRI recommends sensitivity mapping to be carried out, using Ireland’s Marine 
Atlas or similar, to identify areas best suited to serve as future MPAs to optimise 
both quality and quantity of the coverage. Once identified, policy should be 



 

enacted to protect these areas from further degradation until the MPA legislation 
can be finalised and enacted. 

- Prime marine habitats to focus on for MPA designation should include: Seagrass 
beds; kelp forests, reefs and shellfish beds; which serve as vital nurseries and 
feeding grounds for many commercially important fish species, as well as 
keystone species vital to healthy ecosystem balance.  

- We hope to see increased MPA designated which focus on feeding, breeding, 
moulting and haul out sites for Ireland’s native Grey and Common (Harbour) seal 
populations, which are currently protected under the 1976 Wildlife Act and EU 
Habitats Directive. 

- SRI hopes that any violations of wildlife protection legislation, or illegal activities 
within MPAs, should be investigated and enforced to the full extent of the law on 
a local and national level.  
  

3) Fisheries, Aquaculture and Seaweed harvesting management and enforcement 
policies should be more strictly regulated under the NMPF.  

- The NMPF is set to modernise the Irish marine cosenting and licensing protocols 
for the better. Fisheries, aquaculture and seaweed harvesting play an important 
role in Ireland’s marine socio-economic dynamics. SRI supports the notion to 
better incorporate planning, licensing, management and enforcement of these 
industries into the NMPF, in particular: 
 a) Licensing of seaweed harvesting, especially in regard to the potential for 
exploitation through non-traditional, mechanical harvesting techniques, should be 
tightly regulated. Non-traditional techniques pose a significantly higher risk of 
damage to kelp forests and other seaweed resources, due to their indiscriminate 
methods which allow damage to benthic habitat which prevent submerged 
aquatic vegetation from recovering and regenerating. Seaweed habitats provide 
essential feeding, breeding and spawning habitats for a significant number of 
protected and declining marine species.  
 - Seaweed and seagrasses are widely recognised as having the ability to 
sequester large amounts of carbon, which make them an essential tool in 
combating climate change. We suggest this value should be recognised and 
incorporated into the NMPF Climate Change Policies (section 2.45). 
 - SRI suggests that seaweed harvesting yield limits are incorporated into NMPF 
policy, following the best available science, to prevent the opportunity for 
industries to exploit Ireland’s seaweed resources at unsustainable levels. 
 b) The impact of fishing gear which comes in contact with valuable seafloor 
habitats (i.e. bottom trawling techniques), should be widely analysed, regulated 
and phased out. In order for NMPF policies to represent socio-economic and 
environmental benefits, the policies should have a greater ability to regulate and 
prevent techniques which are proven to be unsustainable, destructive and 
indiscriminate. Bottom trawling poses a significant risk to non-target species, 
including protected marine mammal species. The NMPF has the valuable 



 

opportunity to provide support for small-scale local fisheries using sustainable 
methods, and phase out large-scale ‘super-trawlers’ from visiting and making 
disproportionately high impact on Ireland’s waters. 
 c) Policy regarding the environmental impacts, licensing and development of 
aquaculture should be modernised through the NMPF. Businesses with current 
licenses should be audited for best practice, to meet the ever-changing directives 
for sustainability. This will minimise the potentially negative environmental 
impacts of mismanaged aquaculture resulting from high concentrations of 
antibiotics and animal waste. Licensing of sustainable, organic aquaculture 
should be supported and implemented above others. 
 d) SRI suggests modernising regulation regarding marine noise pollution, to 
decrease disruption to protected species and habitats. Average marine noise 
should become an essential measure of environmental health, and taken into 
account when planning permission and licensing. 
 

4) Enforcement: 
- We recommend incorporating a centralised marine authority for enforcement of 

the policies included in the NMPF, alongside new policy which gives Local 
Authorities greater enforcement powers.  

- Included in this centralised marine authority should be the licencing, planning 
permissions and regulation/management department(s). The 
regulation/management authority should be resourced to effectively complete 
regular best practice audits of all current and future activity in Ireland’s maritime 
area. They should effectively implement dynamic, evidence-based updates to the 
NMPF policies, based on the best available science and measures of 
sustainability.  
 

5) Aarhus Convention: 
- We would like to see the rights established in the Aarhus Convention, 1998, for 

the public to have greater access to environmental information and to play a 
greater role in driving environmental policy, to be incorporated more extensively 
in the NMPF. This will ensure the NMPF Vision Statement: “Our Seas, Our Plan” 
is met and the NMPF is a truly representative framework.  

- We believe it is important to use the NMPF to better integrate scientific data 
recorded through citizen science, university research programmes, 
governmental and non-governmental organisations and the Marine Institute. 
Incorporating it into a user friendly, dynamic input-output framework accessible to 
all stakeholders, and include the use of tools such as Ireland’s Marine Atlas. 
 

6) Impact of land-use practices on maritime catchments 
- Whilst the NMPF takes into account wastewater treatment and notes that it is 

essential to protect our rivers, lakes and coastal waters, it does not currently 
consider run-off from land based activities as a factor within the maritime 



 

catchments. Run-off carrying excessive nutrients, sediment, fertilisers, pesticides, 
industrial waste, and road run-off travel from land to sea and have a detrimental 
impacts on aquatic and marine ecosystems, fisheries and human health.  

- Land based activities must be factored into the NMPF, and measures must be 
taken to prevent pollutants running uninhibited into waterways. NMPF should 
include measures on land, such as establishing a network of riparian buffers of 
native vegetation planted along waterways, to filter run-off and prevent sediments 
and pollutants from reaching rivers and streams, and out into the marine 
ecosystem.  
 

Seal Rescue Ireland would like to end this submission by saying that we are deeply appreciative 
of the time and effort that is being poured into the creation of this multifaceted framework and 
for the opportunity to contribute our input. The NMPF stands to be of unprecedented value to 
Ireland's marine environment and socio-economic status. We believe this framework should 
remain dynamic, and be consistently re-evaluated in relation to the best available science and 
measures of sustainable development. If all stakeholders within Ireland work together to protect 
and enhance the use of marine resources and activities, we can create a sustainable, symbiotic 
relationship with the natural world and influence sustainable, socio-economic growth.  
 
Best regards, 
 
Melanie Croce 
Executive Director 
Seal Rescue Ireland 
info@sealrescueireland.org 
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Submission by the South East RIFF 

Role/function etc. of the South East RIFF 

The South East Regional Inshore Fisheries Forum (RIFF) is one of 6 regional Inshore Fisheries 

consultative forums, at which members are representative of the ‘inshore sector’ fishermen using 

boats of less than 12m in overall length. 

Established in May 2014 the National Inshore Fisheries Forum has been set up to facilitate the 

development of a coherent inshore sector “voice” by encouraging fishermen to discuss their fishing 

issues and generate commonly supported initiatives. The National Inshore Fisheries Forum (NIFF) is 

supported by a network of Regional Inshore Fisheries Forums (RIFFs) based on and linked to the 

community led Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) around the coast of Ireland. They have 

nominated delegates to bring forward regional proposals to NIFF for wider industry discussion. The 

RIFF members include inshore fishermen, environmental interests, marine leisure, marine tourism, 

processors (seafood added value) and other marine stakeholders. 

The Inshore Fisheries Forums are facilitated by the statutory bodies responsible for marine fisheries 

in Ireland, namely Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine, Bord Iascaigh Mhara, Sea 



   

                                  

Fisheries Protection Agency and the Marine Institute. Bord Iascaigh Mhara provides administrative 

support to the forums. 

The South East RIFF covers the inshore coastal area of counties Wicklow, Wexford and Waterford. 

Further information concerning the South East RIFF and RIFFs in general can be obtained at 

http://inshoreforums.ie/?page_id=56 and http://inshoreforums.ie/ 

 

Introduction  

The SE RIFF welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) 

directive/process being transposed into Irish law. 

Our seafood industry, comprising inshore fishing, aquaculture and processing is vital to coastal 

communities through the south east with vital employment, that contributes to supporting the 

wider coastal region including economic activity in marine engineering, ancillary services, hospitality 

and local tourism.  

In the south east area in particular we are in recent years coming to grips with an influx of offshore 

marine projects/activities (in particular in the offshore renewable energy sector) that have the 

potential to decimate or industry and way of life. It is with huge regret that no spatial planning 

process or joined up way of thinking was contemplated for the impact on our sector of the many 

proposed offshore windfarm projects, that are currently going through various stages of 

development from initial investigate works. Instead we have been subjected to a barrage of 

consultations that many fishermen on the ground feel are tick box exercises that are using the 

Inshore Forums, without answering some of the key fears of our industry, such as the impact of the 

investigative works, construction of the windfarms and the extend or not of what may end up being 

effective exclusion zones. As citizens we recognise the need to meet our climate change targets. 

However, it is our view that our industry is been left to try and protect ourselves, with little or no 

State engagement or support from either the side of the State authorities that wishes to enable 

renewable energy to grow, or involvement by the authorities that license, manage and that are 

charged to develop our industry. Basically, it is ort best voluntary unpaid efforts while we try to earn 

a living to support our families against largescale multinational companies. This is on top of the 

designation of Natura 2000 sites that were imposed with zero consultation with our industry. Again, 

we recognise the need for protecting our marine environment, as by protecting vulnerable 

ecosystems, there is the potential to protect the species that we depend upon. However, there must 

be balance and consultation that respects traditional fishing practices that contribute sustainably to 

our economy as a whole and coastal communities.  

Therefore, we see the need for positive change from the existing system/process of enabling 

planning/granting of licences for marine activities, and designation of new protected sites such as 

marine parks. A more integrated process that aims to utilise our marine resources to best effect in a 

sustainable manner, while recognising the contribution of existing activities, which ultimately is the 

rationale for a marine spatial planning system.  



   

                                  

We make the following general points, followed by a more detailed submission on a range of issues 

arising from the MSP documentation supplied.  

Any MSP process cannot ignore the traditional rights of an industry that has existed for generations, 

and similarly cannot ignore the threat to this industry by for example the recent wave of proposed 

offshore renewable energy projects etc.  

While we have discussed where best our industry fits within future policy and legal/regulatory 

frameworks under a new MSP regime, it is vital that the relevant required expertise that has a 

knowledge and understanding of our industry is both employed and represented at all appropriate 

levels (e.g. within the Department of Housing and Planning and Local Government). 

The document in its section ‘Economic – Thriving Maritime Economy’ (page 67) states a policy for 

‘Coexistence’  

If proposals cannot avoid significant adverse impacts of their activity (including displacement) on 

other activities they must, in order of preference:  

(a) minimise significant adverse impacts,  

(b) mitigate significant adverse impacts or  

(c) if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse impacts, proposals should state the case for 

proceeding. 

Policy No. 5 concerning fisheries (page 127) outlines where significant impact upon fishing activity is 

identified, a Fisheries Management and Mitigation Strategy should be prepared by the proposer of 

development or use.  While an improvement on the current situation, it falls far short by still leaving 

our industry at the mercy of a slew of individual companies lining up to take advantage of the 

resource, that we constantly have to battle/defend against. In our view to learn from the 

inadequacies of the existing planning system (somewhat outlined above), an MSP process should 

first look at major proposed new development/industries (such as offshore energy) in an overall 

comprehensive fashion rather than each individual project, under the following headings; 

 General locations of proposed activity such as renewable energy within a general coastal sea 

area (e.g. the Irish Sea) 

 An assessment of all existing industries/activities such as fishing, aquaculture etc. that not 

only take lace within the zone but also depend upon it (such as seafood processing etc.). 

With regard to fishing proper data on location and extend of activities must be detailed 

(which in the current system is often overlooked) 

 An assessment of the impact of all proposed stages of the new proposed activity 

(disturbance/exclusion zones, impact of noise on fish/habits etc.) 

 on existing activities including; 

o Site investigative works 

o Construction phase 

o Operational phase  

o Decommissioning phase at end of life 

Such assessments need to be independently verified and approved by the State regulatory 

framework, rather than solely provided or vouched for by the new proposed activity.  



   

                                  

 Assess the overall carrying capacity for the new proposed activity within the proposed sea 

area, considering potential no go areas (key fishing and fish spawning areas), consider the 

ability of existing industries such as fishing and aquaculture to coexist with the type of 

proposed industry (with approved/agreed general guidelines for best practice etc.).  

Such an assessment/process would address many of the key questions and concerns that get asked 

of each individual developer and would allay fears and save much valued time for both sides. This 

would bring a more consistent, transparent and honest approach to proposed developments and a 

greater understanding of the how ‘climate change’ projects can be accommodated when balanced 

with existing activities, such as fishing and aquaculture. In other words the overall benefit of the 

proposed activities can be viewed against the impact on the existing, with informed choices then 

enabled. 

To facilitate the above MSP process, we recommend that a stakeholder forum (oversite body) should 

be convened/established comprising; 

 Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government 

 Departments with responsibility for licensing/managing activities within the proposed sea 

area (e.g. Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine) 

 State agencies Departments with responsibility for developing/providing scientific advise 

etc. activities within the proposed sea area (e.g. BIM, Marine Institute, SFPA, SEAI etc.) 

 Existing industry stakeholder bodies/organisations (Inshore Forums/RIFFs, NIFFA/NIFFO, 

fishery POs etc.) 

 Environmental NGOs 

 Representative structures for the new proposed activity e.g. the Irish Wind Energy 

Association (IWEA) in the case of windfarm developments. 

Reference is made to the establishment of Sub-National Planning by development of regional plans 

for ‘future MSP cycles’ by working with local authorities. While local involvement and a regional 

approach is positive, we fear that this will be too late to allow our industry to protect itself against 

the current climate change agenda, when in particular terminology such as ‘future MSP cycles’ is 

stated.   

The above is stressed as there is a strong focus in the MSP documentation on delivering offshore 

renewable energy with particular reference to the current governments ‘Action plan to tackle 

climate breakdown’. This plan, published in July took place with no consultation and with an 

apparent lack of understanding of with our industry’s existence, as no reference was made in public 

statements. The National Marine Planning Framework Consultation document gives particular 

reference to zoning areas for certain activities ‘including offshore energy’. Local involvement is 

therefore likely to be too late, or having little impact on decisions already taken.  

To give clarity on applications for marine projects we recommend the establishment of a live web 

based interactive map, showing all applications detailing their current status within the planning and 

development process. This would simply give a level of clarity as currently with so many for example 

of shore windfarm applications in our region at various stages of development/panning (many 

overlapping geographically) we are often unclear which one is being discussed. Fishermen for 



   

                                  

example need to be able to see a visual representation, so that they can see how it overlaps with 

their activities, but also the cumulative potential impact when a proposal is put alongside of the 

other applications in the system.  

 

Submissions in respect of the Draft National Marine Spatial Framework/Plan 

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”.      

 

Ireland’s Legal Obligations                                                    

The requirement for a Marine Spatial Plan arises in Directive 2014/89/EU establishing a 

framework for maritime spatial planning (hereinafter referred to as “the 2014 Directive”) 

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 

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. 

The 2008 Directive requires Ireland to consider each of the qualitative descriptors listed in 

Annex I 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 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 noted 

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 

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 Report admitted that work on targets and indicators for the four of the eleven  

Descriptors (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. 

Furthermore, the strategy indicated for ensuring compliance with the 2008 Directive seems 

not to be have been achieved in the years following the publication of that 2013 Report. 

Meanwhile, the 2014 Directive was 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, has 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 any 

ecosystems”. 

 

In order to comply with EU law, the Irish government must ensure that the National Marine 

Spatial Framework complies with the eleven qualitative descriptors which define the EU’s 

overarching objectives in respect of key socio-economic or ecological aspects of the marine 

environment, already established in the 2008 Directive. These specifically require the 

consideration of the above-mentioned 11 matters set out in Annex 1 of the 2008 Directive:  

 biodiversity,  

 non-indigenous species,  

 exploited fish and shellfish, 

 food webs,  

 human-induced eutrophication,  

 sea-floor integrity,  

 alteration of hydrographical conditions,  

 contaminants in water and seafood,  

 marine litter  

 the introduction of energy, including impacts of underwater noise. 

We would submit 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, 

we must conclude that Ireland is currently in breach of the 2008 Directive in this regard. 

We would also highlight the fact 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. 

Therefore, the logical approach to the development of a Marine Spatial Plan would be to 

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 Marine Spatial Planning 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.  For example, 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’  

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. 

 

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 approach to all marine planning. 

Yet, the draft 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 claim 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 proposed legislation do not include Fisheries and 

Aquaculture. The Bill 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 Bill would be very much welcomed by the 

Fisheries and Aquaculture sectors.                                                                                            

Aquaculture licencing has been problematic for many years. Because of this, 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 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 

ensure the sustainable development and growth of the fisheries and aquaculture sectors.                                      

The National Marine Planning Framework and the draft Bill do not even try to achieve those 

objectives and, in fact, completely ignore those objectives. 

The proposed Bill also ignores all EU and Irish policies to support coastal communities, by 

excluding fisheries and aquaculture from the streamlined licencing proposed in the Bill.   

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, aquaculture licencing can take over ten years under the 

current aquaculture licensing process.  Marine Spatial Planning, when enacted, will be a 

further consideration to be taken into account in the existing aquaculture licencing process.   

So, 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. 

Although this consultation period is focused on the draft Marine Spatial Plan, this Plan is 

being given legal effect by the proposed Bill.  With this being the case, and as the Bill clearly 

excluded two core sectors (fisheries and aquaculture), then it is more appropriate that the 

South East Regional Inshore Fisheries Forum comment at this time on the Bill directly and its 

need to comply with the 2008 and 2014 Directives.  Aquaculture and Fisheries are 

essentially excluded from any benefits arising from the Irish Marine Spatial Plan. 

Decision-makers in aquaculture and fisheries are legally required to consider the 2008 and 

2014 Directives 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 will be outside the regulatory sphere of 

their own sectors’ respective Ministers’ considerations. In other words, the main regulatory 

system proposed in the Bill will operate without reference to what is happening in, or their 

impact on, fisheries and aquaculture. This 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? Are aquaculture 

and fisheries not to be supported to sustainably develop via IMP just as every other 

marine sector is supported? 

 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 Bill.  Therefore, and 

despite the strong recommendations made for streamlining the aquaculture 

licensing process in the 2017 independent review, aquaculture and fisheries are the 

only sectors which will not benefit from transparent decision-making that is 

balanced, coherent and coordinated.  

 The draft Bill makes 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. 

 

 



   

                                  

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 an in-depth understanding of 

other activities which might restrict their development.  When aquaculture and 

fisheries are isolated in terms of inclusion within 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 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. 

 

 

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 fully included in the new marine planning 

system? 

 

 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.’ 

 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 during the 

process of creating a streamlined all-encompassing marine licencing regime that 

aquaculture be included.  

E. The Eco-System Approach required under European Union Law: 

Both the 2008 Directive and the 2014 Directive requires 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 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. 

 

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.                                                                                                                                                 

In order to achieve that purpose, Ireland must ensure that the planning process or 

processes result in a comprehensive planning identifying the different uses of maritime 

space and taking into consideration long-term changes due to climate change.                     

Yet, the Draft Marine Spatial Policy Statement, the draft Framework, the draft Bill and other 

documentation provided by the Government to date, do not indicate any serious 

consideration of this issue. 

 

 Submissions in respect 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 comprise maps 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. 

Additionally, it is noted that the Baseline Report set out Marine Plan Objectives which draw 

heavily on the objectives that Ireland must achieve under the 2014 Directive. 

The relevant extract from page 101 of the Baseline Report is as follows: 

 

 

Also, the MSP Directive establishes certain minimum requirements and objectives to be 

achieved by the planning process. In broad terms the directive obliges Member States to 

pursue economic, social and environmental objectives in marine spatial planning 

processes and plans. 

24.5 It is suggested that the following themes could inform the development of strategic 

objectives: 

1. Promote the sustainable development of a thriving ocean economy. 

2. Establish robust governance, policy and planning frameworks to enable growth of 

the ocean economy and the sustainable utilisation of our marine resources, with an 

emphasis on ensuring effective and meaningful public and stakeholder participation in 

planning processes. 

3. Address land and sea interactions and promote integration, coordination and 

coherence between land and marine planning systems. 

4. Promote the development of vibrant, accessible and sustainable coastal and island 

communities. 

5. Adopt an ecosystem-based approach to marine planning and ensure that the 

pressure 



   

                                  

of human activities takes account of the precautionary principle and is kept within or 

moves towards the levels compatible with the achievement of Good Environmental 

Status. 

6. Help realise the potential of marine resources in an integrated fashion and deal 

with 

interaction between different interests in a fair, balanced and transparent manner, 

including those who are employed in the marine sector. 

7. Promote the preservation and enjoyment of marine-related cultural and heritage 

assets. 

8. Strengthen our maritime identity and increase awareness of the value, 

opportunities 

and social benefits of engaging with the sea. 

9. Continue to develop a sound marine evidence base to support the development, 

monitoring and review of marine plans. 

10. Contribute towards climate change mitigation and adaptation measures. 

11. Consult and coordinate with Member States and Third Country authorities on 

transboundary issues of shared concern, as necessary. 
 

It is submitted that while the Marine Planning and Development Management Bill will 

partially achieve some of the above Objectives, the fact that fisheries and aquaculture are 

excluded from the legislation means that none of the Objectives can be fully achieved and 

that several of them are being blatantly ignored. 

 

Submissions in relation to the Marine Planning Policy Statement  

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 

approach to the adoption of spatial designations for marine activities or designated marine 

protected areas, and taking 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. 

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 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 and fisheries. 

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 it 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. 

 

Submissions in relation to the Heads 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 

fisheries and 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 fisheries and aquaculture. 

General Points in relation to the published Heads of the Bill 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 Heads of this Bill show 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 

could have been addressed in this Bill. 

The fact that the Bill 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 Bill.  

A further general point is that the Heads of 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 

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 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 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, by any stretch of 

the imagination, 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. 



   

                                  

3. Head 2 of the Bill seeks the sustainable development and enhancement of the health of 

the marine area. “Sustainable development” is not defined. It would appear that rather 

than defining it, the Government now proposes to delete this section altogether. This point 

is important because 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. Part 3 of the draft Bill 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. 

5. 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. 

6. 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 

have to consult and, in fact, may never consult with another Minister. This does not suggest 

a robust planning system. 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. 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. 

10. Those in other sectors 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..  

11. 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. 

12. 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. 

13. 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. 

14. 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 too refuse an 

application for Consent. 

15. 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. 

16. 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. 

17. 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. 

18. 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. 

19. 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. 

20. 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. 

21. 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. 

22. 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. 

23. 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. 

24. 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 

she/he does not have to consult with anyone and their laws can be made without the 

agreement of the Oireachtas, etc. 

25. 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. 

26. 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. 

27. 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. 

28. 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 she/he decides.                                                                                  

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. 

29. 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. 

 



 
From: ACG 
Sent: 30 A
To: MSP - Marine Spatial Planning <msp@housing.gov.ie> 
Subject: Submission on Draft NMPF 
 

Dear Sir/Madame please accept the following submission: 

Introduction 

This submission is made in both a personal capacity and on behalf of the eNGO An Cláiomh 
Glas.  
  

Conformance with the obligations of the Directive.  

We wish to highlight a specific concern arising from the requirements of the Maritime 
Spatial Planning Directive[1]. 
  
The Directive in Article 8(1) is very explicit in relation to the fundamental requirements 
which need to be delivered in a Maritime Spatial Plan and these are: (our emphasis) 

  

“Article 8  

Setting-up of maritime spatial plans  

1. 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.” 

  
It is clear from the Draft National Marine Planning Framework Document, and indeed Part 5 
of the Planning and Development ( Amendment) Act, 2018 – (The Act) – that the NMPF is 
intended to be Ireland’s approach to delivering on the maritime spatial plan obligation.  
  
From our inspection of the DNMP:  

       The DNMP  does not appear to conform to the requirements of  Article 8(1) 
particularly in respect of both spatial and temporal requirements for existing and 
future activities and uses etc.  

  
Furthermore,  

       The manner in which the DNMP contributes to the objectives set out in Article 5 
is at the very least not clear. There are a number of policy requirements, set out – 
and there is no clear basis or rationale for them and how they aim to contribute to 
the objective set out in Article 5 of the Directive has not been credibly established.  

       We submit that that linkage needs to be credibly established particularly with 
reference to the obligations in respect of an ecosystems approach.  
  

We also submit that the requirements of Article 10 in respect of high standard for 
underlying  data requirements, and indeed the use of instruments addressed by the Inspire 
Directive, 2007/2/EC are not sufficiently addressed and there are fundamental issues 
regarding the transparency of the data sources. It is insufficient to list tombs of documents 
as reference document from which the data may or may not be drawn – such matters 
should be clearly and specificall footnoted or otherwise detailed.  



  
The Directive in Article 15(3) requires that the Maritime Spatial Plans be established by the 
Member States as soon as possible, and no later than 31 March 2021. 
Thus a major concern arises given even just these considerations about how Ireland will 
meet this deadline.  
  
We also submit that the deadline is not one merely of a technical requirement to comply – 
the absence of a plan which is lawful – has implications for the granting of consents in the 
Marine environment. We submit therefore the Department needs to establish clearly how 
its plan meets the requirements of the Directive, to assist the General Public and interested 
parties.  
  
In that regard we note: 

Article 4(1) also requires the establishment and implementation of a system of maritime 
spatial planning – which is defined in Article 3(2) as:  

 ‘maritime spatial planning’ means 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; 

  

And further requirements in respect of Maritime spatial planning are set out in Article 4, 
including in Article 4(4) that planning shall aim to contribute to the objectives listed in 
Article 5 and fulfil the requirements laid down in Articles 6 and 8.  

  

We submit that it would appear that issues of legal certainty will arise for consents in the 
Marine environment - absent the establishment of an Maritime Spatial Plan,MSP  – which 
meets the requirements of inter alia Article 8(1) and given the requirement to establish a 
system of Maritime Spatial Planning. The MSP is the governing document and architectural 
reality and plan therefore which the planning should give further effect to.  

  

We would welcome clarification and response on these matters from the Department.  

  

Yours sincerely 

J Byrne in a personal capacity and on behalf of ACG 
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        30th April 2020 

Consultation on Marine Spatial Plan. 

Ocean Energy welcomes the publication of aspiration for Ireland to develop a coherent Marine 

Spatial Planning Framework 

A number of aspects need to be clearly addressed 

1. The relevance of the Offshore Renewables Energy Development Plan 9OREDP) to the MSP. 

 

2. There needs to be a prompt implementation of the Foreshore Development Bill as it has 

been promised for over 5 years now. 

 

3. There needs to be clarity on how development proposals are expected to meet the 

objectives of the Marine Spatial Plan. 

 

Prof Tony Lewis 

Chief Technical Officer 

 



 

 

 

29th April, 2020 

 

Draft NMPF Submissions,  
Marine Planning Section,  
Dept. of Housing, Planning & Local Gov,  
Newtown Road, Wexford,  
Y35 AP90  
 
RE: Draft National Marine Planning Framework  
 

A Chara,  

The Northern & Western Regional Assembly (NWRA) welcome the publication of the 
Draft NMPF, and wishes to complement the Department on the extensive body of 
work carried out in bringing the MSP Draft to public consultation stage.  

The consultation is timely as the Regional Spatial & Economic Strategy 2020-2032 
(RSES) for the Northern & Western Region came into effect on 24th January, 2020. 
The RSES is the vehicle through which the National Planning Framework (NPF) will 
be delivered at a regional level. It outlines a clear 12 year multi-annual framework for 
Spatial Planning, and Economic Development across Connacht – Ulster. The 
adopted RSES is available to view on the NWRA website, www.nwra.ie/rses. 

At the outset it is appropriate to confirm that the RSES was adopted within the 
context of this National Marine Framework being made and it was agreed to include 
Regional Policy Objective (RPO 4.30) - it undertakes to align the Regional Strategy 
with the Marine Spatial Plan, in the following terms:  

To review, and where necessary amend, the RSES upon adoption of the National 
Marine Planning Framework to ensure alignment, and consistency between land-
use and ocean-based planning, and to ensure coordination which supports the 
protection of the marine environment, and growth of our Marine economy. 

Following an assessment of the draft NMPF and having considered the strategic 
outcomes within the NPF and RSES, the NWRA has identified a number of KEY 
REGIONAL ASK’S to be incorporated into the National Marine Planning Framework. 
This will help deliver on the Growth Strategy of the RSES and to meet a key goal of 
the National Planning Framework - to achieve a greater balance in regional growth, 
away from the East Coast, which allows the people of the West & North West 
enhanced opportunities in a range of sectors, including Marine. It will also present an 
opportunity to enable the delivery of a low carbon future for the country.  

 

 

 

 

http://www.nwra.ie/rses


 

 

 

The NWRA has divided the submission into the following 3 area’s below:  

1. Role of Regional Assembly & Potential Regional Marine Planning 
Frameworks  

2. Importance of Marine Sector across our Rural & Coastal Communities 

3. Concluding Comments 

4. Addendum – Detailed technical issues  

 

1. Role of Regional Assembly & Potential Regional Marine Planning 
Frameworks  

Figure 1, below, confirms the National Planning Policy Hierarchy consisting of three 
layers – National, Regional and City/County. The Assembly note the absence of any 
detailed reference within the Draft NMPF to Regional Assemblies, their role within 
the policy hierarchy, including their effective implementation and amplificiation of 
both the National Planning Framework and National Development Plan through the 
making of the Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy. This is something which the 
Assembly would be anxious is addressed in the finalisation of the NMSP.  

 

Fig.1 Role of Regional Assemblies & Regional Marine Planning Frameworks  

 

 

 



 

 

 

It is the firm view of the NWRA, that there is significant potential scope for Regional 
Assemblies to incrementally and considerably increase its functionality and serve as 
an effective governance model at a sub national/regional level - between National 
and Local Authorities.  

By way of example, the NWRA has outlined in its Implementation Section (Chapter 
10) of the RSES clear structures for ongoing oversight :  

• An RSES oversight committee (with stakeholders from a number of cross 
sectoral organisations), which will assess issues around the performance and 
effectiveness of the strategy.  

• Preparation of a Monitoring Report every 2 years to evaluate progress of the 
RSES across a number of areas.   

Furthermore, the Assembly provides a platform for collaboration that enables co-
ordination of Regional Training events and public consultation events for bodies such 
as the Environmental Protection Agency, Irish Water, ESB Networks and the DHPLG 
on the NPF and funding streams. The NWRA also provides an oversight role in 
Spatial / Land-use Planning, ensuring that County Plans, Local Area Plans and Local 
Economic and Community Plans are consistent with the RSES – which implements 
and delivers the NPF and NDP.  

It is noted that the Draft NMSP includes reference on P.9 to the possibility of 
Regional Marine Spatial Plans being prepared at a future date, and this is further 
elaborated upon in Sec.2.54 whereby it is stated such plans could possibly be 
developed through a partnership approach with stakeholders (Local Authorities) 
working on a Regional basis. The Regional Assembly has the governance 
arrangements in place to deliver this function and it would be a coherent model to 
use in the delivery of Marine Planning in Connacht – Ulster.  

Key Regional Ask 1:  

The Regional Assembly ask that the strategic governance model provided by the 
Regional Assemblies be utilised to co-ordinate the delivery of a Regional Marine 
Spatial Plan along the coastline of the Local Authorities of Donegal, Leitrim, Sligo, 
Mayo, Galway County & Galway City.    

 

2. Importance of Marine Sector across our Rural & Coastal Communities:  

Low Carbon Future & Marine Renewables: The Assembly note the goal set out 
within the Draft NMSP at the outset of Chapter 11, which aims to place Ireland as a 
world leader in the area of offshore renewables. A cross-cutting theme of the RSES 
is the development of a low carbon future for our Region, with regional development 
objectives which aim to position the West & North West as a leader in renewable 
energy and expedite a zero carbon future for our Country, implementing the National 
Policy position on Climate Action. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Some clear ambitions included within the RSES to this end are set out in Sec. 4.5.2. 
(Renewable Energy & Low Carbon Future).  Regional Policy Objectives (RPOs) 
include a commitment that the NWRA will work with Local Authorities to co-ordinate 
the identification of sites of scale for potential renewable energy projects. This is an 
Objective which could possibly be expanded upon further with the delivery / 
development of a Regional MSP.  

Furthermore, RPO 48 references specific support and safeguarding of the AMETS 
test site off the North West Coast of Mayo at Belmullet. It is noted that this site and 
the site in Galway Bay are referenced within Sec. 11.8 of the Draft NMSP and it 
would be appropriate to reference this within the NMPF, demonstrating the 
integration of both policy frameworks.  

It is acknowledged that the reach of the marine economy and reliance on the 
resources of the Coast is more pronounced within some of our Region’s peripheral 
areas, particularly those along the Northern and Western seaboard of Donegal, the 
coast’s of Mayo & Galway. A clear illustration of this is via Udaras Na Gaeltachta, 
who estimated in 2019 that approximately 1,000 people are employed in aquaculture 
and seafood processing in their Gaeltacht communities alone. 

 

Infrastructural disparity – Regional Imbalance: Whilst the Northern & Western 
Region boasts a significant extent of Atlantic Coastline, there is a marked weakness 
relating to the status of the Regions Ports, and Marine Infrastructure. This clear 
Regional inequality has become more pronounced and stark with the onset of Brexit, 
particularly the potential of a hard Brexit, with the initial absence of a Trade 
agreement between the UK and EU 27. North of Foynes in County Limerick, there 
are no ports of Tier 1 or Tier 2 status along the entire length of the Western 
seaboard. Galway Port and the port of Killybegs whilst strategically vital for the 
Marine economy are classified as Tier 3 (Ports of Regional significance), with the 
latter being a premier fishing port.  

The decision of the United Kingdom (UK) to leave the EU may have implications for 
Ireland’s ability to use the UK land bridge to access continental Europe, thus 
impacting upon a route that two thirds of Irish exporters use to reach continental 
Europe and potentially creating a need for alternative export and import facilities in 
Ireland. It may also have implications for management of the defence and security of 
our waters. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Over recent years, the State has not adequately invested in Ireland’s ports, such that 
it is difficult for them to take advantage of new opportunities. The Trans-European 
Transport Network (TEN-T) provides considerable funding opportunities for countries 
to improve their connectivity with the rest of Europe and key infrastructural projects 
have not been included as part of the national submission for inclusion within the 
TEN-T Network, thus preventing projects from receiving TEN-T funding and 
accessing alternative private financing - many of these projects are within the 
Connacht Ulster Region, with examples including the entire Atlantic Arc of National 
Road Network from Limerick to Derry and potential ports, such as Killybegs and 
Galway.  

Whilst Chapter 14 of the Draft NMSP outlines the role and status of our Core Ports, 
and Ten-T ports, there is no recognition of the very pronounced spatial inequality in 
the distribution of Tier 1 and Tier 2 Ports, which are exclusively South of the Galway 
/ Dublin Line. It is the view of the Regional Assembly that provision for the growth of 
a Port North of this line is a critical growth enabler for our Region, and this should be 
clearly acknowledged within the final NMSP.  

There is a unique disconnectedness concerning Ports and the Marine infrastructure 
in the North and West. In terms of the overall examination of infrastructure, there are 
2 key elements to our Marine dynamic, the first are the harbours and ports 
themselves and the second is the inter-connectedness with the road and rail network 
beyond this, including connections to the UK and Mainland Europe. Our Region has 
a significant disadvantage to the rest of the country in this regard. In a first attempt to 
tackle this matter, the RSES sets out a road-map to provide for a feasability study to 
examine pursuing designation of both Galway Port and Killybegs Port as EU TEN-T 
Comprehensive Ports.  

 

Fig. 2: Ports & Harbours on Island of Ireland  



 

 

 

3. Importance of Marine Sector across our Rural & Coastal Communities:  

Harnessing Our Ocean Wealth (HOOW) put forward three central themes, which 
were,  

• A thriving Maritime Economy 

• Healthy Ecosystems 

• Engaging with the sea 

The Assembly welcome the fact that the National Planning Framework (NPF) 
acknowledges the ongoing relevance of Harnessing Our Oceans Wealth (HOOW) 
and that it dedicates a chapter to Realising our Island and Marine Potential.  

The RSES (Sec. 4.5.4 Marine & Blue Economy) outlines a number of key assets 
within our Region, which are the primary centres, and focal points for the growth of 
the Marine Economy in the West / North West, they are:  

• Galway Port & Harbour: The upgrade of Galway Port and Harbour continues to 
be a key strategic priority for the entire Western Region, and the aim of the 
project is to enable Galway Port to serve a dual role as both a commercial port, 
as well as an emerging destination for Tourism (Cruise Ships).  

• Killybegs, Co. Donegal: The Country’s primary fishing port, and deep-water 
facility, diversification has included Cruise Ship visits in recent years, and 
additionally a Marine Engineering Cluster has developed and has continued to 
expand.  

• Parc Na Mara, Cill Chiaran, Co. Galway. Connemara site adjacent to the 
coastline, which Udaras NaGaeltachta own and plans for a marine innovation 
park are at an advanced stage. 

• Newport, Co. Mayo: Newport Research Cluster managed by the Marine 
Institute, and involved in pioneering marine science research.  

• Greencastle, Co. Donegal: One of only 2 BIM National Fisheries Colleges in 
the State. Harbour development completion plans already approved.  It is serves 
a key role in relation to Foyle Port, as well as well as a link to Magilligan, Co. 
Derry, which further extends to Lough Swilly (Buncrana – Rathmullan Service).  

The RSES contains a number of policy objectives that should be reflected and 
enabled within the NMSP, which reflect the strategic priority of these sites including:  

RPO 4.31: To protect, upgrade and expand our key Fisheries Ports of 
Killybegs, Greencastle and Ross a Mhil, and to ensure adequate continued in 
investment in facilities to ensure their ongoing success.  

 

 

 



 

 

 

RPO 4.32: To enable the expansion of our regional assets in the Blue 
Economy in the following sectors: • Marine research and innovation. • Gas 
and Oil deposits within Irelands waters. • Seafood innovation through 
Greencastle, Killybegs, Pairc Na Mara, and other BIM fishery centre’s. 

RPO 4.33: To facilitate where possible Marine Renewable Technology 
Projects off the West and North West coasts of Ireland, and subject to 
environmental and amenity considerations (feasibility studies), and where 
applicable, enable National Grid connection.  

RPO 4.34 To enable the development (and/or expansion) of a number of 
strategic Marine Resource Innovation Parks, including locations at 
Greencastle, Killybegs, Co. Donegal and Cill Chiaran, Co. Galway, (Pairc na 
Mara), to increase aquaculture and seafood sectoral growth in the Marine 
Economy. 

 

Key Regional Ask 2: 

That the NMSP acknowledge the regional disparity in Port infrastructure and include 
as a National Objective the development of a Tier 2 Port along the coastline of the 
Northern and Western region of Ireland in the short to medium term. 

 
Key Regional Ask 3: 
That the NMSP supports further examination of the feasibility for pursuing the 
designation of Galway Port and Killybegs Port as EU TEN-T Comprehensive Ports. 
 

Key Regional Ask 4:  

Support the transition towards Smart Ports, including through the development and 
utilisation of data and insight-driven technology, sensors and the IoT.  

 

Key Regional Ask 5:  

Support objective to protect, upgrade and expand our key Fisheries Ports of 
Killybegs, Greencastle and Ross a Mhíl, and to ensure adequate continued 
investment in facilities to ensure their ongoing success. 

 

  



 

 

 

Key Regional Ask 6:  

Support and enable the expansion regional assets in the Blue Economy in the 
following sectors –  

• Marine research and innovation 

• Gas and Oil deposits within Irelands waters 

• Seafood innovation through Greencastle, Killybegs, Pairc Na Mara, and other BIM 
fishery centre’s. 

 

Key Regional Ask 7:  

Support and facilitate where possible Marine Renewable Technology Projects off the 
West and North West coasts of Ireland and where applicable, enable National Grid 
connection – all subject to environmental and amenity considerations. 

 
Concluding Comments 

The Northern and Western Regional Assembly fully appreciates the scale of the task 
that has been undertaken in developing this very detailed Draft National Marine 
Planning Framework, having assisted in the development of the NPF and having 
undertaken the development of the first Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy. 
The NWRA acknowledges that the draft provides an important framework for the 
development of our maritime area and believes that there is value added through the 
development of regional maritime plans. It is considered that the governance 
structures are already in place to develop these through the Regional Assemblies.  

It is acknowledged that it is proposed to examine regional plans within the next cycle 
and in order to enable the framework to gain ownership at sub-regional and local 
level it is considered that the framework would benefit from incorporating the Key 
Regional Asks as referenced above and by taking the more technical issues raised 
within the appendix into consideration in finalising the NMPF.  

Finally, the Draft may benefit from further consideration of trends and risks, including 
those of the pandemic, Geopolitical stability and Brexit – in the case the Framework 
would benefit from further elaboration on the management of our shared and 
contested waters, which are of particular relevance to the N&W Region.  

I thank you for the opportunity to make this submission and should you have any 
further queries then do not hesitate to revert. 

Yours Sincerely 

 
David Minton 
Director 



Appendix  

Biodiversity 
1. Pg34 & Pg40 - provides differing definition to ‘priority habitats’ 

 
Disturbance 
1. Pg40 – First stated Policy may benefit in being stated as two separate policies (consistent with 

others eg. Pg31) as follows: 
i. Proposals that support the objectives of marine protected areas and the ecological 

coherence of the marine protected area network will be supported. 
ii. Proposals that may have adverse impacts on the objectives of marine protected areas 

must demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: 
a) avoid, 
b) minimise, or 
c) mitigate 
adverse impacts. 
 

2. Pg41 – policy regarding adaptation to climate change may benefit in being stated as two 
separate policies (consistent with others eg. Pg31) as follows: 

i. Proposals that enhance a marine protected area’s ability to adapt to climate change, 
enhancing the resilience of the marine protected area network will be supported. 

ii. Proposals that may have adverse impacts on an individual marine protected area’s 
ability to adapt to the effects of climate change and so reduce the resilience of the 
marine protected area network, must demonstrate that they will, in order of 
preference: 

a) avoid, 
b) minimise, or 
c) mitigate 

adverse impacts. 
 

3. Pg43 – AA is appropriately referenced and it may be of benefit to reference Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) and Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directives and 
associated national regulations as set out in the Planning and Development Acts and 
Regulations. 
 

4. Pg43 – para 3.69 references DCHG as statutory consultee. It may benefit from clarifying why 
this consultee is being identified above all the others. 
 

Sea Floor Integrity 
1. Pg50 - First stated Policy may benefit in being stated as two separate policies as follows: 

i. Proposals which incorporate measures to support the resilience of deep sea 
habitats will be supported. 

ii.  Proposals which may have significant adverse impacts on deep sea habitats 
must demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: 
a) avoid, 
b) minimise, or 
c) mitigate significant adverse impacts on deep sea habitats. 

2. Pg52 – Should Appropriate Assessment obligation under Article 6.3 of the Habitats 
Directive also be referenced at para 3.100 

3. pg53 – Para 3.106 may be better placed within Background/Context. 
 
 



Marine Litter 
1. pg55 – example of where key issues are referenced as could/should/must/will. Suggest 

review of this across the document to ensure terminology has intended implication. If it is 
mandatory then ‘shall’ would be an accepted term. 
 

Climate Change 
1. Pg62 – functions of OPW may best be described within Background/Context  
2. Pg62 – reference to examples should include the Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies of 

the three Regions, which implement and amplify the provisions of the NPF. 
 
ECONOMIC – THRIVING MARITIME ECONOMY 
Co-Existence 
1. Pg67 – should the following not be stated as a policy in its own right and reworded as follows? 

‘Where proposals are unlikely to If proposals cannot avoid significant adverse impacts of their 
activity (including displacement) on other activities they must, in order of preference: 

(a) minimise significant adverse impacts, 
(b) mitigate significant adverse impacts or 
(c) if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse impacts, proposals should state 
the case for proceeding.’ 
 

2. Pg68 – Para 3.171 references the need to ‘minimise the footprint of proposals’. Would it be 
more appropriate to describe the need to ‘optimise the space necessary to facilitate a 
proposal’.  

 
Infrastructure 
1. Pg69 – Planning Policy may benefit by being stated as two separate policies as follows: 

i. Appropriate land-based infrastructure which facilitates marine activity (and vice versa) 
should be supported. 

ii.  Proposals for appropriate infrastructure that facilitates the diversification or 
regeneration of marine industries should be supported. 

 
SOCIAL – ENGAGENENT WITH THE SEA 
Heritage Assets 
1. Planning Policy may benefit by being stated as two separate policies as follows: 

i.  Proposals that demonstrate they will contribute to enhancing the significance of heritage 
assets will be supported. 

ii. Proposals unable to contribute to enhancing the significance of heritage assets will only be 
supported if they demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: 
a) avoid, 
b) minimise, or 
c) mitigate harm to the significance of heritage assets, 
d) if 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. 
2. Pg76 – suggest a review completeness of maps– Martello towers may be more plentiful than 

shown; as may historical coastal towns.  
 
Rural Coastal island Communities 
1. Pg80 - Planning Policy – only appropriate proposals should be supported. 
 
 
 



Seascape and Landscape 
1. Pg81  - it may be of benefit to reword the Planning policies and incorporate the final bullet-

point as follows: 
Proposals should demonstrate how the likely significant impacts of a development on the 
seascape and landscape of an area have been considered. The proposal Proposals will only 
be supported if they demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: 
a) avoid, 
b) minimise, or 
c) mitigate 
significant adverse impacts on the seascape and landscape of the area. 

d) If it is not possible to mitigate likely significant adverse impacts, the public benefits 
for proceeding with the proposal that outweigh significant adverse impacts on the 
seascape and landscape of the area and its significance must be demonstrated. 
 

2. Pg82 – Para 3.211 is a replication of the subsequent Planning policy – is this intended? 
 
Social Benefits 

1. Pg 82 – should first policy be stated as two policies so as to bring consistency? 
 
Transboundary  

1.  Pg85 – planning policy is effectively requiring that evidence be provided that 
transboundary consultation has been undertaken and this is fine - as far as it goes. This 
section may benefit from a review to add policies that address the consideration of any 
likely transboundary impacts, including to avoid, minimise and mitigate any likely 
significant adverse effects/impacts. It may also be appropriate to explain how proposals 
will be brought forward where there is no agreement on the delimitation of territorial sea 
between the UK and Ireland – Eg Lough Foyle and Carlingford Lough areas. Should the 
foregoing be accepted then there will be a need to reflect this within subsequent sections, 
including Para 3.228 

2. Pg86 - Para 3.225 presents an opportunity to convey that the Regional Spatial and 
Economic Plans provide a suite of objectives that recognises the importance of integrating 
terrestrial and marine planning, including transboundary integration. This is of particular 
significance within the North West City Region of Letterkenny/Derry/Strabane where the 
absence of agreement on the delimitation of the territorial boundary has been successfully 
navigated and reflected within the RSES. The commitment of the North/South Ministerial 
Council, Loughs Agency, local, regional and national government have enabled this. 

 
KEY SECTORAL /ACTIVITY POLICIES 
Aquaculture 
1. Pg92 - Would Para 5.7-5.11 be better located within the Background/Context. 

Furthermore, this section articulates issues facing Aquaculture proposals, including tension 
with other marine sectors, including inshore fisheries, recreation and tourism, but it does 
not have any policies referenced - there may be merit in referencing the co-existance 
objectives and policies at Pg67. 
 
 
Defence and Security 

1. Pg96 – the wording of the objective is lengthy. The first sentence captures the objective 
appropriately and the remainder of the paragraph may be best described under the 
Background/Context. 



2. Pg96 - Policy 2 would benefit from being split into two – those proposals that do not give 
rise to unacceptable interference and secondly those proposals that have the potential to 
result in unacceptable interference. 

3. Pg98 – Para 6.14 infers that Brexit may have implications for fisheries protection and 
monitoring of Irish waters – if there is a potential need to provide strategic support at 
existing ports/harbours then it may be of benefit to include this and give spatial expression 
to same in Para 6.17/6.18. Killybegs, Ros a Mhil and Galway may be appropriate locations 
and would be supported by the objectives within the RSES fot the Northern and Western 
Region. 

 
Energy – Carbon Capture and storage 

1. Pg 101 – This section (Energy- Carbon Capture and Storage) has no policies stated. 
 
Energy – Offshore Gas storage 

1. Pg104 – the coherence of the wording of the objective may benefit from review. It could 
state that it ‘Supports’ the analysis of options etc. 

 
Energy - Transmission 

1. Pg107 – The first bullet point in objective should be reviewed. The use/purpose of the 
word ‘increased’ is unclear. 

2. Pg107 - Should reference be made to a ‘white paper’. There may be benefit in having the 
objective without reference to same so that it is less limiting.  

 
Energy - Petroleum 
1. Pg112 – second objective may benefit from not referencing ‘white paper’. 
 
Energy – Offshore Renewable Energy 
1.  Pg119 – third objective may benefit from not referencing ‘white paper’. 
2 pg119 – Policy 1 would benefit from limiting support to proposals that are appropriate – 

the current wording arguably supports all proposals, which would be an unintended 
consequence.  

3.  Pg120 – Policies 7 & 10: It is not fully clear where responsibility for identification of port 
potential is. The RSESs do identify strategic ports with potential to contribute to ORE. 
Furthermore, it is not clear what plans and policies are being targeted – are they strategies, 
and plans specified within the Planning and Development Acts? 

4. Pg123 – Para 11.12 references examples of Landscape Character Assessments in coastal 
areas of Cork and Galway – Donegal has also undertaken a LCA for the entire county that 
includes a Seascape Assessment which includes seascapes – see 
https://www.interregeurope.eu/policylearning/good-practices/item/821/seascape-
character-assessment/ and 
http://www.donegalcoco.ie/media/donegalcountyc/planning/pdfs/viewdevelopmentplans
/landscapecharacterassessmentofcountydonegal/landscapecharacterassessmentofcountyd
onegal/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment%20Part%201.pdf 

5.  Pg123 – para 11.13 & 11.14 reference the Marine Planning and development Management 
Bill. This may be more appropriately located within the ‘current position’. It should also 
perhaps be articulated at the outset of the document. 

6 Pg124 – para 11.17 articulates competition for space and Policy  4 references the need for 
proposals to be informed by consideration for space required for other activities. 
Navigational routes may be considered to be of strategic importance and Policy 4 may 
benefit from including specific wording to emphasise same or alternatively a bespoke 
objective should be considered. 

https://www.interregeurope.eu/policylearning/good-practices/item/821/seascape-character-assessment/
https://www.interregeurope.eu/policylearning/good-practices/item/821/seascape-character-assessment/
http://www.donegalcoco.ie/media/donegalcountyc/planning/pdfs/viewdevelopmentplans/landscapecharacterassessmentofcountydonegal/landscapecharacterassessmentofcountydonegal/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment%20Part%201.pdf
http://www.donegalcoco.ie/media/donegalcountyc/planning/pdfs/viewdevelopmentplans/landscapecharacterassessmentofcountydonegal/landscapecharacterassessmentofcountydonegal/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment%20Part%201.pdf
http://www.donegalcoco.ie/media/donegalcountyc/planning/pdfs/viewdevelopmentplans/landscapecharacterassessmentofcountydonegal/landscapecharacterassessmentofcountydonegal/Landscape%20Character%20Assessment%20Part%201.pdf


7. Pg124 - Para 11.19 would benefit from referencing that the Regional Spatial and Economic 
Strategies have identified strategic port locations that will play a crucial role in this regard. 

 
Fisheries 
1. Pg127 – Second Bullet point of Policy 5 includes two points – thus additional bullet point 

required for ‘public benefit’. 
2. Reference is made to environmental safeguards contained within licensing processes 

across the strategy (Eg. policy 1, section 13.0). The appropriateness of such wording merits 
review as it is a process – it is considered that the framework would benefit from these 
‘environmental safeguards contained within licensing processes’ being clarified/specified. 

 
Ports, harbours and Shipping 
1. Pg141 – Policy 3 requires consideration of National Ports Policy, which categorises 

commercial ports. However, certain ports of strategic significance within the Northern and 
Western region are not commercial ports but are of national significance – including 
Killybegs and Ros a mhil.  The RSES for the Northern and Western Region supports the 
further examination of the feasibility for pursuing designation of both Galway Port and 
Killybegs Port as EU TEN-T Comprehensive Ports. The policy should be reviewed to include 
reference to consideration of the NPF and the RSESs. It should also include consideration of 
TEN-T Ports. Should this be accepted then it would be necessary to reference same within 
the ‘Background/Contex’t and ‘Key Issues for Marine Planning’ (Eg. 14.17). 

2. Pg148 – Para 14.33 should also include reference to the provision of support services and 
facilities. 

3. Pg149 – reference to licensing procedures should be reviewed to provide clarity as 
referenced elsewhere. 

 
Safety at Sea 
1. Pg151 – Planning Policies 1 and 2 in section 15 are targeted at offshore wind farms and 

ORE infrastructure respectively. Policy 2 seeks under-keel clearance. Would these issues 
not also be applicable to other potential structures? It should be noted that these issues 
are not articulated in the supporting text within ‘Background/Context’ or ‘Key Issues for 
marine Planning’. Para 15.10 may be one location where this could be discussed. 

Seafood Harvesting 
1. Pg 155 - Section 16 has no policies stated. 
2. Pg155 – para 16.3 references a specific harvester/processor and the reason for identifying 

same is unclear. 
3. Pg156 - para16.7 references advice from the Office of Attorney General – If the 

Government accept the advice then it may be best to simply state it rather than attribute it 
to the AG. 

4. Pg156 - Para 16.11 – is this targeted at those companies involved or for the security of 
supply generally? Language should be reviewed and it could state that ‘ Security of supply 
is important for production of high volume products derived from the processing of 
seaweed…. 

5. Pg157 - PARA 16.13 & 16.14  may benefit from being exhibited as case studies. 
 
Sport and Recreation 
1. Page 158 – Policy 4 has a narrow focus upon development plans and there may be an 

opportunity to reflect importance of support being given within the RSESs - this support 
currently exists but would be worth referencing for future iterations of the RSESs. 

2. pg159 - Para 17.3 states that safety of persons should be a key consideration for planners. 
It should be a key consideration for all. 



 
Telecommunications 
1. Pg164-167 – Section 18 reflects significantly upon terrestrial issues and it may benefit from 

adding focus to marine utilisation of telecommunication – including introducing data and 
insight-driven technology, sensors and the IoT in a shift to becoming Smart Ports. The RSES 
for this region takes the view that the introduction of Smart Ports provide opportunities for 
port authorities to reduce costs, operate more efficiently and maximise resources and 
space. Smart Ports can help automate processes and provide solutions to many of the 
challenges that ports face such as compliance, growth in size, traffic and Brexit. The 
introduction of technology means that the risk of cybersecurity is always a risk. One of the 
key decisions for ports is deciding which system and technology to introduce. In deciding 
which systems to use, port authorities must evaluate both their own needs but also the 
needs of stakeholders such as customs and the transport logistics supply chain. 

 
 The RSES for this region has a specific objective that is stated in the following terms –

‘Support the development of utilisation of data and insight-driven technology, sensors and 
the IoT in our airports, seaports/harbours in their transition towards becoming Smart 
Ports.’ (RPO 6.4 refers). 

 
Tourism 
1. Pg168-174 – Section 19 relates to tourism and it may benefit from considering ‘People, 

Place and Policy: Growing Tourism to 2025’ published by DTTAS in 2019. It has informed 
the RSESs which implements and amplifies the NPF at a regional level. The RSES for the 
Northern and Western region provides for development of Visitor Experience Development 
Plans  and enhancing access to our Tourist Assets, including the development of a Coastal 
Walking/cycling Route along the Western Seaboard, which extends generally along the 
Route of the WAW, and incorporates existing resources, such as Beaches, ports, harbours, 
piers and marinas. It also promotes the development of water-based leisure facilities and 
advocates protection  and preservation of our Coastal Heritage, archaeological and built 
environment, and to restore/regenerate our key coastal assets. Thus the framework may 
benefit from recognising the role of national, regional and local stakeholders working 
collaboratively and that the statutory RSES and Local Authority Development Plans will be 
key. 

 
 
Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 
1. Pg175 to 179 – This section would benefit from reflecting that the NPF provides a shared 

vision and ambition for what our country will look like in 2040, with an estimated 
additional one million people and an additional half a million homes that will be needed to 
accommodate this growth. By 2040, 50% of new homes are to be located within the 5 
Cities of Dublin, Cork, Limerick, Waterford and Galway. The RSESs provide further detail on 
how this will be achieved and the Northern and Western region has targeted a 40% 
population uplift for the Regional growth Centres of Letterkenny and Sligo. This should be 
reflected within this section. 

 
Implementation Arrangements 

1. Pg180 – Para 21.1 should state Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies instead of 
Regional Social and Economic Strategies. It should be noted that this section should also 
reflect the role that the Regional Assemblies can perform in the implementation of the 
NMPF. 

  



Appendix A 
1. Appendix A would benefit from reflecting that the Regional assemblies have a statutory 

function and it should be reflected under ‘Housing, Planning and Local Government’. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
30th April, 2020 
 
 
 
By email to: msp@housing.gov.ie 
 
 
MPPS Consultation 
Marine Spatial Planning Section 
Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government 
Newtown Road 
Wexford   Y35 AP90  

 
 

Draft National Marine Planning Framework 
 
A Chara  

Clare County Council Planning Authority welcomes this opportunity to input into the preparation of 
Ireland’s  first  National  Marine  Planning  Framework.  Clare  County  Council  warmly  welcomes  the 
proposal  to  reform  the  current  marine  planning  system  and  in  particular  the  current  foreshore 
licensing/leasing consent system given the complexities and timeframes associated with the current 
system  and  the  recognised  potential  wealth  our  oceans  have  to  offer.  Forward  planning  is  at  the 
heart  of  terrestrial  planning  in  Ireland  with  Local  Authorities  having  a  significant  track  record  in 
successfully  meeting  the  challenge  of  planning  for  future  development  across  our  counties.  The 
reform of marine planning to reflect this land based system is hugely welcomed.  
 
On behalf of the Planning Authority I set out below comments from Clare County Council.   
 
Clare County Council recognises and agrees that any new marine planning system should reflect that 
of the current land‐planning system in Ireland which comprises of the three main elements; 
 

 Forward Planning; 

 Development Management; and 

 Enforcement 
 
Clare County Council, at Local Government level, sees the importance of long term forward planning 
for  Ireland’s maritime environment  in particular given the  interface with the terrestrial  land based 
planning  which  we  currently  undertake.  This  interface  has  largely  been  ignored  in  the  past  and  is 
now a critical space which we need to future proof given the potential  impacts of Climate Change. 
The  importance  of  this  Framework  cannot  be  underestimated  given  all  applications  for  future 
development in Ireland’s maritime area will be assessed against it.   
 
Sub‐National Planning 
 
The approach taken  in this cycle,  in terms of the preparation of one National Plan as a first step  in 
achieving a sustainable approach to Marine Spatial Planning  in  Ireland  is appreciated however; the 
importance of progressing Sub‐National or Regional Plans should be prioritised by the government 
upon adoption of the National Plan towards the  latter part of 2020. The National Marine Planning 



Framework should establish the mechanism within which this can be best achieved and  in a timely 
manner to allow for meaningful interaction and an integrated approach with the existing land based 
planning  system.  If  the  National  Marine  Planning  Framework  is  truly  a  parallel  to  the  National 
Planning  Framework  then  its  implementation  at  a  local  level  necessitates  the  preparation  of 
Regional  Maritime  Plans  akin  to  the  land  based  planning  hierarchy  where  the  recently  published 
Regional Spatial and Economic Strategies  (RSES) and County Development Plans  inform  the  future 
development of these areas.  
 

Overarching Marine Planning Policies 
 
The  Overarching  Marine  Planning  Policies  (OMPPs)  and  Sectoral  Marine  Planning  Policies  (SMPPs) 
specify  a  requirement  that  proposals  must  demonstrate  that  they  will,  in  order  of  preference:  a) 
avoid, b) minimise, or c) mitigate significant adverse impacts on the subject matter of the policy. It is 
not clear whether this relates to the definition of significant adverse  impacts as per Article 6(3) of 
the Habitats Directive and the associated Appropriate Assessment (AA) or to  impacts in general. As 
the  terminology  is utilised  throughout  the chapter  (and subsequent sectoral chapters)  it would be 
beneficial to outline this requirement as at present it is unclear whether the demonstration of this, is 
to be decided upon through the AA process or within the assessment of the proposal  itself by the 
consenting authority.  
 
Spatial Designation Process 
 
The  incorporation  of  zoning  within  the  Marine  Planning  and  Development  Act  should  also  be 
incorporated  into  the  National  Marine  Planning  Framework.  This  would  provide  the  guidance 
required  for  future  potential  investors  and  developers  at  a  strategic  level  to  guide  them  to  areas 
which are deemed more or less favourable in terms of future development taking into consideration 
all relevant technical, environmental, planning and social considerations.  
 
Devolution  of  functions  from  Central  to  Local  Government  in  relation  to  Foreshore  is  to  be 
welcomed  in  the  broad  sense;  however  there  may  be  consequent  implications  arising  from  these 
changes and associated spatial designations for local authorities. While there is significant cross over 
between the terrestrial and marine planning systems, the marine environment is not traditionally a 
space  which  Local  Government  has  had  a  regulatiry  background  in,  except  within  the  immediate 
interface between  land and sea within 1km where coastal protection works, small piers and  jetties 
etc.  have  been  proposed.  The  resources  required  to  provide  marine  consenting  for  certain 
development  types  out  to  5km  from  the  High  Water  Mark  will  require  additional  resourcing  and 
expertise within Local Government or up skilling of existing staff. Polices at national level within this 
Plan are required in order to meet with this challenge.  Clare County Council however welcomes this 
devolution. 
 
 
Government Climate Plan to Tackle Climate Breakdown 
 
The  key  actions  arising  from  the  Climate  Plan  in  relation  to  marine  planning  is  to  facilitate  the 
development of Offshore Wind, support the ocean energy research, development of demonstration 
pathways  for  emerging  marine  technologies  (wave,  tidal,  floating  wind)  and  associated  test 
infrastructure  and  to  support  innovation  enterprise  hubs  and  the  supply  chain  for  offshore 
renewable energy.  
 
It  is  critical  in  this  regard,  that  the  National  Planning  Framework  identifies  and  prioritises  the 
locations and areas most suitable for such testing initially, and subsequently supporting the ongoing 



innovation and demonstration of these technologies. Local Authorities are a key player in this sector 
bridging  a  gap  in  the  chain  between  the  marine  and  land  based  facilities  required.  Environmental 
constraints have to date been the key stumbling block  in bringing such technologies and testing to 
fruition in Ireland in the context of foreshore licence applications amongst others. Delays in relation 
to  environmental  constraints  are  largely  centralised  around  the  lack  of  and  considerable  gap  in 
scientific evidence to support such applications with  lead  in times varying from 2 to 3 years where 
the  requirement  arises  to  collate  significant  ecological  data.  The  Overarching  Marine  Policies 
(Environmental) should seek to establish an evidence‐based approach to identifying areas for future 
development to ensure that proposals will work  in harmony with the designated European sites.  It 
should  explore  the  potential  for  cooperation  between  public  and  private  sector  agencies  in 
identifying and addressing critical gaps in baseline environmental information relating to the marine 
environment  which  would  then  negate  the  significant  lead  in  time  for  future  development  and 
testing. 
 
The  Shannon  Estuary  is  ideally  placed  to  harness  the  potential  for  renewable  test  devices  due  to 
estuary’s natural resources and attributes; the plan and environmental led approach of the SIFP for 
the Shannon Estuary and Clare County Development Plan 2017‐2030 and the existing infrastructural 
capabilities;  any  National  Maritime  Planning  Framework  should  positively  promote  the  estuary  in 
that regard. 
 
 

 Infrastructure 

While the Planning Policy associated with the Overarching Marine Planning Policies for Infrastructure 
highlights  the  support  for  the  diversification  or  regeneration  of  marine  industries  the  background 
and  context  associated  with  this  sector  is  heavily  biased  towards  the  commercial  fishing  sector  it 
would  appear.  There  is  no  support  or  prioritisation  of  the  economic  potential  of  our  rural  areas 
which have  the capacity  to provide a  scale of enterprise and  economic development beyond  that 
which  is  usually  associated  with  rural  areas.  Ireland  has  a  rich  history  in,  and  a  strong  maritime 
tradition.  There  is  a  significant  number  of  underutilised  pieces  of  maritime  infrastructure  which 
should be prioritised for regeneration and redevelopment in order to stimulate the development of 
our ocean economy. This existing maritime infrastructure has the potential to transform rural areas 
across  a  variety  of  sectors  including  tourism,  energy,  sports  and  recreational.  A  strong  planning 
policy should be  included highlighting the  importance of this maritime  infrastructure and the need 
to  prioritise  its  regeneration  and  diversification.  It  is  proposed  that  a  Planning  Policy  should  be 
included  to  allow  all  piers/lands  in  public  use  (and  without  private  landownership  issues)  be 
dedicated to the relevant Local Authority in the interests of orderly development.  This may involve 
issues around Land Registry etc and provisions should be made as required in that regard.  This will 
ensure that Local Authorities have an  interest  in the key  infrastructural  interface between  land use 
and marine use within their relevant functional areas.   
 
 

Key Sectoral/Activity Policies  
 
Energy – Transmission 
 
Under  the  Key  Issues  for  Marine  Planning  the  two  existing  electricity  interconnector  project 
proposals  are  outlined  in  terms  of  the  importance  in  delivering  electricity  connectedness  with 
neighbouring  countries.  It  is  considered  that  the  Cross  Shannon  Cable  Project  should  also  be 
mentioned  here.  The  project  involves  the  laying  of  a  submarine  cable  that  will  link  the  electricity 
substation  at  Kilpaddoge  in  North  Kerry  to  the  Moneypoint  generating  station  in  Clare.  There  are 



large  amounts  of  renewable  electricity  generation  being  connected  to  the  electricity  grid  in  the 
south and west of Ireland. During times of high wind, the Cross Shannon Cable Project will facilitate 
the  flow  of  this  power  to  the  east  of  the  country.  http://www.eirgridgroup.com/the‐
grid/projects/cross‐shannon‐cable/the‐project/.  The  Cross  Shannon  Cable  will  allow  streams  of 
Renewable Energy to be transferred to the Grid and ultimately connect with neighbouring countries 
also.  
The potential for offshore wind energy off the atlantic coast of County Clare, utilising electricity the 
infrastructure  and  transmission  capabilities  around  Moneypoint  and  indeed  the  existing  expertise 
should  also  be  promoted  in  the  National  Marine  Framework.  Moreover,  he  need  therefore  to 
provide onshore storage is a key requirement which should be facilitated within the National Marine 
Planning Framework through dedicated policies.  
 
 
Energy – Offshore Renewable Energy 
 
The  inclusion  of  policies  relating  to  ORE  test  projects  is  welcomed,  however,  the  absence  of  the 
identification  of  strategic  locations  or  the  Spatial  Designations  (which  are  to  be  zoned  within  the 
Marine Planning and Development Management Act) at  this stage  in  the Plan making process  is a 
significant  gap  in  progressing  this  sector.  The  uncertainty  in  terms  of  securing  the  appropriate 
consents  to  commence  testing  within  the  marine  environment  in  Ireland  has  led  to  Irish  based 
companies looking to Europe and beyond to undertake this critical step.  
Given  the  rapid  changing  technologies  surrounding  this  sector  the  National  Marine  Planning 
Framework  should  identify  and  prioritise  the  resource,  providing  for  and  incorporating  plan  level 
protection for these locations which can be implemented at a regional or local level but leaving the 
potential for applications open at a local level for the new marine planning structure to assess on a 
case by case basis.  
 
If Ireland is to achieve the target of at least 3.5GW of offshore renewable energy as outlined in the 
Government  Climate Plan  to Tackle Climate Breakdown,  significant changes will be needed  in  this 
regard to facilitate the offshore development and to provide the land based connectivity which will 
be necessary,  in a timely fashion. Presently there  is a disconnect between the  land‐based planning 
system  and  consent  system  in  marine  areas  and  this  issue  must  be  addressed  if  the  future 
sustainable development of marine and coastal areas  is to be achieved. It  is further suggested that 
any  sub‐national  or  regional  plans  that  are  prepared  for  a  marine  area  should  be  fully  integrated 
with the land‐use plan for adjoining terrestrial areas to ensure that there is an overall, coherent plan 
for  the  ‘coastal  zone’.  This  is  something  which  was  achieved  within  the  Strategic  Integrated 
Framework Plan for the Shannon Estuary which has since been fully integrated into the Clare County 
Development Plan 2017‐2023.  
 
Tourism 
 
With  respect  to  the  Tourism  sector  which  is  a  cross‐cutting  sector  it  is  identified  within  the  draft 
Framework that marine planning must take the impact on tourism into account in any development 
or regulatory measures with the potential to affect the sector. Given County Clare’s reliance on the 
tourism sector it is not only critical that marine planning takes impacts on tourism into account but 
that  the  impacts  itself  from  Tourism  development  within  the  marine  space  are  also  taken  into 
careful  consideration.  The  sustainable  management  of  tourism  destinations  and  the  interface 
between the terrestrial and marine environments  is critical  in maintaining  Ireland as a key tourism 
destination  which  is  highly  reliant  on  seascapes  and  landscapes  with  the  visual  impact  playing  a 
significant role  in the selection of Ireland as a tourism destination. This chapter and the associated 
policies  should  give  due  cognisance  and  consideration  to  the  inclusion  of  protective  measures  to 



ensure  this  interface  is  carefully  managed  and  protected.  Issues  raised  such  as  “access”  to  the 
coastline can have detrimental effects for protected habitats and species coupled with providing for 
a fragmented coastline which takes away from the attractiveness of our unique selling feature. It is 
not clear how  the key  issues outlined within  the sector chapter will be dealt with or addressed.  It 
would be useful to provide a section on the solutions to these issues or a roadmap of how to address 
same.  
 
Education and Training 
The  Plan  should  also  promote  the  provision  of  marine  training  and  upskilling  of  the  workforce, 
harnessing  the  proud  maritime  tradition  and  expertise  of  the  coastal  population.  There  is  huge 
opportunities  for  Ireland  to  be  a  leader  in  global  marine  renewables,  research,  transport,  climate 
change  adaptation  studies.  Examples  in  County  Clare  such  as  the  Cahercon  Maritime  Centre  of 
Excellence should promoted in the final plan 
 
 
Waste Water Treatment and Disposal 
 
Planning  Policy  1  with  respect  to  Waste  Water  Treatment  and  Disposal  is  aimed  at  contributing 
towards  the  realisation  of  the  objectives  of  a  number  of  other  plans/statements  and  Directives 
however, it does not list the National Planning Framework (NPF) as a document of relevance. Given 
the significant changes which will arise over the coming years in terms of de‐zoning of lands by Local 
Authorities  due  to  the  absence  of  sufficient  Waste  Water  Treatment  Systems  primarily  in  coastal 
areas  the NPF plays a  significant  role  in marine  spatial planning and could  significantly curtail any 
future  development  across  a  number  of  sectors  identified  within  the  National  Marine  Planning 
Framework  as  a  result.  This  significant  constraint  needs  to  be  identified  and  explored  within  the 
National Marine Planning Framework.  
 
 
Clare  County  Council  welcomes  the  development  of  Ireland’s  first  National  Marine  Planning 
Framework.  I  ask  that  this  submission  be  considered  as  part  of  the  preparation  of  the  finalised 
Framework and look forward to further engagement in the process of its preparation.   
 
Mise le meas, 

 

 
Brian McCarthy 
Senior Planner 
30th April, 2020 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 
From: Michael Gunn 
Sent: 30 April 2020 12:22 
To: MSP - Marine Spatial Planning <msp@housing.gov.ie> 
Subject: Submission on the National Marine Planning Framework Baseline Report 
 

TO WHOM IT CONCERNS 
 
COMMENT ON:-  The National Marine  Planning Framework Baseline 
Report 
 
Re:-  Section 14  Marine Aggregates.  
The physical effects of extracting under water aggregates must be consider. An aggregate e.g. sand 
should not be taken from where it is part of the natural dynamic movement between above and 
below water deposits e.g. where there are sand dune systems on shore which exchange aggregate 
with under sea surface deposits, as on the Meath coast. Extraction of such aggregate interferes with 
the natural dynamic that has existed since the Ice Age and will increase the risk of coastal erosion. A 
condition of the licencing for removal of such aggregate must ensure that there is scientific proof 
that removing the aggregate will not enhance the risk of coastal erosion.  
  
 

 

Regards     

 
Michael 
 

Dr Michael Gunn, 

COASTWATCH and MEATH ENVIRONMENTAL NETWORK  
 



Marine Planning assignment 

What do I agree? 

 I was happy to hear about the conservation statues of the habitats and species listed in 

the Nature Directives. It seems that Ireland is full of marine life. I do believe Ireland 

is doing their very best to maintain marine life. 

 For the aquaculture, I see that the department had considered about what the 

applications should have before they go into aquaculture, this will make the owners 

more responsible and to prevent any arising problems to come.  

 Sports and recreation are definitely a good source of income from tourism and a way 

to enjoy the sea. It is good to keep safety for tourism and recreation, everyone 

participating in a recreational activity could be given tips on how to stay safe and 

where not to surf, walk or disturb wildlife. This would be good for education and it 

can teach us on how to do the recreational activities in a way that we won’t disturb 

wildlife.  

 If I had to make decisions, I would consider having areas for certain activities. So, I 

would have certain areas of the sea for recreation and tourism only, certain areas for 

aquaculture and fishing and an area that should be left untouched for marine life to 

thrive.   

 I do like how the coasts are good for Irish tourism and that it can help bring income 

for the Irish economy. It can be still used like that, but I think that more restrictions 

should come into place such as littering bans, noise pollution, costal erosions. I am 

happy to hear that the €2 billion that was made in the costal counties had brought 

employment to those living there. 

 I am happy to hear that the wastewater is been treated properly before it is released 

back into the environment, otherwise we would be drinking that water and the public 

health would be effected. But I think people should be educated more on why Irish 

water is wanting to charge people for water. It is very important that the goals are set 

out by the Irish water and the EPA to make sure that the water is treated properly. 

 

 



What do I disagree? 

 It’s good to see that Ireland has a good healthy ocean of marine life, we shouldn’t fish 

for more because there are more people to feed, but because we have the advantage of 

saving the marine environment. I believe that if seafood is to be more on demand, the 

marine life has a big problem coming. The more fish cages there is the more habitat 

that is lost and chances of them getting washed into a beach. I also think we need to 

be careful on where we fish and how much we fish as it will be a problem for seabirds 

and their populations. 

 I see that Ireland reports about the conservation statues of the habitats and species 

listed in the Nature Directives every six years, I think that this should be done every 

year, I see that nearly the reports are positive for the species sotted, but there are 

cetaceans status was unknown. With that problem, there should be a report at least 

every year. There could be a chance that some reports could go negative suddenly and 

it could be to late. 

 I see that some fishing activity can affect the pelagic and seabed, certain types of 

fishing activity should be restricted to help save the habitat. 

 It is said that Ireland wants to lower seafood imports from other countries which is 

good to hear, but my thinking of that is that it might make more companies go out 

fishing for more fish instead, which will disturb the marine ecosystem, I could be 

wrong but that is my guess. 

 There is always loads of space for recreational and water activities, as it is unlikely 

that you will see 100 surfers at once in an Irish beach. But with covid-19 around and 

social distance practice, this could affect the tourism for quite a bit. 

 I think that tourism policy on the coastal areas should become stricter on tourist that 

come into the country as they may not take any head of taking care of the 

environment. 


