An Roinn Talmhaiochta,
Bia agus Mara
Department of Agriculture,
Food and the Marine

4™ December 2019
Your Ref: AP8/2019
Our Ref: T09/511

Secretary to the Board

Aquaculture Licences Appeals Board
Kilminchy Court, Dublin Road
Portlaoise, Co. Laois.

Dear Mary,

I wish to acknowledge receipt of your letter to Mr. Michael Creed T.D., Minister for
Agriculture, Food and the Marine (and copied to Mr. John Quinlan) regarding the appeal
against the decision to refuse to grant an Aquaculture and Foreshore Licence to Mr. Kevin
Lydon and Mr Patrick Lydon in relation to the above file.

I am attaching the following documentation:-

T09-511 application form

Technical and Statutory reports received in relation to the application

UISCE Report

Appropriate Assessment Screening — February 2019

Applicant’s response to comments received as a result of the statutory consultation.
Submission to Minister for Aquaculture Licence and

Submission to the Minister for Foreshore Licence

Notification of Minister’s decision to the applicant,

Publication of the Minister’s decision in the Connacht Tribune.

Please note that I am in correspondence with our Marine Engineering Division
regarding the location map (showing sites under application, sites lapsed, licensed
sites and sites currently under appeal to ALAB) and I will forward same as soon as it
is available.

If you require any further information please let me know.
Please let me have written confirmation of receipt.

\,ﬁ sincerel
s "i/ o -rf

Ann Mc Carthy ;

Aquaculture & Foreshore Management Division
National Seafood Centre,Clogheen, Clonakilty, Co. Cork
Phone: 023 8859537

Email: Ann.McCarthy @agriculture.gov.ie




CONNACHT TRIBUNE
FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 2019

NOTICES

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
I, Michasl OrGrady. intand [0 spply
lor planmng permission for the
consirction of 4 sngle  worey
axtension 81 frit foor level 10 the
rear of an eustng dwellng houss
sl 1 An Lesc Lian, Bams, Co
Oawy, HIT FWSX. The Planmng
Apchcation may ba inspecied at the
cifices of 1ha Plannmg Althorty at
the Pranrng Cftice, Gadway County
Councd. County Hull. Prospect Hill,
Oatwdy curing ofice hours 9 D0am
1o 4D0pm Mondsy fo Fnoay
(Weanssday 1000 am 1o 4 DOpm).
A submosion of observaton iIn
ration to the apphication may be
Mace N witing 1o the pladring
autherty on payment of & fes of
€2000, wrinin I S weshs
begawung on the dale of reces by
the authorty of the appication. snd
SUCh SUDMIESIONE Of OEBNALOND
wil be considersd by the planming
adhonty in makng a decision on
e spplication.  The planning
audhonly may gmant pemmusion
byect 10 of wanout conanions, of
May refuse 1o grant permission
Signed Fergal Bradley & Co. Lid.

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
We an soplymy for Wl Plating
Fermission on beha¥ of larsin
Hennely 10 constnet & dwaling
houe snd domesiic garsge wih &
wakle walsr ireaiment pland and

lizet and sf
Mo worka al Castiecrsevy, Gu

THE CIRCHT COURT
WESTERH CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF QALWAY
IN  THE WMATTER OF THE
LICENSING ACTS 1833 - 2000
AND IN PARTICLLAR IN THE
MATTER OF AN APPLICATION
PUASUANT TO SECTICN 2{1) OF
THE LICENSING {IRELAND) ACT
1902 AS AMENDED BY SECTION
23 OF THE INTQUICATING
LIQUORA ACT 1860
AND IN THE MATTER OF THE
COURTS (SUPPLEMENTAL
PROVISIONSH ACT 1881
AND IN THE MATTER OF AN
APPLICATION BY JAMES
GLYNN

NOTICE CF APPLICATION
TAKE NOTICE that James Ghynn of
Dublin Road, Tuam County Gabway
e to apply pursuard to Sechon
2(1) of the Licensing (ireland) Act
1962 as amanded by Section 2] of
the Incucatng Liguor Al 1860, to
this Honcursbie Cour sttng a1
Qatway Couthouse n the City of
Gaiwsy and County of Galway o
(he stings thereot Commencing &1
10 30um 1 ihe forencon of the &th
day of November 2010 or at sueh
IMe o o such day tharsafier ss
Hus Appcalion may t# made in k3
order in the Count 831, o such
cordicals s W menloned in
Saction 5 of 1he Licensng [lreland)
Act 1833 snabkng e lo obtain an
Excism Licence commonly caled &
Seven-Day Publcan's Lcence lo
asd itoxcaling liquor by retsd for

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
| Asron Fox wish 1o apply for
Plsnnng  permission  lor e
construction of new awsing skarg
with

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
Ndlu ic Cawsy Co. Cnuml
Furthar

PLANNING, LEGAL & PUBLIC NOTICES

Pllnnlrv Fite Rulerance Nu lwu

FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) ACT, 1997 (NO.
23) FORESHORE ACT, 1933 (NQ. 12) NOTICE

garags.
saclic  1ank  syslem and  ad
sisocialed  se works 39 af

Carnmore West Qranmors
Ca Gllwly Thll Flanaing plannng
o

umm lemg ﬂu‘mu No
1RO plannng penmision I$ bang
sougnt by Chanes Commemn lor
pemiapion  for  the

mm |t a Iu not excesding

he ressonsble cost ol makng m
copy ol ihe Planning Oifice. Cakway
County Council.  County  Hal,
Prozpect Hil. Cahay, dunng office
hours 900 am, - 400 pm.,
Monday 1o Fridsy (Wednescay
W00 am. - 400 pm} A
BUDTISHON  DF  ODSEVELON W
relation lo e application may be
made w1 wrting fo 1he Paneng
Authordy in paymen of & lee of €20
within it 5 wesks beginning on 1he
data of recept by the Authorty of
the sppicatlen and such
submigsions or obsarvations will be
considersd by the  Planmng
Acthefty i makng & decasion on
the spplicalion.  The  Planming
Authorty may graml  perhatkion
subject 1o o wthout conditons of
may reluse to grant pemmission.
Signed  AARON FOX

Comhakie Chontas na
Gallkmha
Is muan bnn larstas & ohésnamh ar
Chasd Pleandls do Fhorbart st

Gamway Ths may be
purchasad at the Flanning O!Ib-
Gaway County Councll, Proepact
Hill, Galway batwaen. the houns of
F00sm 1o 4000m Monday Lo
Frday A submiseion of obasnetion
" ralation [o the spplcalion may be
made In wating to the Planming
Autnonty on paymet of €20 wihin

§ weskn of rcet of 1
apphealion

Signed  Padra  Heton &
A C E

uUna 8 Gabway Toa;\sw; Park,
Parkmare, Claway

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
Gearid and Lowds Garvey are 1o
aoply 1o Galwey County Councl for
platieng  pevmation  for e
conginuclicn of & pingle storey relar
buiding pharmacy with corsutahon
room  (iclal foor wea cca
200sqm). with mssociated agnage
landscaping, S48 workd  end
sefvicat al ihs sta scpcen lo
Lukwview Meccu Cortrs, Creggs
Resy, Clvamadty Ca Caway A
Hatura Impaci Statement (N1S) will
be  sbmitted the planming
authonty with the sppicstion. The
Plannng  applcation  msy  be
inzpecied of purchased &1 & fes not
micsading the reasonable cosl of
making & copy. ai the cifices of the
Piannryg Authorty at the Planming
Cfce. Gawey Counly Counci.
Courty Hall Prospect HH Gadway
dunng office hours of 30Cam 1o
4 00pm Mongay (o Frday
{Wecretday 10 00m ta 4 00pm) A
submission  of  chservabon
miation 1o the wpolicaton may be
made n wrtng 9 the planning
adhorly on paymenl of the
prescrded 1ee (£20 00) wihin the
penod of 5 wesks beginning on the
date of recept Dy the suthomy of
the application.

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
Cioonanagh. Tumm

Full planmng permgsion sought 1o
retain the eniifing domeshc garage
Aual siore | workshep amd, ihe
garage alsc hap sxsbog anc
storage space to be retuned (from
previcus planning permission
reference number 06/1471). Full
plannng permission is also scugnt
1o compisle the ingtatiastion of 8
gamge roler door on ite souh
1acmg slevation and s anciliary ste
works 3l the sbove location on
behall ol D Cuinn Tris may be
Wipecied of purchasad at ihe
Plannng Offie dunng k3 public
openng howrs. A Subrmaswn of
coservation in relation fo ihe
appkcation may be madse in witing
on paymert of <20 withi 5 weeks
of recexi of mpplication

on of off the

known ss Tir na Og QAP T92)
Dubkn Agad, Tuam w ihe County
of Qalwey which premises are mors
patcularly deicried on the plans
and drawings accompanyng ihs
Application and ewoemncs wil De
wduced N suppord of  ths

i alion
Taled ffus 26I0 day of Seplarmber
2019 Sgred James Glyon
Signed. Bruen Gy & Co Sclictors
Cubin Fosg Tuam Courty Gatway
To The Supsmiendent o An
Caras Scensna. Tuam  Couety
Calway
To: The Juage of the Dstnct Court,
Tha Cowthouse Gaiway
To The Chat Fire Cticar Fr. Gntfin
Aosd Caveny
T2 The Counly Registrar for the
County of Catwey Oaway City

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
Dars Vaughan ia sppiyng for ol
Fannmg permission 1 constuet &
dweling house snd & garage wih
treatmant plart and percolation arsa
# Tyrone, Kicolgan, Co. Qalway
The Plannng Agolication may be
INSPeCed of prrchiased af @ lee nat
excesding the rpagonable cost of
makng a copy. #t the oftces of the
Ptanmng Authonly #1 the Plannng
Cifice. Gaway County Counci,
County Hal, Prospect Hil. Catway
durng offce hours 90Cam o
4 00pm Monday to Friday
(Wedrasday 1000 am 1o 4 0Cpm}
A submisson of observation in
mHation 1o the REDRCANION May be
made 1 witing 1o 1he planning
suthordy on paymert of 2 iee of
€2000. witin e 5 weeki
bedqurung on the dele of recest by
iha aukhorty of the opiicaton, and
Buch subribbions of observations
wil be considersd by the planning
wihordy 1n making & deciion on
the appicaion.  The plannng
aihomy mey granl pemission
SUDRCT 9 of wilthout tondions. of
may reluse 1o grant

de na nthe aso &
Wwanas Uasghréad ar an Spidr
iheartha dér a4 pnn go ol
dremchis ssorga ulle-wimsire
Uasghridy a7 fs tulsolse oillune
ats ann chesns Qo Bno  Colon
hlecr’ 20m 4 sofald go ewea
S00Mua A sigarttza moka o lesnsi
ts dard ata i gomst b lorbant e
carescha & tame atd 8nn chesrs
l4n chun na nthe 300 4 learas &
chumsiy  na  hotreacha  suimn
gackmnara agus sn fakl imline
maditampesl  an plec  imeartha
agus lioms nPud sabhéll Kathrost
laobh thar do ne culld nua. Gach
ceann ag Laneview Bale chiar na
Calimhe Co na Gallrnhs Qur
1duchr gn 1-iarraias plsandla & scrudy
nd & cheannach in edigl an Goarkis
agus  gur leadir
no fuwnm mady s an
dhsararth | scnblucn ar
localocht wn tdis atd leagiha llm
fagbh  High  den  lréwmnse

seacreani | nth uaraata w:uu
ofige. B00rn go 4 00in Lusn go
NASNS 80 LOSU AT an Cita & huar
an tiidards pipangls an tisrratas, ks
Kouchr 8 1égre m chur 10 son cheann
Ob fa phpdr euachs cheadatthe
90 2 leanas agua chomh fads is
0 ndditesr a0 pADdAr 38 cheanisr
ma  bhid sn  thorbarl molta

e
Stne CLQ Bhads Chisr na
Galkmhe

Gatway Coumy Council
Permission 13 Dang  sougrt  on
bahal ol Anng Mehan for full
planning  pemgsen o (1)
axsling  derelict
dwelmp/semi rumous dwelbng as
wel a3 ail Anciiary afe worka and
4w services (2) Ta remeve ensting
unathorsad  mokde  home et
Msnrun More, Ce Catway This
planning applicaton i acco
by a NIS. a3 required by Articis 239
of e Plrng and Development
Heguistons, 2001 (as mmended]
The wﬂunnn may be ingpecied

Signad. Acbert Nanasi (B Arch ),
Qemydonnett North, Oranmore, Ca
Gatway www roban deskin com

Wa ase locking for any WA made
by ne lats Frances Coyne late of
fBrooklodge Mursing Hame
Ballygiwun. Co. Galway ana o
Lakeviaw, Claregatway, Co Oalway
who déad on the Sth of November
2018 Pleass advise Cathenng .
Hughes & Co, Solictora, Bishop
Street. Tuam, Co. Galway in witing
 any on or baelors the N o
Oclober 18"

or ufee nat
the ullcmbil cost of makng H
copy it the ofices ol the Planmng
Auihcrty at the planmng offce
Catway County Councd County
Butiding.  Prospect  HEL  Gahway
dumg office hours @O00am 1o
4.00pm Menday 1o Friday
(Wednesday 10 O0am to 4 DOpmi A
HOMISKON  OF  COEGrVALON by
relation 13 tha application may be
made w1 wring 1o the plareng
auhofity on payment ol a lee of
€20 wihin § weshi beginming on
e dute of receqt Dy the Authortty
of e agpsbeation.

Siged. Enda OMalley Charered
Engrasw. Tel: D85I567851

o & two storey
owsling house, waklewsisr system
snd pacolaion srem snd  ub
BBsOciied sde worka at Glann
Road, Camowmanagh, Qughterard,

OF DECISION TO GRANT AQUACULTURE

AND FORESHORE LICENCES.

The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine has
decided to grant or refuse to grant Aquaculture and
Foreshore Licence appilcations to the following in the table
below in Killary Harbour, Co. Galway!

Co. Gatwey Sigmicant
:nmmen in r::-ctmd b:r.-: Reference | Name Specles | Decislon
g appiicat
crlqumod by Gawey Cm’;:: Number
ounc to incide » Flood T09/422/1 | On-Line Mussels | Mussels | Grant
A ond Nat act N
e L ';,'.mn' Ltd., C/O Claran | using Licence
Application may be insoected at the Coayle and Pat longlines
ofiices of the Plannng Audhonty at Lydon, Lettergesh
the Planneg Ofice, Satwey County West, Renvyle,
Councdl, County Hall. Prospect Hil, co G'al '
g e ot —
(Wesssasy 110 O Tes T oo T09/507 | Killary Flord Mussels | Grant
A submasion of ocbesrvition in Shellfish Ltd., using Licence
:.:mmw ihe In?:cl;'w.r\ may be Bunowen, longlines
L] M“Ilﬂ ﬂlm
suthony on payment of a tee of ""'l"‘"e_' Co.
£2000 The pianrung ety may Gatway
?,',‘,’,:,m:',";m, o m etiste 1o T09/477 | Kevin Lydon, Mussels | Refuse
grant pemi Cluggam, Maam, | using Licence
5'9000 F-'\'lll Bradtey & Co Ltd Co, Galway lobglines
GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL T09/508 Pat Lydon, Mussels | Refuse
I, the Lnderghed. on behall of Lettergesh West, | using Licence
Rosemary and Faul Kavansgh Renvyte, Co, longlines
wish ta apply to Gatway Co Councd Galway
fee Planmng Permigsion for the
;:;".W:m" L "::'“.ﬂ ‘:"“.:E TO9/509 Kevin & Michael | Mussels Refuse
-nlm\‘u with idemal sccess read. Lyrdon. uslng. Licence
o a rew Cluggam, Maam, | longlines
il |r-::‘mm r‘:y‘::m ang at Co. Galway
' worka
?nmmu\, Cligen, Ca Gaway TO9/510 Kevin & Michael | Mussels | Refuse
he plannng sppication may be Lydon, using Licence
inspecied of purchased st e .
cticad of the planning aythonty ang Cluggam, Maam, | longlines
s suomisson o cbservation R Co. Galway
relation 1o 1he apphication may be
rhads 1o the muthonty In m.-;; on To/511 Hevin & Michael  { Mussels | Refuse
pnmy:!lﬂm o m-ﬂw oo Lydon, using Licenge
Within ihe penod 3 dunng A
ctice ootmg hours B O0am to Cluggam, Maam, | longlines
100pm.  Mongsy 1o Frday Co Galway

beginrung cn ihe date of rcent by
ihe authomy of the applicaton
Liam Levgtrey BE C Eng

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
Parmission i sough for (1) new bar
and fettsurant facade &l ground
floor Jevel. 10 inctude mised letienng
and  assoclated  Lgttng (2}
mepiacemem of sushrg high level
holel sigrage (o 1he front slevation,
along with all associated works ol
The Imperal Holef 35 Eyre
Square. Gabway for ‘Foxisk infa
DAC® Th spolcation may be
wapactsd of pwthated o the
offces of Catway Cay Councd
gunng ds public cosng hours and
B OSUCBMON Of CDSerVAlEn n
reation to the applicsion may be
made io this suthomty in wming on
payment ol 1w prescrbed les of
€20 within the penod of 5 wesks
baginning on e aate of recept by
Caway City Councd o the

sopkcation
sumn wo Cym J Hely A
Assccisies

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
Planrung Permusion is sought lor
the cemaltion of an  eusing
dwelling and shed. 1he constinuclicn

of & nouss, Garage.
ﬂlﬁu ool ghad, treatment system
area ot b

gov.iefseatood/aquacul

The reasons for these decisions are elaborated on
the Department's website at: hitp: #woaw agriculture.

eshoremanagement/

aguaculturelicensing/aquaculurelicencedecisions/galway/

An appeal against the Aquaculture Licence decision

mhay be made in writing, within one month of the date

of its publication, to THE AQUACULTURE LICENCES
APPEALS BOARD, Kilminchy Court, Portlaoise, Co. Laois,
bry completing the Notice of Appeal Application Form
available from the Board, phone 057 86 31912, e-mail
info@alab.ie or website at hitp:#www alab.ie/

A persoh may guestion the validity of the Fareshore
Licenge determination by way of an application for judicial
review, under Order 84 of the Rules of the Superior Caurt
{5i No. 15 of 1986]. Practical information on the review
mechanism can be obtained from the Citizens Information
Board at: http./www cittzensinformation.ie/

wermagriculture.gay.le
o aagriculture _je

AR Rainn Tabmbabwcita,
o Ihq-ll.:‘
Food and the Manae

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
1. Paul Sutivan, am applying 1o e
above authorty lof permiiggon 1o g

Il garsge and

Buymncnru Ballnapios, Co.
Gatway This plsnning applcaticn
may D inEpected of purchased, a1

wastewald? traatment Ayttem n ihe
lownland of Annaghvaan
Baatzdangan This ptu\nlnq

GALWAY COUNTY COUNCIL
1, Denal Clatien, am apphying 16 e
sbove authonty 1or permission for &
WASleWEM lreEIMen Eystem 10
replace existing peplic fank pnd
parcolation area in the towniand of
Drum £ast, Rancon. Tha mng

4 lée not g ihe

cost of making & copy_ at fhe offices
of the planmng suthorty: County
Hul. Prospect HUl Galway, during
public ofhce hours. A submusion of
obisfvalion I reistion 1o the
applicalion may be made In wning
o the plannng Authorty on
payment of & fes of €20 00, wiihin
5 wasis of receit by the Authorty
o the application

Signed Mike & Jenndar Keans

may ba i
purchased at the oftces o B\l
PISNMNG AUINOMTY And & SLBMIASKN
or chsarvation In relation 1o the
appication may be made to the
authorily i wiking on paymart of
The prescnbed fes wittun ine period
of & wesks dummg office openung
hours, @ 00am 10 & D0pm. Mondsy
1o Frday begnning on the date of
thckpd By The Buthorty of the
applicaton.

may be

purchased at the offices of 1m
plannng sudhonty and § submsion.
of chasrvation in relation 1o 1he
applicstion may be made 10 ine
suthonty in wrting on payment of
e prescribed fes wihin 1he penod
of 5 weshd Ounng e ocpming
haurs, @0Cam fo 4 O0pm, Manday
1o Friday begnning on ihe date of
recepl by tha sutharty of ihs
apphcation



McCarthy, Ann . .

From: McCarthy, Ann

Sent: 25 September 2019 12:18

To: Alab, Info

Cc: OCallaghan, Grace; Foley, Gerry

Subject: Ministerial decisions on aquaculture and foreshore licences in Killary Harbour

Attachments: Scanned from a Xerox Multifunction Printer.pdf; Scan_1211041.pdf

Importance: High

Tracking: Recipient Delivery Read
Alab, Info Delivered: 25/09/2019 12:18 Read: 25/09/2019 12:22
OCallaghan, Grace Delivered: 25/09/2019 12:18 Read: 26/09/2019 12:00
Foley, Gerry Dalivered: 25/09/2019 12:18 Read: 25/08/2019 12:30

Further to my earlier email regarding Ministerial decisions on aquaculture and foreshore
licences in Killary Harbour I attach Notices of the decisions and a copy of the newspaper
advertisement.

Regards,

Ann

Ann McCarthy

Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division Department of Agriculture Food and the
Marine National Seafood Centre Clonakilty Co Cork

P85 TX47

Email:ann.mccarthy@agriculture .gov.ie

Phone No; (@23)8859537

Fax (©23)8821782



McCarthy, Ann

From: McCarthy, Ann

Sent: 25 September 2019 10:11

To: Alab, Info

Ce: OCallaghan, Grace; Foley, Gerry

Subject: Ministerial decisions on aquaculture and foreshore licences in Killary Harbour.

Attachments: Scanned from a Xerox Multifunction Printer.pdf

Importance: High

Tracking: Recipient Oelivery Read
Alab, Info Delivered: 25/09/2018 10:11 Read: 25/09/2019 11:01
OCallaghan, Grace Delivered: 25/09/2019 10:11 Read: 25/09/2019 10:36
Foley, Gerry Delivered: 25/09/2019 10:11 Read: 25/09/2019 10:21

Please see details of Ministerial decisions on aguaculture and foreshore licences in
Killary Harbour,

Regards,

Ann McCarthy

Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division Department of Agriculture Food and the
Marine National Seafood Centre Clonakilty Co Cork

P85 TX47

Email:ann.mccarthy@agriculture .gov.ie
Phone No; (©23)8859537

Fax (023)8821782

----- Original Message-----

From: ann.mccarthy@agriculture.gov.ie [mailto:ann.mccarthy@agriculture.gov.ie]
Sent: 25 September 2819 @9:45

To: McCarthy, Ann

Subject: Scanned from a Xerox Multifunction Printer

Please open the attached document. It was scanned and sent to you using a Xerox
Multifunction Printer.

Attachment File Type: pdf, Multi-Page
Multifunction Printer Location: Clonakilty LO, Ground Floor (Marine)

Device Name: C-CL-GF-X7855-MFD3

For more information on Xerox products and solutions, please visit http://www.xerox.com




An Roinn Talmhaiochta,
Bia agus Mara
Department of Agriculture,
Food and the Marine

25" September 2019.

To ALAB

File Ref: T09/511A

NOTIFICATION OF MINISTER'S DECISION TO REFUSE TO GRANT AN

AQUACULTURE LICENCE AND FORESHORE LICENCE.

Dear Ms O’Hara,

I enclose a copy of the Notice of the Minister’s Decision to refuse to grant an
Aquaculture Licence to: Kevin & Michael Lydon, Cluggam, Maam, Co. Galway
which will be advertised in the “Connacht Tribune” on 27" September 2019,

Yours sincerely,

A, Lo,

Ann Mc Carthy ~

Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division
Department of Agriculture Food and the Marine
National Seafood Centre

Clonakilty, Co Cork

Email:ann.mccarthy @agriculture.gov.ie

Tel No: 0238859537




S$.12 (3) OF THE FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) ACT, 1997(NO.23)
INFORMATION NOTE TO APPLICANT FOR THE PURPOSE OF REGULATION 18
OF THE AQUACULTURE (LICENCE APPLICATION) REGULATIONS 1998

REFERENCE NO: T09/511

APPLICANT; Kevin & Michael Lydon
Cluggam
Maam
Co. Galway.

AQUACULTURE TO WHICH

DECISION RELATES; Cultivation of mussels using long-lines on site
T09/511A on the foreshore in Killary Harbour, Co
Galway.

NATURE OF DECISION: Refusal of Licence.

DATE OF DECISION: 23" September 2019

REASON FOR REFUSAL:

“Determination of Aquaculture/ Foreshore Licensing application =T09/511

Kevin & Michael Lydon have applied for authorisation for the cultivation of mussels
using longlines on the foreshore on a 1 ha site (T09/511) in Killary Harbour, Co
Galway.

The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine has determined that it is not in the
public interest to grant the Aquaculture/Foreshore Licence sought. In making his
determination the Minister considered those matiers which by virtue of the Fisheries
(Amendment) Act 1997, and other relevant legisiation, he was required to have
regard. Such matters include any submissions and observations received in
accordance with the slatutory provisions. The following are the reasons and
considerations for the Minister's determination not o grant the licence(s) sought: At
current stocking levels in Killary Harbour there is significant competition for food
resources which has resulted in a poor production yield of mussels and longer
growing time for some producers. The Licensing of additional production sites would
compound this issue further,”



An Roinn Talmhaiochta,
Bia agus Mara
Department of Agriculture,
Food and the Marine

25" September 2019

Ref: TO9/511A

Kevin & Michael Lydon
Cluggam

Maam

Co. Galway.

FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) ACT, 1997 (NO.23)
NOTICE OF MINISTERIAL DECISION TO REFUSE TO GRANT AN
AQUACULTURE LICENCE AND FORESHORE LICENCE.

Dear Sirs,

| would like to inform you that the Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine has
refused your application for an Aquaculture Licence and Foreshore Licence, for the
cultivation of mussels using long-lines on site no. T09/511A (see attached
information note). | enclose a copy of the public notice of the decision which the
Department has arranged to have published in “Connacht Tribune”.

Any person aggrieved by the decision may, in accordance with Section 41 of the
Fisheries (Amendment) Act 1997, appeal against it in writing to the Aquaculture
Licences Appeals Board. This appeal must be lodged within one month beginning
on the date of the publication of the decision.

In addition, a person may question the validity of the Foreshore Licence
determination by way of an application for judicial review, under Order 84 of the
Rules of the Superior Court (Sl No. 15 of 1986). Practical information on the review
mechanism can be obtained from the Citizens Information Board at:
http://www.citizensinformation.ie/

Yours sincerely

NZ\A Sobe Core Vi
=

Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division




$.12 (3) OF THE FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) ACT, 1997(NO.23)
INFORMATION NOTE TO APPLICANT FOR THE PURPOSE OF REGULATION 18
OF THE AQUACULTURE (LICENCE APPLICATION) REGULATIONS 1998

REFERENCE NO: T09/511

APPLICANT: Kevin & Michael Lydon
Cluggam
Maam
Co. Galway.

AQUACULTURE TO WHICH

DECISION RELATES: Cultivation of mussels using long-lines on site
T09/511A on the foreshore in Killary Harbour, Co
Galway.

NATURE OF DECISION: Refusal of Licence.

DATE OF DECISION: 23" September 2019

REASON FOR REFUSAL:

“Determination of Aquaculture/ Foreshore Licensing application =T09/511

Kevin & Michael Lydon have applied for authorisation for the cultivation of mussels
using longlines on the foreshore on a 1 ha site (T09/511) in Killary Harbour, Co
Galway.

The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine has determined that it is not in the
public interest to grant the Aquaculture/Foreshore Licence sought. In making his
determination the Minister considered those matters which by virtue of the Fisheries
(Amendment) Act 1997, and other relevant legislation, he was required to have
regard. Such matters include any submissions and observations received in
accordance with the statutory provisions. The following are the reasons and
considerations for the Minister's determination not to grant the licence(s) sought: At
current stocking levels in Killary Harbour there is significant competition for food
resources which has resulted in a poor production yield of mussels and longer
growing time for some producers. The Licensing of additional production sites would
compound this issue further.”



o . g &ypms
Agriculture,

Food and the Marine

AQUACULTURE - LICENSIN(
FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) ACT 1!

and

FORESHORE ACT 1933 as amended

Application Form for an Aquaculture and Foreshore Licence for
a single specific site.
If a Licence is required for more than one site a separate
application form must be completed for each site.

Important Note

Section 4 of the Fisheries and Foreshore (Amendment) Act, 1998 (No. 54 of 1998)
prohibits any person making an application for an Aquaculture Licence from
commencing aquaculture operations until duly licensed under the Fisheries
(Amendment) Act, 1997 (No. 23 of 1997), and provides that a breach of that
prohibition will cause the application to fail.

A copy of an Environmental Impact Statement and Natura Impact Statement
should be enclosed, if required, with all new, review and renewal applications. See
Guidance Notes Section 3.

Aquaculture & Foreshore Management Division,
Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine,
National Seafood Centre,

Clonakilty, Co. Cork m
Telephone: (023) 8859500 /" ey

#
Fax: (023) 8821782 (/ d
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CONFIDENTIAL
PART 3: APPLICANT DETAILS

PART 3 A. INDIVIDUAL(S)/SOLE TRADER(S)
(If necessary continue with extra page(s)
1. Name: KEVIN LYDON

Personal Public Service No. |||

Date of Birth: ||l

Telephone No. [ | IGTGEGN

Mobile No. [ N

E-mail Address: |||

2. Name: MICHAEL LYDON

Personal Public Service No. ||| ]I

Date of Birth: |||}

Telephone No.

Mobile No. ||| IGTGEGN

E-mail Address

3. Name:

Personal Public Service No.

Date of Birth:

Telephone No.

Mobile No.

E-mail Address

4. Name:

Personal Public Service No.

Date of Birth:

Telephone No.

Mobile No.

E-mail Address
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Recommendation to refuse to grant an Aquaculture Licence and a Foreshore Licence for 1 site

(T09/511)

Action Required

Ministerial determination on Aquaculture/Foreshore Licensing Application (T09/511)

Executive Summary

The Minister’s determination is requested in relation to an application for an Aquaculture Licence
from Kevin & Michael Lydon, Cluggam, Maam, Co. Galway. The application is for the cultivation of
mussels using longlines on a site (T09/511), totalling 1 ha, on the foreshore in Killary Harbour, Co
Galway. A submission in respect of the application for a Foreshore Licence is also set out for the

Minister’s consideration.

It is recommended that the Minister determines that the application for Aquaculture and Foreshore

Licences not be granted for the reasons set out in the submission below.

Killary Harbour, at present, has major issues with existing sites due to overstocking, lack of growth

and seed availability. Additional licensed areas would not improve this situation.

Note: Tabs may contain additional information which is subject to redaction if transmitted to third

parties.

DECISION SOUGHT

Recommendation to refuse to grant an Aquaculture Licence and a Foreshore Licence for 1 site

(T09/511)

The Minister's determination is requested please in relation to an application for an Aquaculture

Licence from Kevin & Michael Lydon, Cluggam, Maam, Co. Galway, for a site in Killary Harbour, Co

Galway.

Also attached is a submission in respect of the accompanying Foreshore Licence, for the Minister’s

consideration.



BACKGROUND
Marine aquaculture operations require separate Aquaculture and Foreshore Licences and Ministerial
approval is required in respect of this submission (Aquaculture Submission) and submission

underneath (Foreshore Submission), which refer to the same site.

The Aquaculture Licence defines the activity that is permitted on a particular site and the Foreshore
Licence allows for the occupation of that particular area of foreshore. The continuing validity of each

licence is contingent on the other licence remaining in force.

APPLICATION FOR AN AQUACULTURE LICENCE
An application for an Aquaculture Licence has been received from the applicant referred to above (in
conjunction with an application for a Foreshore Licence), for the cultivation of mussels using

longlines on a site (T09/511), totalling 1 ha, in Killary Harbour, Co. Galway (see Tab A).

LEGISLATION

Section 7 of the Fisheries (Amendment) Act 1997 provides that the licensing authority (i.e. Minister,
delegated officer or, on appeal, the Aquaculture Licence Appeals Board) may, if satisfied that it is in
the public interest to do so, license a person to engage in aquaculture.

Article 6 (3) of the Habitats Directive provides that “Any plan or project not directly connected with
or necessary to the management of the site but likely to have a significant effect thereon ... shall be
subject to appropriate assessment of its implications for the site in view of the site’s conservation
objectives ... the competent national authorities shall agree to the plan or project only after having

ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned ...”

CONSULTATION AND PUBLIC COMMENT
The application was sent to the Department’s technical experts, statutory consultees and was also

publicly advertised in a composite public notice covering both aquaculture and foreshore elements.

Technical Consultation (See Tab B)

Marine Engineering Division (MED): The proposed site is located on the south shore of Inner Killary

Harbour, Co. Galway. Killary Harbour is largely sheltered from wind and wave action making it an
ideal area for aquaculture. This aquaculture site has been in existence for 20 years, which indicates

that the hydrodynamic regime is suitable for this type of aquaculture. As the mussel production sites



in Killary Harbour are not located within a Natura 2000 site there will be no direct impacts from this

operation.

However, there is overstocking, lack of growth and seed availability issues within Killary Harbour.
This site, if licensed, will significantly impact on production in the area. MED also stated that this site
is currently not in use and leaving this area fallow will allow for improved water flow for the existing

surrounding sites as per the UISCE report recommendations (See Tab C).

For the reasons outlined above, Marine Engineering Division does not recommend the licensing of

this site.

Sea Fisheries Protection Authority: Stated no objections to this application.

Marine Survey Office: As a technical consultee to the Department, the Marine Survey Office was

asked to provide observations but did not submit a response.

Statutory Consultation (See Tab D)

Regulation 10 of the Aquaculture (Licence Application) Regulations, 1998 requires certain statutory

bodies to be notified of an Aquaculture Licence application.

Comments were received from the following statutory bodies:

Marine Institute: Noted that the site is located in a designated Shellfish Growing Waters Area.

Following considerations implicit to Sections 61 (e and f) of the Fisheries (Amendment) Act 1997, the
Marine Institute is of the view that there will be no significant impacts on the marine environment

and that the quality status of the area will not be adversely impacted.

Site T09/511 is not located within a designated Natura 2000 site, and as set out in the AA Screening
Report for Killary Harbour, the Marine Institute is of the view that significant impacts on any

adjacent Natura 2000 are not likely (See Tab E).

The Marine Institute however is of the view that at current stocking levels in Killary Harbour there is
significant competition for food within the bay, which has resulted in a poor production yield of

mussels, a lower product quality and longer growing time for some producers. The Licensing of



additional production sites would compound this issue further. On this basis, the Marine Institute
recommends that an aquaculture licence for the production of mussels at this site should not be

granted.

Commissioner of Irish Lights: Stated no objection to this licence application from a navigational

viewpoint.

Inland Fisheries Ireland (IFl): IFI previously expressed serious concern about the excessive number of

licences issued in Killary Harbour for the cultivation of mussels and the concern of IFI has been
reflected in the decreased growth rates achieved in the bay since the substantial increase in the

number of licences in the bay.

Consideration must be given to the production capacity of the bay, which by virtue of the fact that
these farms rely on natural production for growth, is very limited. Mussels are filter feeders and fed
exclusively on the planktonic foodstuffs in the bay. This is dictated by the natural production
capacity of the bay. Regardless of the number of mussels alive in the bay only a specific biomass can

be grown annually.

IFI also stated that Killary Harbour has suffered from algal blooms annually that render the shellfish
in the bay toxic if consumed by humans. This is a further reason for the limiting of the producers and

the capping of production of Mussels in the bay.

They concluded that on the basis of existing scientific data the issuing of any further longline

shellfish licences in Killary Harbour would be both scientifically unsound and economically unwise.

Bord lascaigh Mhara: Stated that they have no objections from an aquaculture or inshore fisheries

point of view.

Statutory Consultation requests were also issued to the Department of Housing, Planning and Local
Government, Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht, An Taisce, Udaras na Gaelige, Irish
Water, Galway County Council and Failte Ireland, however no response was received from these

agencies.

Public Consultation



The application was publicly advertised using a composite public notice covering both the
aquaculture and foreshore elements, in the “Connacht Tribune” on 5" April 2019. The application
and supporting documentation were available for inspection at Letterfrack and Clifden Garda

Stations for a period of 4 weeks from the date of publication of the notice in the newspaper.

No objections were received arising from the public consultation process.

Response to Statutory/Public Consultation

In accordance with the applicable legislation copies of the observations/objections received by
AFMD during the statutory and public consultation process were forwarded to the applicant for

comment. Kevin & Michael Lydon made the following comments in response:

“IFI have objected to the granting of all three licences (T09/509, T09/510 & T09/511) and the Marine
Institute to T09/510 and T09/511 on the grounds of overstocking in Killary Harbour. All of these sites
are in the inner bay where there are no growth problems. Whilst they are new licences, these sites
were previously licensed along with all current licences, but still there was no major growth issues in

the inner bay as can be confirmed by the Carrying Capacity Report 2010.

With regards to the Marine Institute concerns over the introduction of invasive non-native species, in
our thirty-five years of mussel farming in Killary Harbour there has always been sufficient spat
collection naturally in the bay for production purposes. Spat quantities do fluctuate from season to
season and in the most unlikely event of a total collapse we would not like to see any seed be

introduced to Killary Harbour due to the possible detrimental damage it could cause.

With regards to IFI concerns over algal blooms, Killary Harbour usually has very low levels of blooms
and in some years, none at all. There is a very robust monitoring programme in place conducted by
the Marine Institute to alert producers if toxic blooms are imminent, This allows the producers to

take appropriate action to safequard human health.

With regards to the Commissioners of Irish Lights, we are happy to comply with their

recommendations.

Finally, we are glad to note that BIM, technical advisors to DAFM, have no objections to the granting

of the licence.”



The applicant’s response to the Statutory Consultees observations was forwarded to the Marine
Institute and the Department’s Marine Engineering Division for comment. The Marine Institute

replied as follows:

“We have considered the responses of the applicants to the comments made by the Statutory
Consultees. We remain of the view that our comments in relation to the stocking density / carrying

capacity of the system as they relate to new applications are valid and we have no additional

comments.

IFl is correct in relation to occurrence of marine biotoxins in mussels in Killary which can occasionally
make them unsafe for human consumption. Notwithstanding this, however, you will be aware that
the Marine Institute has in place a comprehensive, ongoing national marine biotoxin monitoring
programme to detect the presence of these toxins in shellfish in all shellfish production area,
including Killary harbour. Details of this programme are available at

https://www.marine.ie/Home/site-area/areas-activity/seafood-safety/shellfish-biotoxins

When biotoxins are detected in shellfish at concentrations above the regulatory limit set out in EU
Regulation 853/2004, the harvesting and placing on the market of the affected shellfish is prohibited
and is only permitted when the concentration of biotoxins falls below the regulatory limit for at least
2 consecutive weeks. In this way the risk of placing unsafe product on the market is minimised. The
results of all biotoxin testing in shellfish as part of this monitoring programme are published on the

Marine Institute Web site at http://webapps.marine.ie/HABs/

On the basis of the above, it is the Marine Institute view that the occurrence of biotoxins in shellfish
in Killary Harbour, or any other licenced production area, does not of itself make the area unsuitable

for shellfish production or represents sufficient grounds for limiting the production.”

CRITERIA IN MAKING LICENSING DECISIONS

The licensing authority, in considering an application, is required by statute to take account, as
appropriate, of the following points and also be satisfied that it is in the public interest to licence a
person to engage in aquaculture:

a) the suitability of the place or waters

The application area is located on the south shore of middle Killary Harbour, Co. Galway. Aquaculture

activity in the harbour has been in existence for many years which indicates that the hydrodynamic


https://www.marine.ie/Home/site-area/areas-activity/seafood-safety/shellfish-biotoxins
http://webapps.marine.ie/HABs/

regime is suitable for this type of aquaculture. However, Killary Harbour has issues with existing sites

relating to stocking levels, lack of growth and seed availability.

b) other beneficial uses of the waters concerned

Public access to recreational and other activities can be accommodated by this project.
c) the particular statutory status of the waters

(i) Natura 2000

This site is not located within a designated Natura 2000 site and, as set out in the AA Screening

Report for Killary Harbour, significant impacts on any adjacent Natura 2000 are not likely.

(ii) Shellfish Waters

The site is located in Killary Harbour Shellfish Designated Waters. Mussels in Killary Harbour currently

have a “B” classification (under Annex Il of EU Regulation 854/2004).

d) the likely effects on the economy of the area
Aquaculture has the potential to provide a range of benefits to the local community.
e) the likely ecological effects on wild fisheries, natural habitats, flora and fauna

The potential ecological impacts of aquaculture activities on natural habitats, flora and fauna are
addressed at (c) (i) above.

f) the effect on the environment generally

The aquaculture in Killary Harbour has been in place for the last 30 years and has become embedded
in the landscape. The types of structures adhere to the best practices outlined in the Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment of Marine Aquaculture, 2001. No chemicals or hazardous
substances will be used during the production process. The Minister is obliged pursuant to Regulation
5 (2) of Licence Application Regulations to consider on a case by case basis whether the proposed

aquaculture is likely to have a significant effect on the environment.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:
refuses the granting of an the Aquaculture Licence to Kevin & Michael Lydon, Cluggam, Maam, Co.

Galway. The reason for the recommendation to refuse the granting of the application is as follows:



At current stocking levels in Killary Harbour there is significant competition for food resources which
has resulted in a poor production yield of mussels, a lower product quality and longer growing time

for some producers. The Licensing of additional production sites would compound this issue further.

REASONS FOR DECISION

The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine is required to give public notice of both the
licensing determination and the reasons for it. To accommodate this it is proposed to publish the
following determination on the Department’s website in relation to this site, subject to the Minister

approving the above recommendation:

“Determination of Aquaculture/ Foreshore Licensing application —T09/511

Kevin & Michael Lydon have applied for authorisation for the cultivation of mussels using longlines

on the foreshore on a 1 ha site (T09/511) in Killary Harbour, Co Galway.

The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine has determined that it is not in the public interest
to grant the Aquaculture/Foreshore Licence sought. In making his determination the Minister
considered those matters which by virtue of the Fisheries (Amendment) Act 1997, and other relevant
legislation, he was required to have regard. Such matters include any submissions and observations
received in accordance with the statutory provisions. The following are the reasons and
considerations for the Minister’s determination not to grant the licence(s) sought: At current stocking
levels in Killary Harbour there is significant competition for food resources which has resulted in a
poor production yield of mussels and longer growing time for some producers. The Licensing of

additional production sites would compound this issue further.”
Submitted for approval, please.

Deirdre O’Flynn

Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division

Recommendation to refuse to grant a Foreshore Licence application (T09/511)

DECISION SOUGHT



The Minister's determination is requested please in relation to an application for a Foreshore
Licence from Kevin & Michael Lydon, Cluggam, Maam, Co. Galway for a site in Killary Harbour, Co.

Galway, on which it is proposed to conduct aquaculture.

BACKGROUND
Marine aquaculture operations require separate Aquaculture and Foreshore Licences and Ministerial
approval is required in respect of this submission (Foreshore Submission) and submission above

(Aquaculture Submission), which refer to the same site.

The Foreshore Licence allows for the occupation of the particular area of foreshore while the
Aquaculture Licence defines the activity that is permitted in this area. The continuing validity of each

licence is contingent on the other licence remaining in force.

APPLICATION FOR A FORESHORE LICENCE
An application for a Foreshore Licence has been received from the applicant referred to above (in
conjunction with an Aquaculture Licence application), relating to the occupation of the foreshore at

a site (T09/511 — 1 ha) in Killary Harbour (see Tab A).

LEGISLATION
Section 3 of the Foreshore Act, 1933 gives power to the Minister to license the use of foreshore, if

he is of the opinion that it is in the public interest to do so.

CONSULTATION AND PUBLIC COMMENT
The application was sent to the Department’s technical experts, and was also publicly advertised in a

composite public notice covering both aquaculture and foreshore elements.

This application was also sent to the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government
(DHPLG) in accordance with subsection (1B) of Section 3 of the Foreshore Act, 1933, which requires
consultation between the Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine and the Minister for
Housing, Planning and Local Government. Whilst aquaculture legislation requires certain statutory
bodies to be notified of an aquaculture application, no other statutory bodies are prescribed

consultees under Fisheries related foreshore legislation.



Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government: There were no comments received from a

water quality or foreshore perspective.

Technical Consultation

Marine Engineering Division (MED): The proposed site is located on the south shore of Inner Killary

Harbour, Co. Galway. Killary Harbour is largely sheltered from wind and wave action making it an
ideal area for aquaculture. This aquaculture site has been in existence for 20 years, which indicates
that the hydrodynamic regime is suitable for this type of aquaculture. As the mussel production sites
in Killary Harbour are not located within a Natura 2000 site there will be no direct impacts from this

operation.

However, there is overstocking, lack of growth and seed availability issues within Killary Harbour.
This site, if licensed, will significantly impact on production in the area. MED also stated that this site
is currently not in use and leaving this area fallow will allow for improved water flow for the existing

surrounding sites as per the UISCE report recommendations (See Tab C).

For the reasons outlined above, Marine Engineering Division does not recommend the licensing of

this site.

Sea Fisheries Protection Authority: Stated no objections to this application.

Marine Survey Office: As a technical consultee to the Department, the Marine Survey Office was

asked to provide observations but did not submit a response.

Public Consultation

The application was publicly advertised using a composite public notice covering both the
aquaculture and foreshore elements, in the “Connacht Tribune” on 5" April 2019. The application
and supporting documentation were available for inspection at Letterfrack and Clifden Garda

Stations for a period of 4 weeks from the date of publication of the notice in the newspaper.

No objections were received arising from the public consultation process.

CRITERIA IN MAKING LICENSING DECISIONS



The Minister, in considering an application for a Foreshore Licence, may, if satisfied that it is in the
public interest to do so, grant such a licence. Section 82 of the Fisheries (Amendment) Act, 1997
stipulates that the Minister, in considering an application for a licence under the Foreshore Acts,
which is sought in connection with the carrying on of aquaculture pursuant to an Aquaculture
Licence, shall have regard to any decision of the licensing authority in relation to the Aquaculture

Licence.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister, taking account of the decision on the related Aquaculture
Licence application:

refuses to grant the Foreshore Licence sought. The reason for the recommendation to refuse the

granting of the application is as follows:

At current stocking levels in Killary Harbour there is significant competition for food resources which
has resulted in a poor production yield of mussels, a lower product quality and longer growing time

for some producers. The Licensing of additional production sites would compound this issue further.

Submitted for approval, please.
Deirdre O’Flynn

Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division



An Roinn Talmhaiochta,
Bia agus Mara

Department of Agriculture,
Food and the Marine

Application Reference No:
Report Prepared By:

Date:

Applicant

Location

Applicant Type

Sites
Site Area (Ha)

Species

Cultivation Method
Intertidal/Non-Intertidal
Source of seed

Annual Production Estimates
Shellfish Waters Designation
Reference:

Environmental Designation
Reference:

Development Plans
Reference:

Pre-Consultation Meeting

Marine Engineering Division

Report on Aquaculture Licence Application

T09/511

Edwina Forde

19/02/19

Kevin & Michael Lydon, Cluggam, Maam, Co. Galway
Inner Killary Harbour

Aquaculture/Foreshore Licence Application

T09/511

1.0

Blue Mussels (Mytilus Edulis)
Extensive- longlines
Sub-tidal

Seed collection site

15 tonne (Year 5)
Yes X  No []
S| 268 of 2006
Yes [] No [X

Adjacent to The Twelve Bens/Garraun complex
SAC(0020131) and Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Eriff complex
SAC (001932)

Yes X  No []
Galway County Development Plan 2015-2021
Objective AFF8 - Aquaculture

Yes [] No [X

Date:



Drawing Validation Sheet

OSI Maps Yes [X]  No []

Comment: 6” scale maps prepared by GIS Mapping Section.

BA Chart Yes X No []

Comment: BA Charts prepared by GIS Mapping Section.

Farm Layout Drawing Yes [X]  No []
Directional Arrow Yes [X]  No []
Scale Yes X  No []
Title Block Yes X  No []
Date Yes X  No []

Comment: Drawings submitted are suitable.

Drawings of structures Yes X No []

Comment: Drawings submitted are suitable

Details of Proposed

Navigation Marking Yes X No []

Comment: Drawings submitted are suitable

Site Access Indicated Yes [X]  No []

Comment: Site access map submitted is suitable

Site Co-Ordinates

Indicated Yes [X]  No []

Comment: Site co-ordinates indicated in application.

Site Overlap Yes [] No [X

Comment:

Oyster Fishery Order

Overlap Yes [] No [X

Comment:

X The application is submitted with each of the requirements listed

and is therefore deemed to be a valid application.
[] AFMD should be aware that insufficient details have been

submitted as per above.



Site Suitability Assessment

Site Location

The site is located on the south shore of Inner Killary Harbour, Co. Galway. The 1.0 Ha site
is a new application for previously licensed site T09/318B. Killary Harbour is a fjord-like
inlet situated between the county boundaries of Mayo to the north and Galway to the south. It
is approximately 15km long and 0.75km wide with an average depth of 15m. As high
mountainous ground surrounds the water body, freshwater runoff is a significant factor in its
hydrography. Killary Harbour is largely sheltered from wind and wave action making it an
ideal area for aquaculture. Access to this site is by boat only. This aquaculture has been in
existence for 20 years, which indicates that the hydrodynamic regime is suitable for this type
of aquaculture. At present there are major problems in Killary Harbour’s existing sites due to
overstocking, lack of growth and seed availability. This site is situated adjacent to the south
shore and adjoining existing sites, 2 of which are already licensed to this applicant. This is an
opportunity to leave this area fallow and encourage greater flow of water through the system
and improve settlement. The Wild Atlantic Way runs along the R335 on the north shore to
Ashleigh and joins the N59 along the south shore to Letterfrack; this site can be viewed
directly from the route. Appropriate Site Location maps have been submitted with this
application.

Site Management

This application is for aquaculture activity in Killary Harbour, Co. Galway. Access is by boat
from Bundorragha Pier on the north shore of Killary. This site was previously licensed for
mussel seed collection. The applicant proposes to place 3No longlines on this 1.0ha site. 3No
longlines exceeds the usual 2No longlines per Ha throughout Killary Harbour. Mussels will
be harvested on board a mussel boat, where they are graded and sorted into 1tonne bags or
20kg bags for sale to fresh market or processing.

Proposed Site Layout and Structures

The aquaculture sites in Killary Harbour have been configured to facilitate navigation,
farming operations, and visual impact within the overall aquaculture area. This applicant
proposes to cultivate mussels using a maximum of 3No double headed longlines laid out
almost parallel to the shore on a site 1.0 Ha in size. The farm site layout and detail of
structures to be licensed for this application have been prepared and are suitable for
advertising and attachment to any licence issued for the site. All structures including anchors
are to be kept within the site boundary.

Land Based Facilities / Site Access

The operator proposes to access the site using a boat from Bundorragha Pier located on the
north shore of inner Killary Harbour. Details of the access route were included with the
application.

Navigation

The proposed navigational marking scheme should be approved by CIL. Applicant is to
maintain all navigation markers as specified by the license. A SUMS is in operation in
Killary Harbour.

Visual Impact

The Galway County Development Plan 2015-2021 indicates there are scenic routes
surrounding Killary Harbour. The aquaculture in Killary Harbour has been in place for the
last 30 years and has become embedded in the landscape. The types of structures adhere to
the best practices outlined in the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment of
Marine Aquaculture, 2001. The licence conditions will specify the orientation and colour of
the structures on the sites to minimise the visual impact. All structures that are not in use will
be removed from the foreshore.



Impact / Cumulative Impact

There has been licensed aquaculture activity in Killary Harbour for the last 30 years. There is
tourism, fishing and marine leisure in the area. Aquaculture operations should not interfere
with these amenities. At present there are major problems in Killary Harbour’s existing sites
due to overstocking, lack of growth and seed availability, leaving this area fallow will
improve seed settlement in the surrounding sites as per the UISCE report recommendations.
As the mussel production sites in Killary Harbour are not located within a Natura 2000 sites
there will be no direct impacts from the operations. The Twelve Bens/Garraun complex SAC
(0020131) to the south and the Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Eriff complex SAC (001932) to the north
should be consulted for details of the aquaculture activity that may pose a potential
significant negative impact on the SACs.

Marine Engineering Division does not recommend the licencing of this site for the
reasons outlined above.



" Hall, Mary

From: Hurley, Marita

Sent: 26 January 2016 09:20

To: Hall, Mary

Subject: Foreshore Application T9/511 Kevin and Michael Lydon
Attachments: T9-511 Kevin and Michael Lydon.pdf

Good Morning Mary,
Observations from our Ros An Mhil office.
Regards,

Marita

From: Murray, Paul

Sent: 25 January 2016 15:42

To: Hurley, Marita

Cc: Nalty, Christopher; Curran, Siubhan

Subject: FW: Foreshore Application T9/511 Kevin and Michael Lydon
Hi Marita,

Re the attached application my understanding is that this is a new application for a lapsed licence (T09/318B )
formerly granted to a Mr John Duane but never operated by him.

SFPA have no difficulty with the application proceeding in Mr Kevin/Michael Lydon’s names subject to Dept
engineers etc being satisfied that all necessary remedial works are carried out as per their requirements,

Kind regards,

Paul.

From: Hurley, Marita

Sent: 08 January 2016 10:41

To: Murray, Paul

Subject: Foreshore Application T9/511 Kevin and Michael Lydon

Good Moring Paul,
Please find attached foreshore application for Killary Bay, Co. Galway.
Regards,

Marita

Marita Hurley
Fisheries Contral Unit
Tel: 023-8859327
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Rinville,

Oranmore,

Co. Galway

Tel: 091 387200

Date: 10 April 2019
Deirdre O’Flynn

Agquaculture and Foreshore Management Division
Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine

Clogheen,
Clonakilty
Co. Cork.

Advice on Aquaculture Licence Application
Applicant Kevin and Michael Lydon
Application type New
Site Reference No T09/511A
Species Mussels (M. edulis) — longlines
Site Status Not located within a Natura 2000 Site

Located within the Killary designated Shellfish Growing Waters Area.

Dear Deirdre

This is an application for an aquaculture licence to cultivate mussels (M. edulis), using longlines, at Site TO9/511A in
Killary Harbour, Co. Galway. The area of foreshore at Site T0O9/511A is circa 1.0Ha.

No chemicals or hazardous substances will be used during the production process.

The cultivation of shellfish at this site will produce faeces and pseudofaeces. Any impact will be limited to the area of
the site. The build-up of excess organic matter beyond the footprint of the sites is not considered likely.

Considering the location, nature and scale of the proposed aquaculture activity, and in deference to our remit under the
Marine Institute Act, and the considerations implicit to Sections 61(e and f) of the Fisheries (Amendment) Act, 1997 the
Marine Institute is of the view that there will be no significant impacts on the marine environment and that the quality
status of the area will not be adversely impacted

Site TO9/511A is located within the Killary designated Shellfish Growing Water Area.
Under Annex Il of EU Regulation 854/2004 mussels in Killary Harbour have a “B” Classification

Site T09/511A is not located within a designated Natura 2000 site and, as set out in the AA Screening Report for
Killary Harbour", the Marine Institute is of the view that significant impacts on any adjacent Natura 2000 are not likely.

The Marine Institute is of the view that at current stocking levels in Killary Harbour there is significant competition for
food within Killary which has resulted in a poor production yield of mussels, a lower product quality and a longer
growing time for some producers (ALAB Technical Advisor’s report?, Nunes et al 2011, The licencing of additional

1

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/seafood/aquacultureforeshoremanagement/aguaculturelicensing/approp
riateassessments/galway/AAScreeningKillaryHarbour280219.pdf

2

http://www.alab.ie/media/alab/content/technicalreports/JIN1204%20ALAB%20Final%20Draft%20Killary%20Report%
20(includes%20corrections%20in%20Appendix%201).pdf



https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/seafood/aquacultureforeshoremanagement/aquaculturelicensing/appropriateassessments/galway/AAScreeningKillaryHarbour280219.pdf
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/seafood/aquacultureforeshoremanagement/aquaculturelicensing/appropriateassessments/galway/AAScreeningKillaryHarbour280219.pdf
http://www.alab.ie/media/alab/content/technicalreports/JN1204%20ALAB%20Final%20Draft%20Killary%20Report%20(includes%20corrections%20in%20Appendix%20I).pdf
http://www.alab.ie/media/alab/content/technicalreports/JN1204%20ALAB%20Final%20Draft%20Killary%20Report%20(includes%20corrections%20in%20Appendix%20I).pdf

production sites would compound this issue further. On this basis, the Marine Institute recommends that an aquaculture
licence for the production of mussels at this site should not be granted.

In the event that an Aquaculture Licence is granted, and in order to be able to assess and manage the potential risk of
the introduction of invasive non-native species, the MI recommends that the initial source of seed and other sources
which may be used at any point in the future should be approved by the Minister. This approval should be a specific
condition of any licence that may issue. It should be noted that the control of alien species is a separate issue to the
control of diseases in the context of the current Fish Health legislation.

Notwithstanding the recommendation outlined above, and in the event that an Aquaculture Licence is granted, the
movement of stock in and out of the site should follow best practice guidelines as they relate to the risk of introduction
of invasive non-native species (e.g. Invasive Species Ireland). In this regard it is recommended that, prior to the
commencement of operations at the site, the applicant be required to draw up a contingency plan, for the approval of
DAFM, which shall identify, inter alia, methods for the removal from the environment of any invasive non-native
species introduced as a result of operations at this site. If such an event occurs, the contingency plan shall be
implemented immediately.

In the event that invasive non-native species are introduced into a site as a result of aquaculture activity the impacts may
be bay -wide and thus affect other aquaculture operators in the bay. In this regard, therefore, the Marine Institute
considers that the CLAMS process may be a useful and appropriate vehicle for the development and implementation of
alien species management and control plans.

It is statutory requirement that a Fish Health Authorisation as required under Council Directive 2006/88/EC be in
place prior to the commencement of the aquaculture activities proposed.

Kind regards,

Dr. Terry McMahon
Section Manager, Marine Environment and Food Safety Services,
The Marine Institute.

% Nunes J.P. etal. 2011. Towards an ecosystem approach to aquaculture: Assessment of sustainable shellfish
cultivation at different scales of space, time and complexity. Aquaculture 315 (2011) 369-383


http://invasivespeciesireland.com/cops/aquaculture/
http://invasivespeciesireland.com/cops/aquaculture/
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Ms Deirdre O’Flynn

Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine
Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division
National Seafood Centre

Clonakility

Co Cork

P85 TX47

8" May 2019

Re: Applications for Aquaculture Licence Sites, in Killary Harbour, Co Galway.

Dear Ms O'Flynn

| refer to your correspondence dated the 27" March 2019 concerning one renewal and six new
aquaculture licence applications for permission to cultivate mussels using longlines, on areas of
foreshore in Killary Harbour, Co. Galway.

| Site Ref No: | Applicant's Name & Address: | Type [ Species: | Metbat- |

= et A A S— AL | Mussels | Longlines
T09-511 Kevin & Michael Lydon, '

L | Cluggam, Magm, Co Galwgy | New | Mussels __| Longlines |

As requested, please find attached IFI's observations. If you require any further clarification,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely =~
/},.o’ 5 i / | ,C'.,. -a‘_ = i
r?’/ 2~ S N\
/dohn Conpeely
Director
DAFM-Killary-0519

JIE Gallimh, Teach Breac, Qiledn an larla, Gallimh, H91 KéD2
IFl Galway, Teach Breac, Eqrls Island, Galway, H91 KéD2
+353(0)21 563118 - galway@fisheriesireland.ie - www fisheriesireland.ie
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Applications for new Aquaculture Licence Sites, in Killary Harbour, Co Galway;

T09-511

Inland Fisheries Ireland previously expressed serious concern about the excessive number of
licences issued in Killary Harbour for the cultivation of mussels and the concern of Inland
Fisheries Ireland (previously the Western Regional Fisheries Board) has been reflected in the
decreased growth rates achieved in the bay since the substantial increase in the number of
licences in the bay.

Consideration must be given to the production capacity of the bay which by virtue of the fact
that these farms rely on natural production for growth is very limited. Mussels are filter feeders
and fed exclusively on the planktonic foodstuffs in the bay. This is dictated by the natural
production capacity of the bay. Regardless of the number of mussels alive in the bay only a
specific biomass can be grown annually.

Inland Fisheries Ireland is calling on the Department to commission a new study on the bay to
ascertain the correct carrying capacity of the bay in terms of annual production that the bay can
create and to licence the correct number of operators and tonnage accordingly.

It is noted that one of the new applicants previously appealed a decision to the Aquaculture
Licence Appeals Board (ALAB) to renew a shellfish licence application in 2013 unless a
number of conditions were implemented on the granting of said licence. As per the Aquafact
Report which accompanied the appeal, the appellant maintained that over-licensing in Killary
Harbour has resulted in a culture of over-stocking resulting in diminished phytoplankton food
supply for some producers, stating that with the proliferation of licences, some farms have been
surrounded by others and as such, a fair and equitable access to food supply is precluded.

Nunes et al, (2011) research paper estimated that the maximum mussel production of the
Killary Harbour system is 4,200 tonnes per year, but achieving this level would lead to lower
harvest weights and longer growth cycles.

However, Killary Bay has been shown scientifically to be unable to support this level of
production (Rodhouse & Roden 1987). The limit proposed prior to the farming having a
significant deleterious effect on the bay is just 3,000 tonnes per annum. On the basis of the
existing scientific data the issuing of any further long line shelffish licences in Killary Harbour
would be both scientifically unsound and economically unwise. The nett result would be that
more shellfish farmers would be attempting to exploit a finite resource with a limited production
capacity. This could lead to all the Mussel businesses in the bay, both existing and proposed,
being made unviable.

in view of the scientific evidence and all the other reasons proposed as well as the current
licensed production the issuing of any new licences would be improper.

Furthermore Killary Harbour has suffered from algal blooms annually that render the shelffish in
the bay toxic if consumed by humans. This is a further reason for the limiting of the producers
and the capping of production of Mussels in the bay.



[ ]
- _ lascach Intire Eireann
/ / Inland Fisheries Ireland

References:

(Aquafact, AP2/2013, Killary Mussel Licence Renewal Appeal, Site T9/317, Technical
Advisors Report, Produced by AQUAFACT International Services Ltd On behalf of
Aquaculture Licences Appeals Board).

Nunes, J. P, J. G. Ferreira, S. B. Bricker, B. O'Loan, T. Dabrowski, B. Dallaghan, A. J. S.
Hawkins, B. O'Connor, and T. O'Carroll. Towards an ecosystem approach to aquaculture:
Assessment of sustainable shelifish cultivation at different scales of space, time and
complexity. Aquaculture 315, no. 3 (2011): 369-383.

Rodhouse, P.G. & Roden, C.M. 1987. Carbon budget for a coastal inlet in relation to

intensive cultivation of suspension-feeding molluscs. Marine Ecology Progress Series. 36,
225-236.



‘g‘h Commissioners of | Navigation Commissioners of Irish Lights
o L= and Maritime Harbour Road, Dun Laoghaire
"'A' IRISH LIGHTS Services Co.Dublin, Ireland

T +353.1.271.5400
F +353.1.271.5566

E info@irishlights.ie
W www.irishlights.ie

Ms. Deirdre O’ Flynn Your Reference: T09/511
Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division

Dept. of Agriculture Food & the Marine Our Reference: LA:0435.2735
National Seafood Centre

Clonakilty Date: 28/03/2019
Co. Cork

LL: LA 0435.2735
Applicant: Kevin & Michael Lydon
Site: Killary Harbour, Co. Galway

Dear Ms. O’ Flynn,
Thank you for your letter advising us of this application.

Based on the information supplied, there appears to be no objection to the development. It is
important to ensure that no navigable inter-tidal channels are impeded by the site.

If a licence is granted, all structures must be clearly marked as required by Regulations and
Licensing Permit conditions and to the approval of the Nautical Surveyor with the Marine Survey
Office.

We would request that you include the following terms in the licence—

e That the applicant secures Statutory Sanction from the Commissioners of Irish Lights for the aids
to navigation that may be required by the Marine Survey Office. These aids should be in place
before development on the site commences. Statutory sanction forms are available at
http://www.irishlights.ie/safety-navigation/statutory-sanction.aspx

e The size and specification of aids to navigation should be of the design and specification
approved by the Marine Survey Office and must be agreed in advance with the Commissioners
of Irish Lights.

Itis recommended that local fishing and leisure interests be consulted prior to a decision being made.

Furthermore, if a licence is granted, the UK Hydrographic Office at Taunton: sdr@ukho.gov.uk
must be informed of the development's geographical position in order to update nautical charts and
other nautical publications.

Yours sincerely,

G A eeD>—

Neil Askew
for Director of Operations and Navigation

cc Capt. T. O’'Callaghan, Dept. of Transport Tourism & Sport, Marine Survey Office



OFlynn, Deirdre

From: Murphy, Mike [murphym@bim.ie]

Sent: 08 May 2019 11:07

To: OFlynn, Deirdre

Subject: RE: Aquaculture Licence applications in Killary Harbour, Co Galway

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Deirdre,

Re: Licence Applications/Renewal in Killary Harbour, in Co. Galway,_
; T09/511, to grow mussels on longlines.

Following internal consultation within the Seafood Technical Services Business Unit, BIM, which includes
aquaculture and inshore fisheries, BIM are satisfied that the proposed operations do not conflict with any other
aquaculture or inshore fisheries interests in the area.

We have no objection to the renewal/applications.

Regards

Mike Murphy

Michael Murphy

Resource Development Manager North,

Seafood Technical Services Business Unit,
BIM

T +353 7479732601
M +353 87 2476448
E mike.murphy@bim.ie

The information contained in this email and in any attachments is confidential and is designated solely for the
attention and use of the intended recipient(s). This information may be subject to legal and professional privilege. If
you are not an intended recipient of this email, you must not use, disclose, copy, distribute or retain this message or

1



any part of it. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete all copies of
this email from your computer system(s).

An Roinn Talmhaiochta, Bia agus Mara

Ta an t-eolais san riomhphost seo, agus in aon ceanglain leis, faoi phribhléid agus faoi rin agus le h-aghaigh an seolai
amhain. D'fhéadfadh dbhar an seoladh seo bheith faoi phribhléid profisiinta né dlithidil. Mura tusa an seolai a bhi
beartaithe leis an riomhphost seo a fhdil, ta cosc air, né aon chuid de, a Usdid, a chdipeadl, né a scaoileadh. Ma
thdinig sé chugat de bharr dearmad, téigh i dteagmhail leis an seoltdir agus scrios an t-dbhar é do riomhaire le do
thoil.



Kevin and Michael Lydon,
Cluggam,

Maam.,

Co. Galway.

H9! EHK§

Ms Deirdre O°Flynn.

Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division,
Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine,
National Seafood Centre,

Clogheen,

Clonakilty,

Co. Cork.

P85 TX47

30th May 2019

Re: Applications for Aquaculture Licence Sites in Killary Harbour, Co. Galway;
T09/509, T09/510 and T09/511.

Dear Ms O’Flynn.

As requested, here is our response to the comments and observations received as a result of

the statutory consultation stage of the application process for Licences No. T09/509, T09/510
and TO9/511.

IFT have objected to the granting of all three licences and the Marine Institute to T09/510 and
T09/511 on the grounds of over-stocking in Kiliary Harbour. All of these sites are in the
inner bay where there are no growth problems. Whilst they are new licences. these sites were
previously licenced along with all current licences, but still there was no major growth issues
in the inner bay as can be confirmed by the Carrying Capacity Report 2010.

With regards to the Marine Institute concerns over the introduction of invasive non-native
species. in our thirty-five years of mussel farming in Killary Harbour there has always been
sufficient spat collection naturally in the bay for production purposes. Spat quantities do
fluctuate from season to season and in the most unlikely event of a total collapse we would
not like to see any seed be introduced to Killary Harbour due to the possible detrimental
damage it could cause.

With regards to IFI concerns over algal blooms, Killary Harbour usually has very low levels
of blooms and in some years, none at all. There is a very robust monitoring programme in
place conducted by the Marine Institute to alert producers if toxic blooms are imminent. This
allows the producers to take appropriate action to safeguard human health.

With regards to the Commissioners of Irish Lights, we are happy to comply with their
recommendations.



Finally, we are glad to note that BIM, technical advisors to DAF M, have no objections to the
granting of the licences.

Yours sincerely.

2N\, /S/ o(c/m

Kevm Lydon ¥

\\/\AO%\/

Michael Lvdon




Appropriate Assessment Screening for Aquaculture activities in Killary

Harbour, Co. Galway

Brief description of the project or plan

Currently mussels (Mytilus edulis) are cultured at 52 licenced
sites and salmon (Salmo salar) are cultured at 2 licenced
sites in the Killary Harbour area. The culture of salmon takes
place at the 2 most western sites while the culture of
mussels takes place within the harbour area.

Applications have been submitted for aquaculture licences
for the production of mussels at 9 additional sites and for the
production of oysters at 1 additional site (in Little Killary).

The location of all sites, both licenced and applications, are
shown in Figure 1

Brief description of the Natura 2000 | Killary Harbour is not a Natura 2000 site but is bordered by 4

sites

SACs - The Twelve Bens/Garraun Complex SAC (Site Code:
002031), the Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC (Site
Code: 001932) the Maumturk Mountains SAC (Site Code:
002008) and the West Connacht Coast SAC (Site Code
002998). The locations of these sites are also shown in
Figures 1, 2 & 3.

Twelve Bens/Garraun Complex SAC (Site Code: 002031)
This is an extensive site situated in the north-west of
Connemara in Co. Galway and dominated by mountainous
terrain. The site is bounded to the south by the Connemara
Bog Complex, to the east by the Maumturk Mountains and to
the north by Killary Harbour. Included within the site are the
Twelve Bens mountain range, the mountains to the north of
Kylemore (Doughruagh, Garraun and Benchoona), rivers
including the Ballynahinch and Owenglin systems and an
area of coastal heath and machair near Glassilaun. The site
also includes some extensive tracts of lowland blanket bog
which are continuous with the mountains

The Conservation Objectives of this site are®:

e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of
sandy plains (Littorelletalia uniflorae) in The Twelve
Bens/Garraun Complex SAC,

e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with
vegetation of the Littorelletea uniflorae and/or of the
Isoéto-Nanojuncetea in The Twelve Bens/Garraun
Complex SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Alpine and Boreal heaths in The Twelve

1 NPWS (2017) Conservation Objectives: The Twelve Bens/Garraun Complex SAC 002031.
Version 1. National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage, Regional, Rural and

Gaeltacht Affairs.




Bens/Garraun Complex SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Blanket bogs (* if active bog) in The Twelve
Bens/Garraun Complex SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Depressions on peat substrates of the
Rhynchosporion in The Twelve Bens/Garraun
Complex SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Siliceous scree of the montane to snow levels
(Androsacetalia alpinae and Galeopsietalia adani) in
The Twelve Bens/Garraun Complex SAC

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic
vegetation in The Twelve Bens/Garraun Complex
SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation
in The Twelve Bens/Garraun Complex SAC,

e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Old sessile oak woods with llex and Blechnum in the
British Isles in The Twelve Bens/Garraun Complex
SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Freshwater Pearl Mussel in The Twelve
Bens/Garraun Complex SAC,

e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Atlantic Salmon in The Twelve Bens/Garraun
Complex SAC,

e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Otter in The Twelve Bens/Garraun Complex SAC,

e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Slender Naiad in The Twelve Bens/Garraun
Complex SAC,

Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC (Site Code:
001932)

The Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC covers a large
area of the scenic hills of south Co. Mayo. The western limit
of the site is at Dooaghtry, south of Kinnadoohy. The
southern margin is bounded by Killary Harbour and the Erriff
River, including the corrie of Lough Glenawough. The Aille
River forms the eastern limit, and to the north the boundary
includes the main massifs of the Sheeffry Hills and the
Mweelrea Mountains. Several river catchments are
encompassed within the site, including the Bundorragha and
Glenummera Rivers, as well as Fin Lough, Doo Lough and
Glencullin Lough, the upper catchment of the Bunowen River
and parts of the Derrycraff and Owenmore Rivers.




The Conservation Objectives of this site are:?

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Coastal lagoons* in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff
Complex SAC

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Annual vegetation of drift lines in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia
maritimae) in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex
SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Mediterranean salt meadows (Juncetalia maritimi) in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Embryonic shifting dunes in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff
Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of
sandy plains (Littorelletalia niflorae) in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with
vegetation of the Littorelletea uniflorae and/or of the
Isoéto-Nanojuncetea in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff
Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Water courses of plain to montane levels with the
Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion
vegetation in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex
SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
European dry heaths in weelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff
Complex SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Alpine and Boreal heaths in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff
Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Juniperus communis formations on heaths or
calcareous grasslands in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff

2 NPWS (2017) Conservation Objectives: Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC 001932.
Version 1. National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Culture, Heritage and the

Gaeltacht




Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains
and of the montane to alpine levels in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Blanket bogs (* if active bog) in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Transition mires and quaking bogs in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Depressions on peat substrates of the
Rhynchosporion in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff
Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Petrifying springs with tufa formation (Cratoneurion)*
in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Alkaline fens in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex
SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Siliceous scree of the montane to snow levels
(Androsacetalia alpinae and Galeopsietalia ladani) in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic
vegetation in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex
SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation
in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Geyer's Whorl Snail in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff
Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Narrow-mouthed Whorl Snail in
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Freshwater Pearl Mussel in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff
Complex SAC,

To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Atlantic Salmon in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex
SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Otter in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,

To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Petalwort in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC,
To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Slender Naiad in Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex
SAC,




Maumturk Mountains SAC (Site Code: 002008)

The Maumturk Mountains are situated east of the Twelve
Bens and west of the Maumtrasnas, between the Inagh
Valley and the Leenaun/Maam road in Co. Galway. The site
is bounded to the north by Killary Harbour and to the south
by the Galway/ Clifden road. Most of the mountains exceed
600 m in height and about half of the land within the site lies
above an altitude of 250 m. In addition many rivers criss-
cross the site.

The Conservation Objectives of this site are®

e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Oligotrophic waters containing very few minerals of
sandy plains (Littorelletalia uniflorae) in Maumturk
Mountains SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix in
Maumturk Mountains SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Alpine and Boreal heaths in Maumturk Mountains
SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Blanket bogs (* if active bog) in Maumturk Mountains
SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Depressions on peat substrates of the
Rhynchosporion in Maumturk Mountains SAC,

e To restore the favourable conservation condition of
Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation
in Maumturk Mountains SAC,

e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Atlantic Salmon in Maumturk Mountains SAC,

e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of
Slender Naiad in Maumturk Mountains SAC,

West Connacht Coast SAC (Site Code 002998)

This site consists of a substantial area of marine waters lying
off the coasts of Counties Mayo and Galway. Comprising two
parts, in its northern component the site extends from the
coastal waters off Erris Head westwards beyond Eagle
Island and the Mullet Peninsula in Co. Mayo. From there it
extends southwards immediately off the coast as far as the
entrance to Blacksod Bay. In its southern component, the
site stretches from Clare Island and the outer reaches of
Clew Bay at Old Head and continues southwards off the
Mayo coast to the Connemara coast near Clifden and
Ballyconneely, Co Galway. Predominantly coastal in nature,

3 NPWS (2017) Conservation Objectives: Maumturk Mountains SAC 002008. Version 1. National
Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage, Regional, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs.



the site extends westwards into Atlantic continental shelf
waters up to approximately 7-11 km from the mainland,
although in its southern component it remains mostly inshore
of the main islands: Clare Island, Inishturk, Inishbofin and
Inishshark. Its area contains subtidal waters fringing these
and other islands, as well as islets and rocky skerries off the
Co. Mayo and Co. Galway coasts.

The Conservation Objectives of this site are”
e To maintain the favourable conservation condition of

Common Bottlenose Dolphin in West Connacht
Coast SAC,

4 NPWS (2015) Conservation Objectives: West Connacht Coast SAC 002998. Version 1.
National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht.



Assessment criteria

Describe  the individual
elements of the project
(either alone or in

combination with other plans
or projects) likely to give rise
to impacts on the Natura
2000 site.

Mussels are cultured using longlines. A long-line supported by a
series of small floats joined by a cable or chain and anchored at the
bottom on both ends is employed. Mussel spat (seed) is collected
on ropes or strings (droppers) suspended on the line. From each of
the longlines there are a number of dropper lines (up to 5m in
length). The depth of the droppers is dependent upon a number of
factors including water depth, the floatation provided and the
carrying capacity of the system.

Intertidal culture of oysters is carried out in bags on trestles in the
intertidal zone. Depending on the size of the stock the numbers of
oysters in each bag will vary with lower number in bags with larger
oysters. Typically seed is sourced form hatcheries in the UK or
France but when available may also be sourced from within Ireland.

Finfish are contained in floating cages structures arranged in a grid
system which are secured to the seabed via ropes attached to
anchors. The fish are inputted to the cages as smolts, where they
are fed, and following a period of 18- 24 months are harvested.

Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) is listed as a “Feature of Interest” in
the Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC, the Twelve
Bens/Garraun Complex SAC and the Maumturk Mountains SAC
While all 3 designated sites support important populations and
high quality spawning and nursery grounds for Atlantic salmon
(Salmo salar) only salmon from Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex
SAC use Killary harbour as a migratory route. The presence of
aquaculture structures could potentially form a physical barrier to
migration.

Out migrating smolt abundance could potentially be impacted by
sealice from the salmon cages at licenced Sites T09/143 and
T09/143A in the area.

Common Bottlenose Dolphin could be potentially be impacted by
the proposed aquaculture activity at Site T09/478A (mussel
application site), and Site T09/143A (licenced salmon farm site)
which are both located within the West Connacht Coast SAC

Describe any likely direct,
indirect or secondary impacts
of the project (either alone or
in combination with other
plans or projects) on the
Natura 2000 site by virtue of:

size and scale;

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of which
are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC, as well as Site
T09/143, there are no direct or indirect impacts from the culture
operations on the adjacent SACs.




The aquaculture activity occurs principally on the south shore of the
harbour and, considering the nature and scale of the aquaculture
structures used in the area, is not considered to present a significant
barrier to migration of salmon in the area. The aquaculture
structures will not result in an artificial barrier to salmon migration
within the river channels.

Out migrating smolt abundance could potentially be impacted by
sealice from the salmon cages in the area. (Sites T09/143 and
T09/143) A further assessment of this issue is needed and should
be fully considered as part of the determination of any application
for the renewal of these aquaculture licences.

Distance from the Natura
2000 site or key features of
the site:

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of which
are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC (there is no spatial
overlap between any of the aquaculture sites and the Natura 2000
sites.

Resource requirements
(water abstraction etc.):

Cultured bivalves (mussels and oysters) are filter feeders and they
feed upon suspended particulate matter. They selectively ingest
phytoplankton and other organic material (e.g. small zooplankton
and bacteria) and dispose of inorganic and larger organic matter in
pseudofeces, which is excreted into the water column. Typically the
fecal and pseudofecal pellets will fall to the sea floor and may cause
localised organic enrichment and/or sedimentation. The level of
enrichment is a function of, inter alia, water depth current speed,
density of culture, the quantity of suspended particulate matter in
the water column, or a combination of these. The build-up of excess
organic matter beyond the footprint of the sites is not considered
likely. The bivalve shellfish production activities do not use any
resources required by the qualifying features within the adjacent
Natura 2000 sites.

Similarly the culture of salmon, which involves the use of pre-
prepared feed, does not use any resources required by the
qualifying features within the adjacent Natura 2000 sites. As is the
case with bivalves salmon will produce fecal pellets which will fall to
the sea floor and may cause localised organic enrichment and/or
sedimentation. The level of enrichment is a function of, inter alia,
water depth current speed, density of culture, the quantity of
suspended particulate matter in the water column, or a combination
of these. The build-up of excess organic matter beyond the footprint
of the sites is not considered likely.

Emissions (disposal to land,
water or air):

No toxic or hazardous chemicals are used during the culture of
shellfish. Water quality will not be impacted.

The aquaculture sites in the Killary harbour area are accessed mainly
by boats, with other vehicles used as required. As a consequence,
noise and pollution e.g. as a result of a fuel spill may present a risk to
features of adjoining Natura sites with a specific marine element. The




risks are, however, not considered significant at current levels of
aquaculture activity. It is considered that impacts would be localised
and minor.

Excavation requirements:

There are no excavation or similar activities associated with the
aquaculture activity

Transportation requirements:

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of which
are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC, access routes to
the aquaculture sites do not spatially overlap with any of the
adjacent Natura 2000 sites. The produced aquaculture products are
transported offsite by lorry using the existing national road network
with no impact on the adjoining Natura 2000 sites.

Duration of construction,
operation, decommissioning:

None

Other:

Describe any likely changes
to the site arising as a result
of:

Reduction of habitat area:

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of which
are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC, there is no
reduction in habitat area within any of the Natura 2000 sites
considered. arising from the currently licenced or proposed
aquaculture production activities

Disturbance to key species:

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of which
are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC as well as Site
T09/143, and given the separation distance of the aquaculture sites
from the adjacent Natura 2000 sites and the absence of any clear
“source —pathway — receptor” there will be no disturbance to key
species within any Natura 2000 sites arising from the currently
licenced or proposed shellfish aquaculture production activities

Habitat or species
fragmentation:

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of which
are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC there is no habitat
or species fragmentation within the Natura 2000 sites arising from
the currently licenced or proposed aquaculture production activities

Reduction in species density:

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of which
are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC, there is no
reduction in species density within the Natura 2000 sites arising
from the currently licenced or proposed aquaculture production
activities.

Changes in key indicators of
conservation value (water

quality):

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of which
are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC, there are no
changes in key indicators of conservation value within the Natura
2000 sites arising from the currently licenced or proposed
aquaculture production activities.

Climate change:

Given the nature and scale of the aquaculture production activities
the contribution to climate change is considered insignificant.




Describe any likely impacts on the
Natura 2000 site as a whole in term of;

Interference with the key relationships
that define the structure of the site:

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of
which are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC
the currently licenced or proposed aquaculture production
activities in Killary Harbour will not interfere with the key
relationships that define the structure of the adjacent
Natura 2000 sites.

Interference with the key relationships
that define the function of the site

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of
which are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC
the currently licenced or proposed aquaculture production
activities in Killary Harbour will not interfere with the key
relationships that define the function of the adjacent Natura
2000 sites.

Provide indicators of significance as a
result of the identification of effects set
out above in terms of:

Loss

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of
which are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC,
none identified

Fragmentation:

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of
which are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC,
none identified

Disruption:

With the exception of Site T09/143 and T09/143A, both of
which are currently licenced for salmon culture and which
could potentially impact on outgoing salmon smolt
migration, none identified

Disturbance:

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of
which are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC,
none identified

Change to key elements of the site
(e.g. water quality etc..):

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of
which are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC,
none identified

Describe from the above those
elements of the project or plan, or
combination of elements, where the
above impacts are likely to be
significant or where the scale or
maghnitude of impacts is not known.

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both of
which are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC as
well as Site T09/143, none identified
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Finding of no significance effect report:

Name of project or plan:

Aquaculture activities in the Killary Harbour area.

Name and location of Natura 2000 site
It would be helpful for a map or plan to
be provided:

The Twelve Bens/Garraun Complex SAC (Site Code:
002031), the Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC (Site
Code: 001932) the Maumturk Mountains SAC (Site Code:
002008) and the West Connacht Coast SAC (Site Code
002998).

Description of the project or plan

Shellfish (mussels and oysters) and finfish (Atlantic
salmon) culture activity in Killary Harbour.

Is the project or plan directly connected | No.
with or necessary to the management of

the site (provide details)?

Are there other projects or plans that No.

together with the project or plan being
assessed could affect the site (provide
details)?

Describe how the project or plan (alone
or in combination) is likely to affect the
Natura 2000 site.

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both
of which are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC
as well as Site T09/143 cultivation of shellfish and finfish
in Killary Harbour is not likely to affect the features of
adjoining Natura 2000 sites.

Explain why these effects are not
considered significant.

With the exception of site T09/478A and T09/143A, both
of which are located within the West Connacht Coast SAC
there is no spatial overlap of the aquaculture activities with
Natura sites. In addition, there would be no interference
with key relationships that define the function of the sites.
The shellfish culture activities will not result in habitat loss,
there will not be significant disturbance to key species and
there will be no habitat or species fragmentation. There
will be no direct discharge of pollutants into the
environment and water quality will not be affected.
Consequently, it is concluded that the culture of shellfish,
as it is currently constituted and proposed, in Killary
Harbour does not pose significant risk to the conservation
features of the adjacent Natura 2000 sites and as such
does not require a full appropriate assessment.

On the basis of the above it is considered that there will be
no significant effects on the qualifying feature / interests’
of the adjacent Natura 2000 sites.

Given that the currently licenced aquaculture activity at
Site T09/143A and the proposed licenced aquaculture
activity at Site T09/478A are located within the West
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Connacht Coast SAC these activities cannot be “Screened
Out” and a further assessment is required.

Similarly potential impacts on out migrating smolts from
Mweelrea/Sheeffry/Erriff Complex SAC arising from
aguaculture activity at the salmon cages at licenced Sites
T09/143 and T09/143A in the area cannot by “Screened
Out” and a further assessment is required.

Who carried out the assessment? Marine Institute, February 2019
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Background to Report.

Prior to the current round of aquaculture licence renewals in Killary Harbour for
mussels, the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (DAFF) requested that
Bord lascaigh Mhara (BIM) analyse the situation in the harbour in respect of various
aquaculture and water quality scenarios and questions using the UISCE system.
Following on from this BIM was asked to advise the DAFF by making
recommendations on how the various issues relating to aquaculture production in the
harbour could be resolved and more specifically what issues could be improved by the
licensing process.

As part of the process, BIM has looked at the current shellfish stocks and stocking
densities within the bay and compared this to the stocks in 2007 along with the
position of longlines, number of barrels (litres of floatation) and length and number of
droppers. Production methods and mussel growth rates have also been analysed.

Introduction to UISCE.

The main goal of the UISCE (Understanding Irish Shellfish Culture Environments)
project was to develop a desktop computer system to allow end users run aquaculture
and water quality scenarios in order to get a scientific estimate of the production
potential for a shellfish producing farm or bay.

UISCE is more than just a carrying capacity project. It is unique in trying to
incorporate various models into one computer application. It must be remembered
that at present it is only phase one of a multiphase larger programme that hasn’t yet
been realized. The project was highly developmental and explorative as it looked at
three types of growing methods — rope culture and bottom culture of mussels as well
as trestle culture of oysters - in three types of bay systems — Fjord, (Killary Harbour),
shallow estuary (Wexford Harbour) and open bay (Dungarvan Harbour). Overall the
project was successful. However it did highlight limitations and problems with the
current state of certain models and other components which had originally been
planned to be enhanced in later phases.

The UISCE system provides a decision support capability to the shellfish farming
industries and the regulator and by using this system, for example, one can explore the
production potential for a new aquaculture licence application within a bay. It should
be noted that predictive output from UISCE scenario runs is only one step in the
decision making process. Other factors such as legislative and business environment
concerns are ignored by the system. Other points to note are that shellfish growing
bays are natural systems and productivity varies year on year. Also, husbandry
techniques such as seed thinning have a big impact on the productivity potential of
farms and bays. Implementation of this aspect is down to farmers themselves and a
coordinated approach to the management of aquaculture within the bay is equally
important. This system can help growers and the regulator move away from trial and
error aquaculture towards a more scientifically informed decision making process.

The UISCE system is made up of an application layer designed to address
industry/regulatory questions, a second model layer which incorporates scientifically
developed models that calculate the effect of changes in stocking density and water
quality parameters on aquaculture and finally, the data layer which is used to validate
models.



The applications graphical user interface (GUI) was developed within a GIS
(Geographical Information System) environment which means that users can visualize
aquaculture scenarios on screen using familiar map backgrounds with thematic
screens and tables being overlaid. The scenarios that are catered for by the application
relate to the following broad areas:-

A. Optimal usage of shellfish stock at farm and bay scales. Seed stocking
density scenarios are central to this.

B. Optimization of husbandry techniques and best deployment of aquaculture
structures at farm scale. For example, potential productivity impact of an
increase or decrease in the number of aquaculture structures within a bay.

C. Water quality considerations at bay and farm scale: For example, the
identification of sources and causes of poor water quality as well as the impact
of changes in water quality on shellfish growth.

Models.

As mentioned above, the system uses different models in order to simulate the
shellfish aquaculture growing environment. Everything from water flow to bay scale
ecology has to be modeled in order to simulate shellfish aquaculture. Models were
supplied by scientific project partners and these models were integrated into the
UISCE GIS environment. Table 1 is a summary of the models used by the system.
Where applicable these models have been calibrated for use in Killary Harbour. In
general, more than one model is required in order to answer a particular question. The
integration of models within a GIS frame-work and the construction of a mechanism
whereby models could communicate or ‘talk’ to each other was one of the project
cornerstones. To put it simply, the output from one model may form the input to
another. For example, the water quality models provide the boundary conditions to
drive the aquaculture models.

Table 1. Model summary table.

Model Category Model name Scale

Physical flow & Water Quality | POM (3D); DIVAST (2D); | Bay and site scale predictions
Physical flow FLOW-3D; Structure scale simulation
Biological & Shellfish growth Individual shellfish growth
models MUSMOD; ShellSIM modelling

Aquaculture site model FARM Model; MUSMOD | Site scale models

Ecological modelling ECOWIN 2000 (E2K) Bay scale ecological model

Two demonstration models of UISCE are available for viewing at the following web
addresses www.marcon.ie/website/html/UISCE_walkthrough.php and
www.marcon.ie/website/html/ShellSIM_walkthrough.php

Individual shellfish grovir.:t.ll’.
ShellSIM is our individual growth model. It simulates putting an individual mussel
into the sea at a particular place, and modelling its growth. The water quality



parameters that drive shellfish growth vary from one part of the bay to the next.
Therefore, the shellfish growth for our hypothetical mussel will also vary. ShellSIM
was developed by PML in the UK and this model gives us a theoretical indication of
shellfish growth potential within the bay. It should be noted that ShellSIM ignores
farm scale considerations such as the proximity of adjacent farms and does not take
into account competition from other mussels.

Farm scale.

The aptly named FARM model was supplied by the IMAR Institute in Portugal. This
model simulates the real world of shellfish aquaculture i.e. where shellfish
competition for resources due to stocking density is an issue. Population dynamics,
density related competition, mortality and site specific water quality are the main
driver variables for this model. The FARM model allows for the rapid assessment of
an individual farm within a bay. Estimates for multiple farms and ‘aquaculture
overcrowding’ are not catered for by this model. However, using our knowledge of
flow and food reduction as water percolates through several mussel farms does allow
us to fine tune farm scale simulations as one can edit the model inputs based on actual
data and expertise developed on the project. These take time to set up due to the
complexity of the task involved. Certain limitations of this model have been
encountered and modifications are required subject to further funding being available.
This is similar to the life cycle of any software application where we envisage various
version releases of the UISCE software, i.e. release 1.0, 2.0 etc. where the accuracy of
model output increases as expertise and hard data accumulate.

We did try to use another ‘farm scale’ model called MUSMOD. However, the model
version supplied is problematic and needs further revision and improvement.

Bay scale.

Bay scale changes in aquaculture can be simulated using the ECOWIN 2000 model
(supplied by the IMAR Institute). For example, changes in the overall shellfish
stocking levels for a bay can be explored using this model. This model works well
when compared to hard data and production figures.

Flow through structures.

The most likely scenarios for the flow of water through both longlines and trestles
were developed using FLOW-3D by Blue Hill Hydraulics Ltd. This model shows
water current changes and depletion of phytoplankton as they pass through the
structures.



UISCE - The sampling program, applications of models and shellfish

growth experiments relating to Killary Harbour.
In order to develop working models for Killary we had to set up a sampling program
to get ‘real’ data for model calibration purposes. There were two aspects to this
program:- 1. Water quality sampling.

2. Shellfish growth experiments.

All shellfish growth drivers were recorded using a variety of equipment deployed
within the bay. Water flow, temperature, salinity, and other biogeochemical
parameters as well as shellfish growth measurements were recorded. If you know how
fast a mussel grows in a particular part of the bay, then you can use this data to check
the accuracy of your predictive models.

Growth experiments.

Shellfish growth experiments were conducted whereby mussel lines were observed
over a number of years. Growth rates on the lines for ‘near channel’ and ‘near shore’
were recorded for different parts of the bay. These test sites allowed us to determine
what is really happening in Killary and these datasets constitute the project ‘hard
data’.

Standing stock assessment.

Before embarking on the project it was recognised that an accurate picture as to the
quantity of shellfish within Killary was required. These estimates give us our standing
stock figures. To this end, shellfish ‘standing stocks’ were assessed twice, in 2007 and
2009/10. The location and stocking level for each mussel line was recorded and this
information can be used in updating and running the UISCE system.

Model applications.

Another use of the UISCE system is to explore the main water quality drivers of
mussel growth which are water ‘flow’ rates and ‘food’ (chlorophyll relating to
algae/phytoplankton) distribution patterns.

Figure | represents the output from the UISCE hydrodynamic model showing a tidal
simulation for the whole bay. In this particular figure the magnification is low and the
tidal arrows are hard to distinguish, the darker areas represent stronger flows. One can
see that the tidal flow is strongest where the bay is narrow. It should be noted that this
component model does not take into account the structures in the bay and how they
affect the flow (this is dealt with later).



Figure 1. UISCE hydrodynamic model showing a tidal flow simulation for the
whole bay.
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The following map, Figure 2, represents the output from the model run for an ebb
tidal flow within middle Killary. One can see areas to the south which have reduced
flow when compared to the main channel.

Figure 2. Ebb tidal flow for Middle Killary.
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Figure 3 represents output for a flooding tide within middle Killary. Similarly to the
ebb flow, one can see areas to the south of the bay which have reduced flow when
compared to the main channel.

Figure 3. Flood tidal flow for Middle Killary.
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Flgure 4. Modelled chlorophyll dlstrlbutlon in Killary Harbour.
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The chlorophyll map, Figure 4, shows simulated spatial variation of chlorophyll
throughout the harbour. Chlorophyll is found in algae/phytoplankton which is a food
source for mussels, so by measuring a type of chlorophyll (chlorophyll a) we can get a
good indication as to how much food is available. This information, combined with
an understanding of bay hydrodynamics can help us predict where the best potential
growth can be found.

Figure 5 depicts the cumulative result of ShellSIM simulations whereby mussel
growth is predicted for all parts of the bay. This assumes there are no farms in the bay.
It is interesting to note that the first mussel farms established in the bay were in good
growth areas as depicted in Figure 5. However due to increased farming activity these
areas (especially the Middle Killary) are now showing poor growth performance.

Figure 5. ShellSIM prediction for areas of growth potential in an ‘empty’
K]llary Harbour.

During the course of the field work for the project the sampling profiles indicated a
significant reduction in chlorophyll concentration in the mussel farming zone on the
southern side of the bay when compared with the channel or elsewhere.

Table 2. Chlorophyll levels as sampled within the mussel farms in Killary on two
sampling days.

Sample date | Chlorophyll analysis Micrograms / L
25/07/2007 Middle -Channel 0.78
25/07/2007 Middle - Shore 0.72
09/08/2007 Middle -Channel 1.13
09/08/2007 Middle - Shore 0.93
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By looking at the sampling data for chlorophyll one can see that the general trend is
for chlorophyll to reduce as one moves from the channel towards the shore through
the farms.

Carter Newel (PMF) analysed this data and his findings are summarized as follows:-
Sampling profiles indicate a reduction in chlorophyll a concentration of about 50% in
the mussel farming zone on the southern side of the bay when compared with the
channel or elsewhere. Further reductions of 8-20% of chlorophyll a were noted inside
double long lines and between them.

The Flow-3D model has been set up to simulate a series of conditions in relation to
flow through the longline structures in Killary Harbour for specific sites with a
defined number and length of longline. The model permits an incremental increase or
decrease in relative density (i.e. how many mussels on a line which relates to the
thickness of the mussel drop ropes) and a change in orientation to the tidal flow for
the longlines.

Figure 6 below shows the standard longline input screen with Figures 7 and 8
showing the velocity contours for the tidal flow at 0° and 45° to the orientation of the
longlines. From the various analysis completed it is found that the current orientation
of the longlines is fairly optimal and there would be no improvement in growth etc. by
changing their orientation. What is apparent though is that if the length of longline
head rope is increased this would impact on the growth rates in the middle of the
lines. Figure 9 show significant reduction in food concentration after about 30m along
the line but it should be realised that this will be reversed when the tide changes
direction as the other end of the line will now receive the bulk of the food. So it is the
middle area that has the potential to be impacted.

Figure 6. The main input screen displayed in respect of the structure flow model
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Figure 8. Flow Velocity Contours with lines at 45° to water ﬂow.
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Flgure 9. Food Concentratlon with lines oriented at 0° to flow.
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One of the most important results from this model is the ability to predict the buffer
zone 1.e. how far after the water has flowed through a mussel line will it be before the
food levels return to near what they were on entering the line. In general in Killary
after 50m there is a 90% recovery and after 100 to 150m there is nearly a 95%
recovery (see Figure 10). The implication of this for the management of the bay is that
the spacings proposed between blocks of longlines once the anchors etc. are back
within the licensed sites will be beneficial as it will open up channels that will help
the flow of water and hence food recovery between the lines.
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On development UISCE used the positions of lines and standing stocks as of 2007 in
developing the “plots or sites” for the farm model. It was important that the lines
were contained within the boundaries of the sites, so in many cases these sites do not
match up exactly with licence boundaries. So Site 6 referenced above refers to a
specific block of lines and not a specific licence.

Table 3 shows that if you reduce the physical relative stocking density on the line (i.e.
reduce number of droppers) then the recovery of the food source happens in a shorter
distance which would again be beneficial to neighbouring sites to help improve
growth rates etc.

Table 3. Summary outputs for varying relative densities on longlines (Site 6) with
lines at 0° angle to tidal flow.

Relative Mean Flow Mean Food 90% food 95% food
Density % (cm/s) (ug/) recovery (m) | recovery (m)
0 3.95 2.44 50 100

+25 3.73 251 125 200

+50 3.53 2.19 150 200

-25 4.16 2.57 20 100

-50 4.42 2.71 20 20

The bay scale carrying capacity model ECOWIN works by dividing the bay into
sections (see Figure 11). In Killary the bay is divided into 6 sections along the bay and
at two depths giving 12 boxes in all.

LR

Using the UISCE application we can vary the amount of mussels, mortality etc. in
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these boxes (as seen in Figure 12 and 13) and run various scenarios with ECOWIN.

Figure 12. Input screen for ECOWIN relating to densities of mussels.
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Mortality refers to mussels dying from such things as drop off and predation etc.
Figure 14 illustrates an output screen for one such run.

Figure 14. Output screen for ECOWIN showing production output after 5 years
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Using 2007 stock data ECOWIN predicted an annual harvest of 1,820 tonnes based on
a standing stock of 3,925 tonnes. More results from the ECOWIN model are
discussed later.

Monitoring of mussel growth.

During the course of the UISCE project various sites in Killary Harbour were
monitored for mussel growth. Six main sample points were selected corresponding to
mussel lines in Outer, Middle and Inner Killary with a sample point on the outer edge
of a farm near the channel (northern edge of farm) and a sample point on the southern
edge of a farm near the shore. Both seed and half grown mussels were monitored at
depths of Im and 5 m.

Figures 15 and 16 show the growth of mussel seed and half grown mussels
respectively over a 12 month period at the six sites in Killary Harbour. You will note
that in many of the sample points there is a decrease in measured size of mussels over
the Winter period. This is primarily because of a process known as ‘drop off’. In
previous studies carried out by BIM a net was placed under mussel ropes on the long
lines and it was found that the larger mussels tended to grow and move to the outside
of the rope. During storm events these mussels were shaken off and fell to the bottom.
This results in an apparent decrease in the mussel size and weight per metre when a
sample was measured from the mussel rope. This process is more pronounced in
exposed areas and is exacerbated when there is an excess of floatation and a wide
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variation in mussel size on the rope. From the graphs it is seen that the inner harbour
has the best growth rate. This is more likely due to the site being more sheltered than
anything else.

Figure 15. Length of seed mussel at a depth of Sm at sites in Killary Harbour
over a year.
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Figure 16. Length of half grown mussels at a depth of Sm at sites in Killary
Harbour over a year.
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Rather than supporting the local perception that the outer sites are better sites, the
above graphs indicate that the growth in all sites is rather poor. Figures 17 and 18 give
a better indication of what is happening,

The basic structure that the mussels cling onto is the drop rope (this can be pergolari,
collector mesh or rope). These ropes when relatively full hold approximately 5Kg. of
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mussels per metre. This is due to physical limitations as much as biological conditions
and relates to the diameter of mussels on the rope and how they can attach firmly back
to the rope or support material. What is seen from the graphs is that the biomass
reaches around 4 Kg/m in the Outer harbour and 3 Kg/m in the Middle harbour and
then levels off. This is related to the biomass that can be supported, given the current
husbandry practices, at these particular sites. So, as we have seen previously, if the
mussels are growing yet the overall biomass is the same (apart from storm associated
drop off) then what is happening is that mussels are reducing in number per metre.
This means there is competition for space and food between the mussels on the drop
rope and that certain mussels are growing and dropping off while others are being
smothered and die leaving the rest to grow.

Figure 17. Mussel biomass per metre of drop rope (dropper) in the Outer
Killary from 2007/2008.
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Figure 18. Mussel biomass per metre of drop rope (dropper) in the Middle
Killary from 2007/2008.
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Generally seed mussels in Killary are obtained by putting out collection ropes onto
which the naturally occurring mussel larvae in the water will settle. This settlement
can vary from year to year and some years there can be several settlements of
mussels. This affects the density of the mussels on the drop ropes. From
measurements during the course of the UISCE project and last Winter, settlement
number can easily range form 2,500 to 5,000 mussels per meter. In Killary the
predominant culture practice is to leave the mussels on the collectors until they reach
marketable size, usually around 10-12g and 45 to 60mm (though some limited
thinning, stripping and repacking does take place). The culture ropes can only hold a
certain amount or biomass of mussels, in Killary this is around 5Kg per metre. When
the mussels are ready to harvest you would normally have around 450-550 10g
mussels per metre. This means if there was 2,500 mussel per metre to start with and
you end up with 500 then you have had a mortality of 80%. If you had a better
settlement then the final mortality will be even higher. Therefore it is apparent that
the biggest factors affecting growth rates and production etc. in Killary Harbour is the
density and mortality of mussels per metre.

Using the latest longline equipment and stock survey from the Winter of 2009/2010
various analyses have been completed. The bay has been divided into three main
sections relating to the current farming areas of Outer, Middle and Inner Killary. The
question of the number of drop ropes has arisen in discussions with various growers
and a suggestion was put forward by the Killary CLAMS group on what would be the
impact of reducing the number of 8m droppers to 800 per Hectare along with limiting
the floatation on the licences to 18,000 Litres per Hectare, Table 4 breaks down the
estimated number of drop ropes (droppers) normally present on the longlines in the
various areas along with giving the corresponding number if it was limited to 800/Ha.
It can be seen that at present the farms in the Middle Killary are already operating on
even less droppers per Hectare where the Outer and Inner Killary sites would have to
reduce the droppers by 15% and 34% respectively.

Table 4. Comparison of the number of drop ropes (droppers) in Outer, Middle
and Inner Killary along with the percentage changes if they reduced to 800/Ha.

Normal No. No. Droppers | Over/Under(-) | % Over/Under(-)
droppers @800/Ha
Outer 51,013 43,372 7,641 15%
Middle 30,851 38,304 -7,453 -24%
Inner 31,083 20,496 10,587 34%
Totals 112,947 102,172 10,775 9.5%

Table 5 deals with the current level of floatation in the areas and again it is clear that
Middle Killary is already operating under the limit of 18,000 L/Ha. Nearly all other
growing areas in the country operate at this limit or below. At present Killary Harbour
has way over the requirement of floatation to support its existing stocks of mussels.

In Table 6 the total tonnage that the areas could hold (actual surveyed tonnage plus
calculated tonnage that would be present if the empty lines on site were full at present
stocking levels on the farms) is compared with the tonnage that the current floatation
could safely support (2.16 Kg/L). This clearly illustrates that at present Killary
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Table 5. Comparison of current floatation to a limit of 18,000 L/Ha in the various
areas of Killary.

Current At 18,000 | L Over/Under(-) | % L Over/Under(-)
Floatation (L) L/H
Outer 1,258,080 975,870 282,210 22.4%
Middle 675,170 861,840 -186,670 -27.6%
Inner 684,470 461,160 223,310 32.6%
Totals 2,617,720 2,298,870 318,850 12.2%

Harbour currently has nearly twice as much floatation as required to hold its current
stocks. Table 6 also compares the potential tonnage that could be produced if the
floatation was limited to 18,000 L/Ha or if limited to 800 droppers/Ha. This excess
floatation is one of the reasons that mussels are shaken off the longlines during rough
weather conditions and also facilitates the potential for overstocking.

Table 6. Comparison of current tonnage and calculated tonnages using limits of
18,000 L/Ha and 800 droppers/Ha.

Survey | Assumed Total Potential Tonnage | Tonnage at
Tonnage | tonnage | tonnage | tonnage at at 800
off empty current 18,000L/ | droppers/
lines floatation Ha Ha
Outer 871 430 1301 2017 2,108 15135
Middle 602 318 920 1,458 1,862 1,532
Inner 399 248 647 1,478 996 820
Totals 1,872 996 2,868 5,653 4,966 4,087

It is clear that including licence conditions that have a maximum floatation of 18,000
L/Ha and 800 X 8m droppers will not adversely effect the current overall production
in Killary Harbour. Indeed 18,000 L/Ha can be considered an overestimate of
floatation given that to hold the existing potential total stock of 2,869 tonnes you
would conservatively only need 1,328,356 L of floatation which equates to 10,360
L/Ha.

As has been noted the farmers in Middle Killary have changed their farming practices
since 2007 by reducing floatation and numbers of drop ropes per Hectare.
Unfortunately as there has not been a corresponding change in the Outer and Inner
Harbour there has not been any significant change in production and growth rates in
the Middle Harbour.

From the recent surveys carried out the total number of longlines in the bay is 246
along with two rafts. Table 7 details the number of longlines completely outside
licence areas, those longlines with their headropes partially outside the areas and those
with only the anchors outside. Therefore to comply fully with the licence condition of
all longlines including anchors to be within the relevant licensed site then 146 out of
246 lines will have to be moved. If this is done channels will be opened between
blocks of longlines which will permit better water flow and as mentioned previously
this will result in better recovery of food and should lead to improved growth rates.
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Table 7. Number of longlines that are either completely or partially outside the
current relevant licence areas.

No. Lines outside No. Lines partially No. Lines with
licensed sites outside moorings outside
Outer 15 21 15
Middle 6 7= 20
Inner 28 27 7
Totals 49 55% 42

* Includes 6 lines that straddle licence boundaries which are part of the same
company’s licences.

By inputting the stock situation as in the Winter of 2009/2010 into ECOWIN it
predicts a harvest output of 2,000 tonnes. Note this takes into account the changes
that have been made since 2007 primarily in respect of Middle Killary. If we reduce
the number of droppers to 800/Ha. then this figure comes out at 1,950 t. In Table 8
the results from various runs of the ECOWIN model are summarised where we
compare the current situation in Killary and at the reduced number of droppers along
with the practice of thinning the longlines as practiced in other bays.

Table 8. Predicted harvest tonnage output from ECOWIN relating to thinning
and not thinning at current and reduced dropper density.

Annual Output from Existing Output from
Mortality No. Droppers Droppers @ 800/Ha
55% No thinning 2,000 t 1,950 t
40% Thinned at 1.5g 2,250t 2,200 t
25% 2" thinning at 3'g 2,350 t 2,300 t

ECOWIN predicts that the tonnage would increase significantly if the practice of
thinning and repacking mussels was introduced. What is not initially apparent is that
these tonnages would be produced in a quicker time as the mussels would grow faster,
within a 2 year period, rather than the current production time of over 2 to 3 years.
Shortening the production cycle back to under 2 years is as important as increasing
production in the bay as there is less chance of stock loss or fouling along with

requiring less growing equipment to produce the same tonnage.

Table 9. Current average stock and harvest of mussels per Hectare in Killary

Harbour.
Av. Tot. stock/Ha | Av. Harvest/Ha
Outer 24 13.7
Middle 19.2 11.8
Inner 24.8 9.2
- | Average 22.4 12.1

For farms in other bays the harvest production per Hectare ranges from 10.6t for areas
that do not thin to 16 to 24t for areas that practice thinning.
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Discussion.

Once the growth to market size of rope mussels exceeds 2 years this indicates that
there are problems with the carrying capacity and the production area is most likely
overstocked.

In simple terms the carrying capacity of a bay for a certain species is how much of
that species can be sustainably produced in a particular bay. This depends on many
factors but simplistically comes down to how much food (phytoplankton) is available.
The simplest carrying capacity models assume the food is evenly distributed within
the bay along with the shellfish. In reality this distribution of food varies due to many
factors such as water flow, nutrient input sources, temperature, weather etc. The
shellfish themselves are also not uniformly distributed so that you can have crowding
affects similar to keeping sheep in a corner of a field where they will eat all the grass
available and yet there would be plenty of grass left in the rest of the field. In addition
apart from the cultured shellfish that eat the food you must also take into account the
wild stocks present in the bay.

Carrying capacity, biomass and harvestable tonnage are all interrelated with growth
rate. Simply, if there are less shellfish in an area they will grow faster as food is not
limiting. When you put more shellfish in the system there reaches a point when food
does become limiting and the growth rate starts to slow down. If you increase the
stock further a plateau is reached where the food has been limited and no further
growth is possible unless the number of shellfish is reduced again. In the natural
environment this usually leads to starvation and mortalities.

When the stocking density is too high or the carrying capacity of the bay is being
reached, one of the first consequences is slower growth i.e. that it then takes two and a
half years to reach market size instead of two years. This means that another year
class of stock is added to the system thus increasing the biomass further and
exacerbating the problem. This process is quite gradual and cumulative taking several
years for the initial increase in seed stock to have its effect on the carrying capacity.
Then with every subsequent year it can take longer and longer for stock to come to
market size. If you add to this prolonged closures due to biotoxins you can very
easily reach the situation where you are carrying nearly a third more biomass than in a
two year cycle and yet the overall annual harvest increase may be as little as 10%.

Quite often people will say that, at the above stage, the carrying capacity is reached
for the bay. This is not quite true. What has happened is the growth rate has slowed
but it may still be possible to increase the biomass even further again sacrificing
growth rate. What does occur is that it becomes uneconomical to continue to grow
mussels at a certain stage. As nearly every site in a bay is different where one farm
may be having serious problems, another farm may be performing well due to no fault
of either party.

In the situation as it relates to Killary Harbour, unfortunately you can have a farmer
that has not changed his practices for years being impacted as a result of another
person or an accumulation of several other peoples activities (along with biotoxin
closures). At this stage it is very hard to identify one specific reason for the slow
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growth problem and come up with an easy solution on how to fix it but it is clear that
there is overstocking.

One of the issues relating to structures and mussel growth is the flow of water. The
food for the mussels (algae/phytoplankton) is carried in the water, hence if the flow is
reduced so too is the amount of water and food delivered to the mussels. So the
physical mass of mussels on drop ropes and the number of drop ropes does affect the
flow of water through the longlines.

Spacings between longlines and leaving channels between blocks of lines is
beneficial. Making farmers move their anchors back into there licensed sites will help
the flow and recovery of phytoplankton between blocks of lines. However, if there is
no associated reduction in the number of droppers etc. then the potential crowding of
the lines into smaller blocks will increase the density of mussels at a local level and
will most likely impact on mussel growth and harvest tonnage in those and adjacent
sites.

The practice of thinning drop ropes (stripping off mussels and repacking) has the
effect of reducing mortalities significantly. As seen above with a relatively low
settlement in Killary with no thinning the mortality is at least 80% and up to 95% if
there is a heavy settlement, whereas with thinning the mortality only ranges from 25%
to 40%. Why this is important is that all the mussels that eventually die or drop off
the lines have been feeding and taking up space and thereby increasing the
competition for food etc. with the mussels that will be eventually harvested.

One of the main reasons given for not thinning mussels is the increased cost of
stripping and repacking. Realistically though, if this is analyzed from an economic
point of view you will find this labour and equipment cost is offset by not having to
have at least a third more longlines for an extra year class when you do not thin, along
with having a shorter growth cycle which decreases the risk of fouling and secondary
settlements etc. This ultimately results in harvesting more tonnage per Hectare on an
annual basis. The main problem though is for thinning to be most beneficial nearly
everyone in the bay would have to adopt the practice in order to help reduce the
biomass and density of mussels in the bay.

Another way of addressing this issue of high mortalities is to try and collect the
correct amount of seed per metre on the collectors originally. This has been quite
successfully done in Ardgroom where, though the yield per Hectare is lower than in
areas that thin, the growth rate is comparable and the crop is harvested within a two
year cycle.

Recommendations.

The requirement to move all longlines and anchors to within the relevant licensed site
will increase channels between the lines which will improve water flow between the
sites.

Reduction of drop rope density (increased space between drop ropes) will improve
water flow on the individual site and neighbouring sites which in turn will help
improve growth rates. There should be no problem in reducing the number of drop
ropes to 800 per Hectare as this will not significantly decrease production in the bay.
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Reduction of floatation is needed as there is currently nearly twice the necessary
number of floats present to support the biomass. This is leading to increased shake
off of mussels in rough weather. As a maximum the total floatation should be limited
to 18,000 Litres per Hectare.

A reduction in floatation and drop rope numbers will be required when longlines are
moved within sites, otherwise the relative densities within the site will increase which
could lead to further problems with growth rates and production.

Thinning and repacking should be encouraged to help reduce overall biomass and
improve productivity per licensed Hectare. If this option is not considered then
reduction of the density of collection per metre of dropper is required. By doing either
of these things the growth rate will improve and it is possible to even increase harvest
production for the bay.

At present the worst affected area are the sites in Middle Killary. The above
recommendations will help improve the situation. However the movement of some
sites from the South side of the bay to the North side without increasing production
capacity would potentially improve growth rates etc. Obviously there are legal
considerations here that were beyond the scope of the UISCE project. Bearing this in
mind, a reconfiguration of sites within Killary should have the effect of allowing
better ‘buffering’ between sites and a consequent increased possibility of food and
flow ‘recovery’ and ultimately better mussel growth. The result of this should be
faster and more even growth across aquaculture growing zones.

Certain of the sites in Inner Killary (ones that are 1 square Hectare) cannot fit a
standard longline in them with its anchors (most of these sites originally held mussel
rafts). Consideration should be given to changing the dimensions of these sites to
200m long by 50m wide to permit the operators to place two longlines in them.

Sites that are currently unused should not be renewed (e.g. T9 398A) and no new
applications for these sites should be considered.

Any equipment not associated with current licences or renewals should be removed.

A monitoring programme in respect of growth rates and production should be
established to measure the outcomes of any changes made.

Growers should provide a work programme, giving time scales, for the movement of
specific lines and a detailed plan as to how their sites will be laid out in accordance
with the licence renewal. If there are problems with other growers lines that are
preventing them from moving their own lines then this should be detailed and
agreement reached with the other growers on when they are moving the lines. These
individual plans should then be incorporated into an overall work programme for the
bay with specific deadlines that can be monitored and reported on.
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