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I — The Company: Celtic Kerber Ltd. 

Celtic Kerber Ltd. is an Irish company, established in 2009. The owners are growing oysters as a family 

business since the late 1950's. They export oysters to more than 70 countries and they have faithful 

customers all around the world. In 2009, Celtic Kerber launched a special Irish branded oyster called 

"Muirgen" (See Appendix 1). 

In 2010, Celtic Kerber took over James Bonner's licence n° T12/365 in Gweedore bay (See Appendix 

II), in order to increase the production of "Muirgen" as the previous production levels were not 

sufficient for the sales. As soon as this licence was transferred, Celtic Kerber improved the farming 

process by tidying the bay (aligning the trestles, cleaning the beach, marking the sites, etc.), as can be 

seen in the bay. 

In 2011, Celtic Kerber applied for a new licence in Gweedore Bay (n° T12/419) (See Appendix II). Since 

then, we complied with all the requirements of the licensing process, under Section 6 of the Fisheries 

(Amendment) Act, 1997. 

In 2014, Celtic Kerber took over Fota Oyster Farm Ltd. in Cork Harbour. 

Celtic Kerber Ltd. is now producing between 70 and 80 tons of Crassostrea gigas annually from our 

sites of Gweedore Bay and North Channel Cork Harbour. Each site is part of the whole process of 

oyster growing. 

We receive seed from different hatcheries (Ireland, UK & France) to our sites in Gweedore Bay. The 

seeds (6-10 mm) are first grown in 4 or 6 mm mesh size oyster bags (depending on seed size), with 

approximately 1000 oysters per bag. In Gweedore Bay, we also put seed in Australian baskets hanging 

from the trestles (500 oysters per basket). When they are 7-10 grams, they are split down to 500 

oysters per bag into 6mm mesh size oyster bags. While growing, oyster bags are shaken, turned and 

split as needed. When oysters reach approximately 40-50 grams, they are graded in our shed in 

Kincasslagh and we put them into 14 mm mesh bags at 150-200 per bag. 

Depending on the available capacity in Cork Harbour, we transfer the biggest oysters from Gweedore 

Bay to Cork Harbour for fattening. 

In order to collect oysters from the shore, the teams use designated access routes to reach trestles on 

the beach. We use a tractor and two trailers. In the shed, the team have an elevator, a grading 

machine, and two weighers / baggers. They also have all necessary facilities for the employees (e.g. 

changing room, canteen, toilet, etc.). 

To sum up, our site in Gweedore bay is only growing oysters (shaking & turning bags, splitting and 

grading oysters). There is no packaging, processing or final sales from the Donegal site. We have 

currently 8 employees working in Gweedore bay (and 7 more in Cork Harbour). The only freshwater 

we use is to clean down the shed as well as our canteen and toilets. It was coming from the mains 

which we replaced completely by harvesting rain water in 2016. The shed is still being renovated 

(toilets, canteen, new floor, heaters and machinery. A new bio tank waste watertreatment plant is on 

its way). We do not use sea water as we are too far from the sea. Our waste stream includes plastic, 

paper, old trestles, old oyster bags which all go to Sharkey's Waste Recycling in Annagry where 

everything is separated and recycled. 
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In Carrickfinn From time to time, the public come to view the operations and we are delighted to 

explain them the process of oyster farming. We keep the beach as clean as possible by lifting any 

waste we see on a daily basis and clean the beach weekly. The Carrickfinn work shed was extended to 

incorporate a canteen and bathroom area. A rainwater harvesting system was installed in 2016 as the 

water supply for the facility. No mains water is used. 

When oysters from our sites in Co. Donegal reach the required size, and as available capacity allows, 

they are taken directly from the sea in Co. Donegal in oyster bags and they are transferred to our site 

in Cobh, Co. Cork. This is done in order to fatten the oysters to "speciales" quality. 

Since 2015, Celtic Kerber Ltd complies with the Origin Green & Ecopact labels (See Appendix III). As 

part of these certifications, we: 

- Have reduced our amount of waste sent to landfill, by recycling more than 50% of our waste 

stream; 

- Do beach cleans up on a regular basis, especially after storms (See pictures in Appendix IV). 

We try to keep the beach as clean as possible, because storms happen and we can't do 

anything about that — which can damage our equipment; 

- Re-use all oyster shells in order to maintain access routes and we are currently working with 

a local farmer who crushes the shell to enhance his fields. We intend to buy a shell crusher in 

order to supply local farmers with crushed shells; 

- Educate local children about oyster farming and environmental issues as we intend to work 

with local primary school in Cobh; 

- Promote environmental and social sustainability in our areas by being members of Birdwatch 

Ireland, by donating to local charities (Naomh Muire GAA, Cobh Pirates Rugby Club, Maghery 

Community Festival, the RNLI, St Colomba's Church Burtonport window restoration fund, 

etc.); 

- Inform public about oysters as an ingredient by publishing nutrition facts on our Facebook 

page. We would like to publish recipes with oysters as well. 

- Do some modernization works in our shed in Carrickfinn, with a new toilet area, new changing 

room for the team, a new septic tank with waste water treatment system, new machinery, 

etc. We keep this place as clean and tidy as possible, as can be seen in the bay. 

Celtic Kerber Ltd. makes a point of working with local businesses and subcontracting local people 

for all the works we need: architects, builders, mechanics, plumbers, electricians, transport 

companies, all suppliers (steel, fuel, tools, food, etc.), welders, metal fabricator, waste suppliers, 

hotels, local airport, etc. 

Considering all of the above, we can proudly say that the purpose of Celtic Kerber Ltd. is to grow 

oysters and co-exist in harmony with the local community. 

Our activity is directly linked to the environment and in particular to the sea. Our core principle is 

to work in a sustainable manner and protect the environment. Our mission is to respect the 

environment, limiting our impact on it and adapting a responsible farming attitude now and in the 

future. We endeavour to communicate this philosophy to young generations and share it with our 

local communities. 
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II —The new application n°T12/419 

As mentioned above Celtic Kerber Ltd. applied for an Aquaculture and Foreshore Licence for the 

cultivation of Pacific Oysters using bags & trestles on site T12/419 A, B & C on Braade Strand, 

Gweedore Bay. 

The first application was sent to the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM) in 

February 2011. In this application, two areas we applied for were overlapping with an application 

which was received prior to receipt of ours. Forthis reason, Celtic Kerber has been asked by the DAFM 

to send an amended application with alternatives sites (March 2011). These are the sites under licence 

number T12/419 (See Appendix II). 

From this date (6 years ago), Celtic Kerber complied with all the requirements from DAFM and other 

related bodies (Marine Institute, Commissioners of Irish Lights, Department of Housing, Planning, 

Community and Local Government, Donegal County Council, etc.). 

Finally, on the 5th  of September 2016, in accordance with Regulation 8 (1) (b) Aquaculture (Licence 

Application) Regulations, 1998 (SI No 236 of 1998) we were required to publish notice of our 

application in the local newspaper "Donegal Democrat". In the meantime, arrangements have been 

made by the DAFM to have a copy of the notice, overall site plan for Gweedore bay, site maps, 

Appropriate assessment (Natura 2000 Sites), relevant extracts from the application forms and 

ministerial determination regarding EIS requirements in relation to the proposed operations, sent to 

the Garda-in-Charge at Milford and Bunbeg Garda Stations. 

The public notice has been published in the "Donegal Democrat" on the 81  of September 2016 (See 

Appendix V) and the Milford & Bunbeg Garda Stations have been informed on the 7" of September 

that the applications details may be made available to members of the public for one month from 

the 8th  of September 2016, as requested by the DAFM. 

A copy of the entire newspaper containing the public notice has been forwarded to the DAFM, on 

the 91h  of September 2016. 

As the DAFM didn't receive any comments / objections, our application was then sent to the Minister's 

office for determination. On the 8th  of December 2016, The Minister for Agriculture, Food and the 

Marine approved the granting of a 10-year Aquaculture licence and accompanying Foreshore Licence, 

for the cultivation of Pacific Oysters using bags and trestles on sites no T12/419 A, B & C. 

This determination has been published in the "Iris Oifigiuil" on the 13th  of December 2016 and in the 

"Donegal Democrat" on the 15th  of December 2016, for appeals (See Appendix VI). 

This is where we stand now. As you can see above, Celtic Kerber Ltd. has complied with all the 

requirements concerning the application for licence no T12/419 during the past 6 years. Complaints 

against the licensing process and/or the various ministerial determinations can't be resolved by the 

applicant i.e. Celtic Kerber Ltd. 
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III - Responses to appellants' concerns 

As a starting point, we would like to reaffirm that is in our interest to respect our environment, and 

we have always worked — and we will continue to work - in the most sustainable way, as the 

environment is at the core of our business. It is in our interest to work in harmony with the local 

communities, and we have always made a point of employing local people and supported the local 

economy. 

As a responsible company, Celtic Kerber Ltd. did not commence any expansion or operation on 

licensed sites T12/419. We currently buy new trestles, delivered in Carrickfinn, in order to replace old 

ones on existing sites. In the meantime, we bring these old trestles to the local waste supplier 

(Sharkey's Waste Recycling, located in Annagry) (See Pictures in Appendix VII). 

Like any company or business, its purpose is growing, especially when this growth is led by the success 

of our Irish branded oyster "Muirgen". We regret that this wasn't taken into account and that the 

appellants totally did not take into account the need for the sustainable development and success of 

a local business as no alternative options/sites have been suggested by appellants. 

Concerns about cumulative scale of expansion 

When a company such as ours submits an application for a new licence, we have no idea if the licence 

will be granted or not. 

As sustainable oyster farmers, we allow fallow areas from time to time. Sites are well maintained and 

for growing and access purposes, we let wide access routes and turning areas between the different 

bays of trestles. Additionally, overstocking is not part of our farming practice. 

As explained in part I, we are already working in Gweedore Bay. Currently, areas of the existing 

licences we have are fallow. The Irish branded oyster we produce in the bay is very successful. As a 

result of this success, in 2011 we decided to expand production, which requires new licence sites (i.e. 

T12/419). We were not aware of either the number or the sizes of other new applications and Celtic 

Kerber Ltd. can't be held responsible for third party applications. 

Concerns about impacts on visual amenity 

Oyster trestles in Gweedore Bay are not visible all day long nor all year round. In order to feed and 

grow, oysters need to spend most of their time under water. The trestles are only visible during 

daylight hours, at low tide and mainly during spring tides. 

Based on our observations, the highest trestles on the shore are uncovered approximately 6 hours per 

low tide during spring tides (occurring on average about 10 days per month) and approximately 2 

hours during neap tides. The lowest trestles are only uncovered during tides lower than 0.4m, i.e. for 

less than 10 days per month. 

Oyster farming needs oysters kept at different heights: from lower grounds (=covered most of time) 

for fast growing, to higher grounds (uncovered at middle to high tide) to harden them before transfer 

or slow down the growth. This also explains the use of different height trestles, from 30 centimetre to 

1 meter high. 
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If a site is really unstable and is not suitable for trestles, we will notice it (if not already noticed) and 

keep it fallow. As previously said, we generally don't use the whole area of licensed sites. 

Our production standards can be seen (See Appendix VIII) in the bay at low tide, when aligned trestles 

on well-maintained licenced sites are showing how tidy they are. Same level of care will be given to 

the application sites. 

Devaluation on lands & houses in the neighbourhood 

There is no evidence of any property devaluation directly related with oyster farming. To our 

knowledge (in France for example), famous tourist areas are overlapping with the largest oyster 

farming areas on the Atlantic coast. No devaluation on properties have been noticed in these regions, 

but the reverse happened. 

You will find the same situations in Ireland, as in County Cork or County Kerry to mention a few. 

As far as we know, there is less than 80 properties within the 500m area around the application sites, 

and they are not all overlooking the bay. 

r Loss of potential tourism revenue to the local economy 

As a local business, supporting the local economy, we appreciate the development of local tourism in 

the area of Gweedore Bay. Celtic Kerber Ltd. is delighted to see the success of the "Wild Atlantic Way" 

(WAW) tourism initiative. 

As part of the WAW project, the "Taste the Atlantic" route is about to include county Donegal. We 

believe this is an excellent method to integrate tourism and aquaculture along the WAW. 

http://www.wildatianticwaV.com/stories/food/seafood-itinerary  

As a committed company, the option of offering tours / field trips to tourists and bringing to light how 

we work in conjunction with our environment is an option we are considering. This kind of ecotourism 

is already offered in many farms abroad and has proved to be a successful concept and people are 

becoming more interested in this little known farming — which is not exclusive to cultural tourism. 

Oyster farming is not industrial farming. We still use ancestral methods to grow oysters, with tools 

that have evolved over the years. The environment is, today more than ever, at the core of our 

business. 

"Aquoculture is a comparatively small contributor to Ireland's economy" (See appeal from Coiste 

Timpeallachta an Ghaoith, p.14), but the direct positive economic impacts are obvious as our company 

is creating jobs in the area, investing in County Donegal, and supporting local economy by working in 

partnership and sub-contracting local companies/businesses. Contrary to what tourism provide 

(seasonal activity), our activity occurs all year round. This allows our employees to work and live in the 

area which is helps to sustain the local community (see above, part 1). 
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Concerns on biological Hazard 

Oyster farming has to be separated from finfish farming. We don't use any feeds, fertilizers, 

antibiotics, drugs or chemicals. Oysters are bagged and cannot "escape" as they are immobile shellfish. 

We don't have to deal with the disposal of dead fishes as if an oyster dies, it will leave an empty shell 

in the bag. Monitoring and inspection of the farm is carried out every year by the Marine Institute and 

the DAFM. All records of transfers (seeds imports or half grown export/movement to Cork Harbour in 

this case) are kept by us and regularly checked by DAFM and Marine Institute. The water in Gweedore 

Bay (and all Shellfish production areas) is checked on a regular basis in regard of Biotoxins and 

Microbiology by the Marine Institute. All results are available on their website http://www.marine.ie. 

We were never notified that the outside "Designated Shellfish Production Area" part of licence 

T12/419A could be an issue from a biological perspective. If this is the case, then further discussion is 

needed. 

Gweedore Bay Shellfish Area is classified as a class B designated production area, which is the case for 

many Irish designated shellfish areas / Irish oysters' production areas 

(littp://www.sfpa.ie/SeafoodSafety/Shellfish/Class  ifiedAreas.aspx). This classification is based on the 

quantity of bacteria E. coh you'll find per 1008 of oyster flesh. Being in class B means that the farmer 

must depurate his shellfish to meet class A requirements, before direct human consumption, which 

we do. 

However, we can't disagree with the fact that Annagry Waste Water Treatment plant is an insufficient 

level of treatment, and we will strongly support any upgrade. This is, by the way, a very interesting 

point, as many studies have shown (see below, part IV) that one of oyster farming benefits on 

environment is decreasing the nutrient level by filtering water and limiting algal blooms by filtering 

(and feeding) from phytoplankton. 

One of the appeals stated that "Pacific Oysters may be invasive" (Appeal Ref. AOD13117, p.7) and that 

could be right if harvested oysters could reproduce, which is not the case with our production (triploids 

oysters). To the best of our knowledge, we don't have the water temperature in Ireland to allow 

Crassostrea gigas to reproduce and establish themselves naturally. 

r Concerns about interferences with Local Cultural Heritage 

Concerning the "cultural heritage sites": At low tide (when we are working), we have never observed 

many people on the shore, except fishermen, seaweed harvesters, oyster farmers, and a few others. 

We did not notice any gathering of people in the area. We did not notice archaeological remains where 

the trestles are or could be. And we never received any complaints or comments from individuals, 

organisations or state agencies such as NPWS. 

For example, we didn't know about the tidal ford (Braade tidal ford) which allegedly crosses licence 

T12/419A and our staff have never seen anyone there. However, if it is true, then the option of letting 

a wide clear way within the licence area is a potential solution and students from the summer school, 

and guided walking tours would have unobstructed access. 
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r  Concerns about seaweed plots and other activities. 

Many studies (see below, part IV) are focusing on the benefits of oyster farming on seaweed / seaweed 

harvesting. For example, the oysters clean and filter suspended solids thereby making the water more 

clear thus allowing more sunlight to go through then promoting seaweed growth. By filtering 

unsuitable nutrients (mainly Nitrogen & Phosphorus), oysters are making dissolved nutrients available 

and useable by seaweed. 

Record show that oyster harvesting has occurred in Ireland for hundreds if not thousands of years as 

well as seaweed harvesting. Celtic Kerber has no desire to adversely affect the harvesting of seaweed 

as we believe that the two have a symbiotic relationship (See part IV) 

However, we totally refute the following statement from one of the appellant: "They [the seaweed 

plots] are currently being destroyed to make room for trestles", as this is false. Celtic Kerber Ltd. has 

never displaced / destroyed any seaweed plot or "Srathog" in any side of Gweedore bay. And this is 

obvious that Celtic Kerber Ltd. has no problem with people currently harvesting seaweed in the bay. 

We refer to the specific appropriate assessment carried out in Gweedore Bay by the Marine Institute 

(Report supporting Appropriate Assessment of Aquaculture in Gweedore Bay & Islands SAC) 

available at the following 

http://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/seafood/aguacultureforeshoremanagement/aguac  

ulturelicensing/appropriateassessments/GweedoreBaVlslandsAAAguaFeb16220216.pdf which states 

: "A number of in-combination effects resulting from a range of activities (i.e., fisheries, seaweed 
harvest and pollution) were considered in this report. The conclusions is that none, when considered in 
conjunction with shellfish culture activities will result in a significant disturbance to the conservation 
features of the Gweedore Bay & Islands SAC'. 

`r  Concerns about pollution from equipment/ markings 

We strongly refute with some points within the appeals, especially concerning washed up trestles. 

These shouldn't be written in these appeals against Celtic Kerber Ltd. We can say that none of our 

trestles have been abandoned / washed up along the shore. This has been explained during meetings 

with two of the appellants in January 2017. We keep our sites tidy and if a storm occurs, we go to the 

shore on the following day to clean up the area. Occasionally, bags become detached from the trestles. 

Some may wash up on the shore and some fall beneath the trestles. As part of our standing operating 

procedures, we regularly check for any detached bags so if one is missing, we quickly notice it and put 

it back on the trestles. 

However, rubbers (holding the bags) can break, especially during storms. That's why our crew 

regularly clean up the beach (See pictures in Appendix IV), looking for rubbers (ours or not). We try to 

limit this occurrence by fixing rubbers to the trestles. As occurs in other bays in Ireland and abroad, 

oyster companies contribute financially towards the cost of cleaning bays by helping associations such 

as local Tidy Towns groups for example, to dispose of any flotsam and jetsam. This is an option which 

can be discussed with local groups. 
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The picture of washed up trestle on picture n°9 (p.20 of the Appendix in appeal AOD13117) is frankly 

untrue and bordering on defamation as this trestle has nothing whatsoever to do with Celtic Kerber 

Ltd. and we cannot and shall not be held responsible for other farmers actions. 

We would like to clarify the disposal methods we use for the empty oyster shells. We have an 

agreement with a local farmer, who takes the vast majority of these shells and crushes them to use 

them to enrich his fields. 

As agreed with the DAFM, current markings poles will be upgraded. We are awaiting delivery of New 

St Andrews Crosses and will be put in place in the very near future. 

To say that oyster farming is a "destructive farming" and "destroys the bay" without any evidence is 

frankly unfair. No evidence has been submitted to substantiate this claim. 

r Concerns about Environmental impacts 

Most of the concerns about environmental impacts mentioned in the received appeals have already 

been answered in the appropriate assessment (Report supporting Appropriate Assessment of 

Aquaculture in Gweedore Bay & Islands SAC), carried out by the Marine institute and available on the 

DAFM website: 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/seafood/aquacultu  ref ores horemanagement/aquac 

ulturelicensing/appropriateassessments/GweedoreBaylslandsAAAquaFebl6220216.pdf. 

You will find below some of the referenced benefits of oysterfarming on the environment (See below, 

part IV) such as an increase in water quality, an positive increase of benthic biodiversity, benefits from 

the association with seaweed, creation of resting/sheltered areas for juvenile fish species (such as flat 

fish) and a stimulating role on biodiversity, etc. 

..- Concerns about interference with wildlife 

From our observations on the shore, our activity does not seem to disturb birds or local wildlife. 

Actually, some of the birds seem to be attracted by our activity: some are feeding on the bags (geese, 

oyster catchers, etc.) and between trestles. It is our interest to respect wildlife and the environment 

in our environs and we consciously work with this in mind to limit any negative impact on same. 

We refer to the specific appropriate assessment carried out in Gweedore Bay by the Marine Institute 

(Report supporting Appropriate Assessment of Aquaculture in Gweedore Bay & Islands SAC) and its 

conclusions (Appropriate Assessment Conclusion Statement by the Licensing Authority for 

aquaculture activities in Gweedore Bay and Islands Special Area of Conservation (SAC) - (Natura 2000 

site) Updated — November 2016), both available at the following 

http://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/seafood/aguacultureforeslioremanagement/aquac  

ulture lice nsing/ap pro priateassessments/GweedoreBaylslandsAAAgua Feb 16220216.pdf and 

http://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/seafood/aguacultureforeshoremanagement/aquac  

ulturelicensing/ap pro priateassessmentconclusionstatement/AAConclStateGweedoreNovember2016 

131216.pdf which states : 
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"For the most part the bird species will range beyond the scope or influence of the shellfish culture 
operations. Therefore, shellfish culture and associated activities considered in this report does not pose 
significant risk to the conservation features found in the West Donegal Coast SPA" 

"it is acknowledged in the Appropriate Assessment that the favourable conservation status of the 
Harbour seal has been achieved (NPWS 20136, 2013c) given current levels of aquaculture production 
within both the Gweedore Bay and Islands SAC and the Rutland Island and Sound SAC. The current 
levels of licensed shellfish culture and applications within Gweedore Bay and Islands SAC are 
considered non-disturbing to the site specific Conservation Objectives for the Harbour seal within the 
Rutland Island and Sound SAC." 

"The Appropriate Assessment found that aquaculture activities did not present a barrier to migration 
or to the freshwater attributes of the otter. The current levels of licensed shellfish culture and 
applications are considered non-disturbing to otter conservation features." 

You will find some pictures (See pictures in Appendix IX) as examples (not exhaustive) to illustrate 

these statements (pictures taken in our licensed site n° T05/294 in Cork Harbour, North Channel). 

Disagreements about the licensing process 

1) Minister determinations in relation to: 

a. EIS requirements 

b. public access to recreational and other activities 

c. population density of the area 

d. protect the visual amenities 

2) Lack of consultancy within the licensing process 

Celtic Kerber Ltd., as an applicant, has nothing to do with these determinations and can't be held 

accountable for the minister decisions. We strictly followed the requirements and obligations 

expected of applicants since the application for licence n° T12/419 was submitted in 2011. 

As part of these requirements, a public notice has been published in September 2016, as required by 

the DAFM (See above, part II). 
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IV — Oyster farming benefits to environment 

Oyster farming is highly dependent on water quality as oysters, like all bivalves, are filter feeders. 

Oyster farming is sustainable and environmentally friendly. No fertilizers, feeds, herbicides, drugs, 

chemicals, or antibiotics are used. Shellfish aquaculture does not damage the environment and is 

sustainable. We harvest and reseed every year. 

Oysters as a filter 

Oysters are filter feeders, and as such, are known to improve water quality as they filter microscopic 

particles from the water. Some of the benefits of filter feeders are listed below: 

- Remove chlorophyll (Newell & al., 2002; Grizzle & al., 2006); 

- Remove problematic sediments and phytoplankton and their associated nutrients (See 

below); 

- Remove some of the nitrogen, which is incorporated into protein and the rest is deposited on 

the bottom, where it can be consumed by other organisms (See below); 

- Reduce turbidity (Newell and Koch, 2004); 

- Improve light penetration (See below); 

- Create denitrification (See below); 

- Stimulate benthic algae production through faeces & pseudo-faeces (See below); 

- Decrease bacteria biomass (Cressman & al., 2003); 

- Reduce anoxia (low oxygen) (See below). 

Oyster as a nutrient extractor / collector 

Nutrient (Carbon, Nitrogen and Phosphorus) pollution is the primary cause of eutrophication in our 

coastal waters. Eutrophication is defined in the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD, 

2008/56/EC) as a process driven by enrichment of water by nutrients, especially compounds of 

nitrogen and/or phosphorus, leading to increased growth, primary production, and biomass of algae; 

changes in the balance of organisms; and water quality degradation. Delivery of land-based nutrients 

to coastal waterbodies has been greatly accelerated by human activities and may promote a complex 

array of undesirable symptoms, beginning with excessive growth of pelagic and opportunistic benthic 

algae which may lead to other, more serious water quality problems such as hypoxia, losses of 

seagrasses and occurrences of nuisance and toxic algal blooms (Ferreira & Bricker, 2015) 

Shellfish farms are nutrient sinks (Ferreira & al, 2007). Storage of phosphorus and nitrogen in animal 

tissue limits eutrophication in this ecosystem. Transfer of oysters for marketing / oyster harvest 

actively participates in the limitation of the eutrophication of these systems under anthropogenic 

influence (Deslous-Paoli & al, 1998). In terms of nutrients removed per unit area, oyster harvesting is 

an effective means of nutrient removal compared with other nonpoint source reduction strategies 

(Higgins & al, 2010). Consequently, natural and aquaculture-reared stocks of bivalves are potentially 

a useful supplement to watershed management activities intended to reduce phytoplankton 

production by curbing anthropogenic N and P inputs to eutrophied aquatic systems (Newell, 2004). 
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As shellfish grow, they incorporate nitrogen and other nutrients into their tissue as they feed. In 
addition to removal of nutrients through shellfisheries and molluscan aquaculture, shellfish beds may 
act to promote removal of nitrogen from estuaries by increasing organic nitrogen deposition to the 
sediments that stimulate denitrification processes (Newell & al, 1999; Rice, 2001). 

Shellfish remove nitrogen from the water as they feed. They also improve the shoreline marine 
environment in another way: specifically, the nitrogen and phosphate that are not digested and 
incorporated into the tissue of the shellfish are processed and excreted in a form that is readily used 
by plant growth (Newell, 2004). 

In addition, shellfish, like other carbon fixers such as corals, help reduce the production of carbon 
dioxide (CO2 - a "greenhouse" gas), by incorporating carbon into their shells (Young, 1990; Grabowski 
& al, 2012). In the worst scenario, the net effect is zero change in marine CO2 as a result of shell 
building (Ferreira & al, 2007). 

Policy-makers should recognize that bivalve aquaculture should be an integral part of the nutrient 
economy in watershed management. 

Oyster farming interaction with seaweed 

By filtering the water, bivalves reduce turbidity, thereby increasing the amount of light reaching the 
sediment surface, enhancing the photosynthesis that sustains eelgrass (Newell & al, 2002). This has 
the effect of extending the depth to which ecologically important benthic plants, such as seagrasses 
and benthic microalgae, can grow (Newell, 2004). 

The nitrogen and phosphate that are not digested and incorporated into the tissue of the shellfish are 
processed and excreted in a form that is readily used by plant growth (Newell, 2004). The production 
of dissolved (hence bioavailable) nutrients can occur directly via excretion by the oysters (Boucher & 
al., 1988), or indirectly via re-mineralization and subsequent release from enriched sediments (Souchu 
& al., 2001). Suspension feeding bivalves (like oysters) are important resource conduits converting 
inaccessible N and P in the water column to elevated sediment nutrient levels within the rhizosphere 
available for absorption by submerged aquatic vegetation (Peterson & Heck, 1999). Bivalve farming 
increased the sediment nutrient content and these increased nutrients are biologically available to 
the plant (Peterson & Heck, 2001). These nutrients fertilize the sediment in which eelgrass grows, 
increasing its germination and survival (Han Jie & al, 2001, Peterson & Heck, 1999). 

Nitrogen and phosphorus, excreted by the bivalves and regenerated from their bio deposits, are 
recycled back to the water column and then can support further phytoplankton production (Newell, 
2004). Dissolved nutrients released from oyster excretion or sediment remineralization have the 
potential to stimulate phytoplankton production (Prins & al., 1998; Pietros & Rice, 2003). Conversely, 
where filter-feeding by oysters leads to increased water clarity (Cerco & Noel, 2007), this may lead to 
increased production of benthic algae and seagrasses, thereby reducing the flux of dissolved nutrients 
to the water column and reducing phytoplankton production (Souchu & al., 2001; Newell, 2004; Porter 
& al., 2004). 

That's why Integrated multi-trophic aquaculture (IMTA) is such a hot topic in the aquaculture area : 
effluents (mainly P & N) from fish farming can be used by filter feeding shellfish, which can stimulate 
in fine seaweed cultivation by delivering available dissolved N & P, needed by seaweed to grow. 
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r Oyster farming benefits to flatfish 

A field mesocosm study of Pacific oyster cultivation effects in western France showed that the 

microhabitat created beneath trestles was more frequented by flatfish than adjacent homogenous 

habitat (Laffargue & al., 2006). The trestles could be used as "rest area" for these flatfish, especially 

during day time. 

Y Shellfish aquaculture stimulates Biodiversity 

Some interesting studies have been done about the effects of oyster farming on the biodiversity 

(species richness, abundances, etc.). One of them (Dealteris & al, 2004. for the methodology) 

compared the biodiversity between three areas: "Shellfish Aquaculture Gear" (SAG), "submerged 

aquatic vegetation" (SAV), and a "shallow non-vegetated seabed" (NVSB). The results show that 

species richness and abundancies of species were consistently higher in the SAG than in the SAV which 

in turn was greater than in the NVSB, throughout the year. These results are consistent with many 

studies that have recognized increased habitat complexity supports higher abundances of organisms 

due to increased predator protection (Orth & al, 1984; Ryer, 1988; Heck & al, 1995; Mattila & al, 1999; 

Beck, 2000). Species diversity were similarly higher in shellfish aquaculture gears and the eelgrass 

ecotypes than in the unvegetated bottom. The species abundance and diversity data from this study 

suggest that the shellfish aquaculture gear has similar habitat value for its inhabitants when compared 

with eelgrass. The oysters within the aquaculture gear are providing many ecological services, 

including particle clearance, nutrient removal and remineralization, benthic-pelagic coupling and the 

creation of refuge from predators (Coen & al, 1999a, Dame, 1999). The SAG also provides 3-

dimensional structural complexity and many of the same benefits that artificial reefs provide in areas 

where habitat is limiting. Studies have shown and suggested that biologic services of artificial reefs 

include foraging habitats and predator refuge to residents and transient marine organisms (Blancher 

& al., 1994; Bohnsack, 1989). These findings indicate that shellfish aquaculture gear provides habitat 

for many native species of recreationally and commercially important fish and invertebrates in their 

early life stages throughout the year and that shellfish aquaculture gear has a habitat value at least 

equal to and possibly superior to submerged aquatic vegetation. 

As said above, marine farm structures and artificial structures in general, provide a three-dimensional 

reef habitat for colonisation by fouling organisms and associated biota (Costa-Pierce & Bridger 2002). 

Such structures provide a novel habitat that can support a considerably greater biomass and density 

of organisms than adjacent natural soft-sediment habitats (Dealteris & al., 2004). Hence, several 

studies have highlighted the role played by artificial structures within the ecosystem, such as 

increasing local biodiversity, enhancing coastal productivity, and compensating for habitat loss from 

human activities (Ambrose 1994; Costa- Pierce & Bridger 2002; Hughes & al., 2005). Recent evidence 

also suggests comparable roles for intertidal trestles (Hilgerloh & al., 2001). 

Another study will confirm these observations (Pinnix & al, 2005) as samples have been done with 

different trawls on the same ecotypes. Catch per unit effort of fish (CPUE) of both shrimp trawl and 

fyke net samples differed significantly between habitat types, with greater catches in oyster culture 

than in mudflat and eelgrass habitats, which did not differ significantly from one another. Species 

richness and diversity of fyke net catches also differed significantly between habitat types, with 

samples collected in oyster culture and eelgrass habitats having greater species diversity than in 
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mudflat habitats. Species richness and diversity of shrimp trawl samples did not differ significantly 

between habitat types. 

More recently, an experimental scale deployment of oyster gears suggested that aquaculture gear 

could benefit populations of ecologically and economically important fish and epibenthic macrofauna 

in a way comparable to oyster reef habitat (Erbland and Ozbay, 2008). 

1 1 

Oyster farming & Birds 

The recognized role of marine structures in providing fish habitat (see above) could conceivably attract 

bird species to prey items. Griffen (1997, unpub.) suggested that the habitat enhancement provided 

by natural seabed oyster reefs may benefit some bird species (e.g. herons and other foraging birds) 

by providing an additional food supply. This view is supported by recent work in Argentina which 

examined the ecological role of naturalized Pacific oysters 20 years after their introduction (Escapa & 

al., 2004). 

In the case of elevated intertidal culture, trophic modelling (Leguerrier & al., 2004) similarly suggested 

that birds could benefit from an enhanced food supply. Clearly, the consequences for higher trophic 

level animals that arise as a result of intertidal oysterfarm effects on the nature, quantity or availability 

of their food supply will depend on consumer dietary preferences and their ability to adapt to changes 

induced by cultivation. Overall, the few overseas studies of oyster culture provide information 

consistent with other forms of aquaculture described overseas, suggesting an attraction of seabirds 

to culture areas for foraging fish and epibiota fouling structures, and even the cultured crop itself (Ross 

& al., 2001; Roycroft & al., 2004; Kirk & al., 2007). 

A number of studies have found that instead of local bird species being excluded from foraging sites, 

their distribution was unaffected : none of the species studied (Booth & Rueggeberg, 1989) appeared 

to be significantly impacted by aquaculture in terms of number of colonies or the amount of important 

habitat area (colonies, breeding areas, moulting areas) that overlap with aquaculture operations. And 

some other studies showed that birds were actively exploiting cultured species as a food source 

(Carswell & al., 2006; Zydelis & al., 2006). In relation to trestle culture in Ireland, a preliminary study 

(Hilgerloh & al., 2001) found that oyster structures did not affect the feeding behaviour of birds. For 

most species, bird densities were lower in the farm area than a reference area; however, the authors 

recognised that this pattern may have reflected natural environmental differences. The same 

conclusion about the long-term temporal decline in Brent geese numbers along the West coast (US) 

which is unlikely to be associated with shellfish aquaculture (Dumbauld & al., 2009). 

In addition to modifications to benthos, Hilgerloh & al. (2001) also noted that macro algae fouling the 

oyster trestles and associated small mobile gastropods provided a food source for some bird species. 

The following statement is from specific appropriate assessment carried out in Gweedore Bay by the 

Marine Institute (Report supporting Appropriate Assessment of Aquaculture in Gweedore Bay & 

Islands SAC: "The foraging range of the species identified in the COs is extensive and while some may 

utilize the aquaculture areas for feeding (which are proximate to a small portion of the SPA), it is 

unlikely the activities or structures used will impact on the conservation objectives and targets. For 

the most part the bird species will range beyond the scope or influence of the shellfish culture 

operations. Therefore, shellfish culture and associated activities considered in this report does not 

pose significant risk to the conservation features found in the West Donegal Coast SPA". 
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Appendix I: Description of special Irish branded oyster called 

"Muirgen" 

41  ewel ol: the trisb boas 
DURVO a JOURJI Y UATH 09 FaM LY QCROSS THE FAIRY DOMOID OF acneus THE 
IRISH GOD OF LOUC , ECCa, SOri C?F an IRISH me, was G1UF.n a HORSC, CIS HC HQD 

LOST MS OLVD. HOWCUER, THE PECULMR)TY OF HIS nEW HORSE. was THAT HE HQD 

TO REtl = QT LVC1U"Ii G PQCE C0nSTanT1J'' U) ORDER TO QUOID MY DISASTER. CIT 

OnC STAGE, CCCa FORGOT QnD CIS Q RESULT, a maGiC FOUL) T Qu i CiPPEQRED 

Ul" CRDEaTH THE JmOT1OnLCSS HORSC. 

FOL.LOWInG HIS CICCESS1On TO THC THROM. ECCQ CReaTED Q FORTRESS C1ROU13D 

THE FOU!)TQln, PROTECTED FROM THE WORLD BY TMCr WALLS. UBaDC, T}iC 

DAUGHTER OF ECCQ, WCs'n CHARGE OF reeme THE DOOR CLOSCD Q!?D OnLY 

OL.LOLL) THC FORTRESS 1ZESIDCnTS TO DRAW WCITCR. 

OnC DaY, BY I)EGLDGEnCE, LOCinC FORGOT TO CLOSE THE DOOR. THC Plan was 

1t's71T)ED1Q`rcj-r SUBMERGED WITH WGTER, CRCaMnG a LCWC J70W CC,ILLCD LAUGH 
MCIGH. THE MG ECCQ QnD al i - his SUBJECTS PERISHED, CXC CPT 14IS DaUGHTCR 

LMaf)C WHO LJUED UnDCR WaT'£R n a cane. AFTER cenTURiCS, SHE Became Q 

MCR AID, HALF WO'nCn. HALF FISH THE WQTCPJCECf'4E:R L.CGCDD WC19 BORM 

ULSTER 19'?HCIBITCJ')TS WERE CWaMCD BY HER 9MGInG. FOR 3 CEnTURIES SHE LIVED 
TLiaT WCD' UnD&RWQTER UDTIL COJMGCII I OF BCLnGOR FISHED HER OUT anD C01-LCD 
HER rDU1R04M : BORI') FROM THC SECI. 

ID UZ?S}I J7TTHOLO0,', THC GQTC TO THE OTHER WORLD WiHERE GODS LRJC lS THE 
u)aTf,R LaK£S RIUERS OCCMS. DURT)G HER UnDERWOTER LIFE, 11 uiRoen was 

GaT1;6R1nG THE FRUITS FROM THE SCQ TO SERVE THCM TO THE GODS DuRnG THEIR 
IrDIT)ORTCUATY .BC!'K, UCTS. 

PCIRCS SCIIDT KERBER, In THE PURE TRCIDMOD OF CELTIC BELIEFS, OFFERS YOU TO 

DISCOUER THE: IRISH JEWEL WORTHY OF TI-IC GODS' FEASTS: MUIRGen, an OY STCR 

U!t" .H FRm FLESH. GROWn in IReL anD CGni> suGI•inx ri)QTURED U) T11C MOM SQInT 

,I tCV, COMBlr) )K3 Q 6EDUInC TOST£ OF THC IRISH OYCiTCR() CJ•)D Q 
SWEETf> SS COJ" InG FROM TH£ PURrrY OF THE WATER FROM L(:GCMaRY LCIKES. 
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Appendix II: maps of licensed sites T12/365 & T12/419 

SCALE t: 10= 

t ~ ' 

BRAADE STRAND  
App8u8on ataa (as mvlsad) 
am 385A. 3853 and 3MC 

GPS sutvcy 
2266 POS 

In red: Licensed sites n712/365 A, B & C 
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Appendix III: Origin Green Certificate 

- an initiative by Bord -Bia 

This certificate recognises that 

Celtic Kerber .............................................................................................. 

is a verified member of the ~~r 

Origin Green  
Sustainability Programme' 

'~. To cbieck certificate validity, please click on the company logo at  

_ _.)ijtfp,wiyw.origingreen.ie/companies/verified•members:  

/% ...................................... 
Aldan Cotter, 

Chief Executive, Bord Bia 

SGS 
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Appendix IV: Pictures of the crew cleaning up the shore in Gweedore bay 
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Appendix V: Public notice published in the "Donegal Democrat" on 

the 8th of September 2016 

PIUMUC. NOTICE 
~AMACAMON,  T0+1 AMIX.A411),114r. 

APPMAMN VOR FOSISHOpr 

a 

A 

fr(A  
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Appendix VI: Minister Determination published in the "Iris Oifigi6il1) 
 on the 13th 

of December 2016 and in the "Donegal Democrat" on the 15th of December 

2016 

1702 IRIS 0IFIGI01L, DECEMBER 13th, 2016 

S1.NO.597of2016. 

STATItiTICS (BALANCE OF PAYNIU.NI'S SURVEY) 
ORDER 2016. 

The aoiseach,Mr.Eada KL-n nyTD.,incxcrciseoftheIxiwcrscoufcrnzd 
on hint by section 25(1) of the Scat stir Act 1993 (No. 21 of 1993), 
and for the purpose of giviug full effect to Council Regulation (EC) 
No. 2533198 of 23 N wcmbcr 1998. as amender! by Cbnucil Regulation 
(EC) No. 951/2009 of 9 Octobcr 2009 nud Council Roplatiou (EL)) 

No. 2015:373 of 5 March 2015, Council Regulatiou (EC, Earatoin) 
No. 128712003 of 15 July 2003, Rcgulatiou (EC) No. 184/2005 of the 
European Parliatucat and of tho t: ouncil of 12 January 2005. as amcaded 
by Regulation (1C) No. 1137; 2008 of the European Parliament anti of 
the Council of 22 Wobcr 2008, Commission RcZuL-rtiou (EU) No. 
555;2012 of 22 June 2012 (as anicuded by Contission Regulation (EU) 
No. 519/2013 of 21 February 2013) and Regulation (EU) 20164013 
of the Europma Parliament and of the Council of 8 Jane 2016, and 
Regulation (ELI) No. 5.1912013 of the Eurolxnu Parlianicut and of the 
Council of 21 May 2013, made thcurdcr asabovc. 

Copies of the above Order can lk obtained front the Government 
Publication, Office, 52 St. S-tcphco's Green, Dublin 2. Phone 0-76 110 
683 4. 

Price-. E2.54. 
[ItIJ 

S.L No. 601 of 2016. 

ELECnUCTTY REGULNTION ACT 1999 
(LPG SA1-+'IY LICE-Nal) LEVY ORDER 2016 

The Chairperson of the Commission for Encrgy Rcgul.uroa, Mr. 
Garrett BLincy, eras mado a Statntory Instrument under Paragraph 

16 of (lie Schedule to the Electricity roplatioa Act. 1999 (No. 23 of 
1999) as aincaded by the Energy (AGscellaneous Provisions) Act 2012 
(No.3 of 2012). 

This onlcr imposes a levy on a bcenced LPG nudertaking, for the 
purpose of ntectiog expense:; properly incurred by the Commission 
for Energy Regulation in file discharge of its fnoctions nnder the Act. 

Copics a f the above may Im pnrchasnd from Government Publications, 
52 St. Stephen's Green. Dublin 2. Phony 076 110 683.1. 

Pricy. E2.5.1. 

[36) 

FISHERIES (A1%T-NDMMM ACT, 1997 (NO. 23) FORESHORE 
ACI', 1933 (NO 12) NOTICE OF DEMON TO GRANT 

AQUACULXURE AND MRESHORELICENCES. 

'Thc Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine has decided to 
grant Arlouniturc and Formhore Ucencs to the following: 

File Reference Applicant Specks and No. of Sitelst 
aril referrncc 

f121145 Donegal Oxandccp Pxific "-stem w%iug bags 
Oy-arstid iwedlrtstles- Uldrim-Mount 

Charles area of Donegal Bay 
T121143A and TI2!14;B 

File Reference Apllicant Species ml No. or S1tew 
and refcrriwe 

1.121349 IkracgalOccaudccp Pacific ())^.;tin.:Iniugbadx 
Oyacts 1.41 and tt>rtics- Eddritn hinuat 

Charles at cu of Donegal Bay 
T121349A 

T12/211 Doric; al (? -~tcr: Ud Pacific O).tm u.:ia; bags 
and trestles- Uldrim Monet 
Chalk; at= of Donegal 
Bay T1 21243A, T121243B, 
TIL'243C d T121243D 

T I i,.sAh Doacral 0y.1cc lid Pacific Oysters ttsrag bags 
and trestles - Udriw- Mount 
Galles alce of lottexal tiny 
T121346A 

T11,347 Rama Elicllfish Lid & Pacific Oystcs asing bags and 
Bell's 151c:crfonds 12d trestles in Inner Donegal Bay 

TW347A 

71'12'410 'I'hictry (3illaalcan & Pwific Ovt;Ic> :Wring bags and 
Desmoad alnntc trestla; 

Bmade Stranud,Gwreclorr 
Bav T1-1;4 10A la 11 

,m tlri Cchcc l crbr. !sd 11-cific O}-ntcrn Cstng beg: and 
ticstica:- 
Braade Strand,Grreedorr 
Day T121419A,BS C 

T127430 John raylc Pwiftc OcSltm min: bag: and 
ttcathri- 
Bramde Strand, Gwecdare 
Bar T121430 A K B 

I'12:4J3 Cary Boyic Pacific Oysters gins bats asd 
(=ties , 
Grreedurr BayT1214313A 
& B 

The rca:ous for thin deccioa are claborateed on the Dclw1mcnl's 
weluite at 
hltpl%tS•snlv.,gricnllore-gay.iccrckxxl'arlttacaltn t.rrchn n seagstn~nf! 
aq   ar hur~tcticensmr;.iq i icnitnrc ic._•ncrdecisiony 

An appeal against the Aquacniturc Licences dcc:ision may be made 
in writing, within one month of the date of its publication, to THE 
AQUACULTURE UCENCL APPEALS BOARD, Kilntinchy 
Court. PortLioisc. Co. Laois, by completing the Noticc of Appeal 
Application Form available from the Board, phane 057 86 31912, 
c-mail infu-aLib, is or wcbsite at httri_ 'www_atab-ie:.7  

A person may question the validity of the Froreshore Licence 
determination by way Oran application fur judicial mvim, under Onler 
84 of the Rats of the Superior Court (5I Nc0 15 of 1986). Pnctical 
infurulatioa on the review rrtechanisrn can be obLiined from the Citizens 
Infonnalion Board at: htih 'wive.citircr~iafonctatinnLxaard ic% 

[26j 

DEPAR•I'MIENT OF- AGRICLAXL RE, FOOD AND T11E NL4LRLNT--
AN ROINN TAL%U LVOCTUA. BIA AGUS Nt-kRA 

HSIMMES A4ANAGEtiMN'I' NOTICT NO. 68 OF 2016 
(Dcccmbcr DCtlter:31 QaOM Miungement Notice) 

I, bIlCIIAEL CREED, Minister for Agriculture, Food and the 
Marine, in memise of the powers conferral on rile by section 12 of 
the Sci•1-mherier and Maritime Jurisdiction Act 2006 (No. 8 of 2006) 
and the Fisheries, Forc5horc and Dumping at Sca (Transfer of 
Dcpartnieritai Administration and Ministerial Functions) Order 2007 
(S.I. No. 707 of 20077) (as adapted by the Agriculture, Fisheries gad 
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FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) ACT, 1997 
(NO. 23) FORESHORE ACT, 1933 

---(NO-. 12) NOTICE-OF DECISION - - 
TO GRANT AOUACULTURE AND 

FORESHORE LICENCES. 
Tote Minister for Agriculture. Foos and tho Marina has 
de6dod to grant Aquaculttae and Foreshora Licences to 
the tollowin¢ 

Fllo Appitcant spociss and No. of Shoo) 
110twersm and refamnm 

T12/145 Donegal Pacific Oysters using bags 
Ocoandeep zwJ trestles- Eddrim- Mount 
Oysters Ltd Charles area of Dorwgal easy 

712/14SA and T12/145B 

T12/349 Donegal Pact(ic Oysters using boas 
Oceanduep and trestles- Eddrim- Mount 
Cysters Ltd Charles area of Donegal Bay 

T12/349A 

T12/243 Donegal Pacific Oysters usfnq bags 
Oystortr Ltd and trsrstlas- Eddrim- Mount 

Chwlett arim of Donegal Bob►  
T12/243A. TW2/31L T12/2243C 
A T12/243D 

T1?/ 46 Donegal Pacific Oysters using bags 
Oyxtvrs Ltd tend trestles- Ecidtim- Mount, 

Charles area of Donegal OW 
T12/346A 

,32/347 Racoo Pacific Oysters using baos and 
Shellfish Ltd trestles In Innor Dorwaal Bay 
Z Ball's Isle 712/347A 
Seafoods IId 

312,'410 Thierry Pacific Oysters using tags 
GIIlardcau and trestles-Broade Strand. 
8 Desmond Gweedom Bay T12/410A a B 
Maori 

T12/419 Celtic Kerber Pacific Oysters using 
Ltd bags and trestles- araado 

Sbt drtd,Gtwwdore Bay 
TW419A.B 8 C 

T12/430 John Boyle Pacific Oystora using bags 
and trestles- Braode Strand, 
Gweadoro Bay T12/430A a 8 

T17J438 Gary Boyle Pacific Oysters using hags 
and traxtins-, Gwsedora Bay 
T12(43aA b B 

The reasons for this decision are elaborated on 1:14 
Dq=rtrnant'S websitp at: answtzunrel 
fit)Y. i9~~~R4~L1>Ki~~ltlttf L4~orB3f14rerratta9tff3?4lll~ 
~cUtiunat;  a~gl~quiltfltllLL~iiC.8t2CtdlLtaiQnsL 
An appeal against the Aquaculture Licence decision may 
be made In writlrt9, within one month of the dato of Its 
publication, to THE AQUACULTURE LICENCES APPEALS 
BOARD, Ktlminchy Court, r'ortlacisc, Co. Laois, by cornpleting 
titre Notlea of Appeal Application Form avartaWe from the 
Board. phone 057 86 31912. e-mall lnf2Lft ,io or websitts at 
tutJ 1WM8MWQL 
A person my question the validity of the Foreshore Licence 
deterfiinabon by way of an applicatinn for judicial review, 
under Order 84 of the Rules of the Superior Court (SI Na 15 
of 1986). Practical Infoi rrtatinn on the review mechanism can 
be obtained ham the Cltlzens information Board at: t4tp,& 
Yf`"L'r.Ctti s..r~1~4fI~tIOn~.IQL 

0 ><tartrttr 
y N~agtltatlturo tr 

it+~«at> 
tea spas l+tr.ra 
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Appendix VII: Pictures of old trestles leaving to Sharkey's Waste recycling Ltd. 
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Appendix VIII: Pictures of trestles in area T12/365 A. 
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Appendix IX: Pictures of Fauna in our oyster farm in Cork Harbour. 

Picture of Seals & Oyster catchers on trestles 

i 

i 
t _ 
I
C  
I 

Oyster catchers feeding on oyster bags 

Mk 

Oyster catcher on oyster bags while crew at work 
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Swans & Seagulls on oyster beds 

Heron, Egret & Oyster Catcher on oyster beds 



Curlew & Seagull on oyster beds 

Sandpipers (bar-tailed godwit) feeding on oyster farm 
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Seals & Oyster Catchers on oyster trestles 

Bar-tailed Godwit on oyster beds 
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Sandpipers (probably Redshanks) on oyster beds 

Swans with oyster trestles 
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