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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The European Communities (Environmental Assessment of Certain Plans and Programmes) Regulations 
2004 (SI 435 of 2004) implement Directive 2001/42/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council 
of 27 June 2001 on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the 
environment (the SEA directive).  In 2005 the Department of Communications, Marine and Natural 
Resources (DCMNR), now the Department of Communications, Energy and Natural Resources 
(DCENR), initiated a review of the hydrocarbon-bearing potential of the Atlantic Ireland Basins.  
A series of offshore Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) is to be carried out on the plans to 
issue exploration licences for the entire offshore area under Irish jurisdiction between 2006 and 2009. 

The first SEA (IOSEA1), conducted in 2006, considered the implications of licensing the Slyne, Erris 
and Donegal Basins to the west and northwest of Ireland for oil and gas exploration.  The second 
offshore SEA (IOSEA2), conducted in 2007, covered the licensing round for oil and gas exploration in 
the Porcupine Basin to the southwest of Ireland.  The current SEA, IOSEA3, assesses the implications 
of licensing the Rockall Basin to the west and northwest of Ireland for oil and gas exploration.  
Consideration of the feedback received on the IOSEA3 Environmental Report is presented in this 
report. 

 

1.2 Overview of the consultation process 

A key element of the SEA process is consultation with non-government organisations (NGOs), other 
stakeholders and individual members of the public; an overview of the steps to taken to facilitate and 
promote consultation before, during and after the production of the IOSEA3 report is given below. 

• A Steering Group was established in April 2008 consisting of representatives drawn from a range 
of state agencies, industry groups, university departments and NGOs under whose guidance the 
SEA process was executed.  Expert input and knowledge provided by the Steering Group 
facilitated the provision of information on environmental and related topics. 

• An Early Consultation Document summarising the SEA process and the proposed work 
programme was distributed to stakeholders in May 2008 to identify concerns, which could then 
be addressed in the IOSEA3 Environmental Report. 

• A section of the DCENR website was dedicated to the IOSEA3 where the report could be viewed 
and downloaded.  The website also provided background information on the SEA process, 
displayed the minutes of Steering Group meetings and provided links to the web pages of 
individual Steering Group organisations. 

• A draft version of the report was circulated for comment by the Steering Group members. 
• A six week public consultation period (preceded by a three week notice period) followed the 

publication of the IOSEA3 report on the website at the end of October 2008. 
• The public consultation process was advertised in national (The Irish Independent and Foinse), 

local (The West Cork People, Donegal Democrat, Limerick Leader, Leitrim Observer, Connaught 
Tribune, Sligo Champion, Mayo News, Clare Champion and Kerryman) and trade newspapers 
(The Marine Times and The Irish Skipper).  The advertisement invited interested parties to read 
the Environmental Report and provide feedback in the form of written submissions.  It also gave 
notice of the location and dates of meetings at which presentations would be made to 
stakeholders. 

• Electronic copies (CD ROMs) of the Environmental Report were made available for open review in 
93 libraries in the counties of Donegal, Leitrim, Sligo, Mayo, Galway, Clare, Limerick, Kerry and 
Cork. 

• Five consultation meetings were held during the week commencing 17 November 2008.  At each 
meeting, the Environmental Report and the SEA process were presented via informal “walk in” 
information sessions and a series of formal presentations.  The objective was to provide a forum 
for stakeholders to consult directly with the authors, Department and Steering Group and to 
provide feedback.  Meetings were held for government bodies, NGOs and the oil and gas 
industry in Dublin.  Public meetings were then held in Kenmare, Limerick, Ballina and Killybegs. 

• Local radio stations in the counties of Cork, Kerry, Limerick, Clare, Galway, Mayo and Donegal 
were also contacted with a request to advertise the consultation meetings.  The SEA and the 
consultation workshops were discussed on Clare FM during the week of the workshops. 
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• As a precursor to these meetings, the Steering Group conducted a stakeholder mapping exercise 
in order to identify relevant local organisations to be notified and invited.  The DCENR sent out 
56 invitations to industry (including fishing organisations), NGOs and local and State authorities. 

• Feedback received both during the meetings and in written submissions has been detailed and 
responded to in this Post-Consultation Statement. 

 

1.3 Purpose of post-consultation report 

This report is intended to collate and provide responses to all the comments received on the IOSEA3 
report.  The consultation responses will be taken into account by the Minister for Communications, 
Energy and Natural Resources when making the decision on the granting of Frontier Licences. 
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2 Consultation issues 

As no significant questions were raised or comments received during the consultation workshops, this 
section solely addresses comments or questions received in writing during the consultation period.  
Each written submission is divided into individual comments and a response is given for each (in 
italics, highlighted in yellow).  In order to do so, submissions have been condensed or paraphrased to 
highlight the salient points in each document.  Where written submissions did not contain any specific 
comments they have not been included in section 2.1 below, but are presented in Appendix 1 along 
with the full transcript of all written submissions. 

 

2.1 Written submissions 

2.1.1 Birdwatch Ireland  

Birdwatch Ireland has a number of significant concerns regarding the proposed plan relating to 
potential adverse impacts on wild birds of national and European importance and on areas designated 
for their conservation.  Birdwatch Ireland recommends that potential impacts be fully considered for: 

• Species listed on Annex I of the EU Birds Directive and migratory wetland species 
• Red and amber listed bird species indentified as ‘Birds of Conservation Concern’ 
• Priority habitats for wild birds eg uplands, wetlands, coastal habits in addition to those specified 

under Annex I of the EU Habitats Directive 
• Designated sites. 

RESPONSE: The Draft Plan is for the licensing of oil and gas exploration activities offshore to the west 
of Ireland in the Rockall Basin.  At its closest point, the proposed licensing area is approximately 60 
km offshore from the Irish coast.  The available data suggest that the main species making use of this 
offshore area are seabirds such as petrels, shearwaters, gannets, skuas, gulls, terns, auks and grey 
phalarope (Annex Section 3.5.2), of which certain species are included on the EU Directives and lists 
noted above (Annex Section 4.3).  In addition, the Environmental Report highlighted the importance of 
the coastline bordering the IOSEA3 area for seabirds, waterfowl and migratory species and the sites 
designated for their protection. 

The area identified is highly likely to be used as a foraging area for Leach’s Petrel (and possibly Storm 
Petrel) which nest at the Stags of Broadhaven and Inishglore and Inishkeeragh SPAs.  As such it 
considers the IOSEA3 area as a potential site of designation as a candidate marine SPA.  Few data 
exist for IOSEA3 area; therefore additional survey work is required in order to fully inform its status 
and to inform an Appropriate Assessment of potential impacts on priority species. 

RESPONSE: The Environmental Report highlighted the likely presence of petrels within the IOSEA3 
area (Annex Section 3.5.2).  It also highlighted the lack of offshore seabird survey data on a year-
round basis (Annex Section 3.5.1; Environmental Report Section 11.2.1) that could usefully be 
developed into a resource for assessing seabird vulnerability to sea surface pollution (oil spills) at any 
location on a monthly basis.  The Environmental Report assessed potential impacts with regard to 
known or already designated sites.  The Department acknowledges the Birdwatch Ireland point 
regarding potential designation of the IOSEA3 area as a candidate SPA and would be pleased to 
receive details about this. 

2.1.2 Biospheric Engineering 

The IOSEA3 report is a significant step forward from that produced under the IOSEA2 process and 
addresses many of the flaws identified in it.  There are, however, additional factors that require to be 
addressed in this SEA, in particular the potential impact on deep diving cetaceans and the potential 
impact of noise in the deep water canyons that form part of the area covered by this SEA.  While the 
mitigation measures specified in the SEA document are in line with current policy I believe that they 
do not provide sufficient protection for the species and area mentioned and should be strengthened. 

The SEA does not refer to the stranding of 17 pilot whales on the Irish coast and a significant number 
of beaked and pilot whales in a short period in 2008.  This event indicates the sensitivity of deep 
diving species to disturbance and there could be a link between their deep diving behaviour and 
sensitivity to noise. 

RESPONSE:  The information on cetacean distribution and abundance around Ireland is derived at 
least in part from cetacean strandings data, and it is the overall distribution and abundance 
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information (rather than detail of individual stranding events) that the Environmental Report attempts 
to convey.  The Department is of course aware of the concerns associated with whale strandings and 
of the potential links that have been made in some cases between stranding events and underwater 
noise.  The fact of the increasing concern over the potential impacts of anthropogenic noise is the 
reason for the additional effort made in IOSEA3 to assess this issue. 

The area covered by the SEA includes deep water canyons that are known to be significant habitat for 
pilot and beaked whale species.  The mitigation measures proposed in the SEA are not appropriate for 
the continental slope and deep canyon areas where sensitive species may be foraging or engaged in 
other essential behaviours such as breeding or nursing and could be significantly impacted by the 
proposed exploration activity. 

RESPONSE:  The limitations of the current NPWS Code of Practice for the Protection of Sea Mammals 
During Acoustic Seafloor Surveys in respect of beaked whales were acknowledged in Section 7.2.8 of 
the Environmental Report.  This was also the reason behind the IWDG recommendation for passive 
acoustic monitoring survey work over a 12-month period (Section 11.2.1) which was turned into 
Recommendation number seven in Section 11.3.3. 

It is unclear from the methodology described in the noise modeling report whether the impact of the 
surface ghost is included in the calculated result as the text appears to indicate that it is not.  The 
calculation methodology is based on a recognised calculation procedure; however as with any 
modeling exercise the assumptions will determine the result. 

RESPONSE:  The surface ghost (surface reflected propagation path) is included.  This is inherent in the 
acoustic propagation model that includes all paths between the source and receiver, including those 
via the surface reflection.  It is absolutely essential that the surface ghost (and all other reflected 
paths) are  included in order to obtain useful results. 

The modelling assumes that the bulk of energy from seismic guns is directed vertically downwards but 
also states that the propagation method used was optimised for horizontal propagation of sound and is 
not accurate for sound emitted at very steep angles. 

RESPONSE:  The modelling does not assume that the bulk of the energy is directed downwards 
(although seismic arrays are generally designed to try to achieve this) but rather calculates the energy 
emitted in the near horizontal direction from first principles.  A calculation of the vertical energy was 
used for the sole purpose of calibrating the array model against information provided by DCENR.  The 
modelling focuses on energy emitted at angles close to the horizontal because this is what propagates 
to substantial horizontal ranges and is usually of most environmental concern.  Energy emitted at 
steep angles does not propagate to long horizontal ranges because to do so would require it to 
undergo many energy-sapping seabed reflections.  However, as stated in the report, the approach 
taken was designed to calculate sound levels at ranges of kilometres to hundreds of kilometres in a 
computationally efficient manner and does not produce accurate sound levels at very short horizontal 
ranges (less than the water depth at the source).  This can be done but would require a different 
modelling approach. 

One of the simplifying assumptions made in the CMST report is that the bottom is comprised of silty 
sand resulting in a significant level of absorption losses.  This simplifying assumption is less likely to 
apply on steep canyon slopes and the calculation model is not designed to cope with potentially 
reverberant conditions that could apply in deep water canyons, resulting in substantial increases in 
received noise levels. 

RESPONSE:  The modelling undertaken was optimised for long-range propagation in the horizontal in 
the Rockall Basin.  It was not designed to investigate the spreading of sound within or around 
individual seabed features such as the canyons present on the eastern slopes of the Rockall Basin.  It 
is true that seabed type will affect sound propagation and that reverberant conditions may occur 
within steep-sided canyons, but this would require considerable separate modelling effort. 

The received noise levels presented in the report are reported as SEL values.  It is important to ensure 
that both short term impulsive (p-p) and cumulative (SEL) values are assessed as the authority relied 
on in the noise modelling report indicates injury criteria under both indices. 

RESPONSE: Sound Exposure Level (SEL) has been used in this work because it is much easier to both 
model and measure reliably than peak-to-peak (p-p) or root mean square (RMS) levels.  It is 
extremely difficult to model p-p with any degree of confidence because it depends critically on the 
details of surface and seabed roughness that cause spreading of the impulsive signals and reduction in 
peak levels.  One can carry out full waveform modelling to come up with a worst-case estimate 
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(ignoring scattering effects) and this may be a reasonable thing to do if short-range levels are of 
primary concern.  However, it requires a much higher computational effort than the 1/3 octave 
modelling used here and rapidly becomes impractical (as well as inaccurate) as the range increases.  
Measuring p-p is fraught with difficulties because the result depends critically on the bandwidth of the 
receiving system.  Results reported in the biological literature are often not comparable to one another 
for this reason.  Much of the biological literature reports levels in root mean square units.  The 
difficulty with using RMS units for impulsive signals from airguns is that the result is critically 
dependent on obtaining a good estimate of the received signal duration.  This depends on many 
factors including the details of the array, the propagation conditions, the direction of the receiver from 
the array and the range.  It can be done through modelling, but again requires a full waveform 
modelling approach, which is extremely computationally intensive.  It is also very difficult to determine 
the signal length from measured data because of the difficulty of distinguishing between signal and 
noise and the result therefore tends to depend strongly on the signal to noise ratio at the time of the 
measurement. 

The assumptions in the model have a net effect of underestimating the received noise level in deep 
water canyons and consequently underestimate the risk of harm to sensitive species which occupy 
these habitats. 

RESPONSE:  For the reasons discussed above, this may be the case for deep-water canyons that the 
modelled survey passes almost directly over.  As mentioned above, modelling of this specific situation 
could be done, but would require a different approach to that used in the report. 

The primary source utilised in the IOSEA3 report with regards to impacts of noise on marine mammals 
is Southall et al (2007).  This report indicates that for ‘mid-frequency cetaceans’ subjected to single or 
multiple pulses, the maximum recommended exposure is 198 dB (SEL).  Based on the modelling 
report this equates to 226 dB p-p.  It is clear that levels of this intensity occur close to the seismic 
source and extend a considerable distance vertically and horizontally. 

RESPONSE:  On the basis of single shot modelling, the SEL figure of 198 dB quoted by Southall et al 
(2007) would not be attained anywhere, although SEL’s close to this value could be expected close to 
the array.  However, as explained in Section 7.2.3 of the IOSEA3 report, the actual sound levels close 
to a survey array are significantly lower than the theoretical source values of 242 to 252 dB quoted for 
full seismic arrays.  In modelling the cumulative sound exposure levels, the range from the airgun 
array at which SEL greater than 180 dB re 1 μPa2.s (the highest threshold modeled) was confined to 
within the survey grid itself.  Also, this threshold would only be exceeded in the upper part of the 
water column (although the prediction method used here was optimized for long range hear horizontal 
propagation and is not accurate for sound emitted at very steep angles). 

This report also indicates that behavioural changes can occur in cetaceans at noise levels below 90 dB.  
According to the CMST Report, the RMS level is equivalent to the SEL + 13 dB, so the SEL level at 
which we could expect a behavioural response is less than 110dB.  The noise modeling report indicates 
that such levels are likely to be exceeded for at least 100 km from the source. 

The following additional mitigation measures are proposed: 

The Code of Practice for the Protection of Marine Mammals during Acoustic Seafloor Surveys in Irish 
Waters (as amended) should be mandatory on all relevant operations. 

RESPONSE:  The current “Code of Practice for the Protection of Sea Mammals During Acoustic Seafloor 
Surveys” (NPWS, 2007) is already mandatory for seismic surveys in oil and gas exploration operations. 

Within 100 km of the shelf slope, the time interval for the soft start procedure should be extended to a 
minimum of 2 hours observation by the marine mammal observer (MMO) prior to airgun soft start 
which will facilitate the detection of deep diving species.  This monitoring should be carried out in 
conjunction with suitable acoustic monitoring at depth in order to minimise the impact on such 
species. 

RESPONSE: The Department acknowledges the proposal.  The current requirement for water depths 
less than 200 m is an MMO observation period of 30 minutes; in water depths of more than 200 m, the 
observation period is extended to 60 minutes. 

The sound power level of the seismic sources, pulsing interval and soft start procedure used on any 
survey/drilling activity should be approved by the NPWS and DCENR prior to the commencement of 
operations.  There is currently no definition of what constitutes a soft start procedure. 
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RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges the proposal.  The current “Code of Practice for the 
Protection of Sea Mammals During Acoustic Seafloor Surveys” (NPWS, 2007) defines parameters for 
soft start procedures. 

The DCENR should maintain a register, open for public inspection, of all survey activity including the 
associated source sound power levels and any procedures adopted. 

RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges the proposal. 

In addition to the Marine Mammal Observers required under the Code of Practice for activities 
occurring within 100 km of the shelf slope, an additional MMO should accompany a chase boat.  This 
MMO can be used to assess the behaviour of marine mammals and measure noise levels at some 
distance from the activity in order to determine the actual impact and validate the noise prediction 
model. 

RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges the proposal. 

Carry out at least one independent acoustic survey, per seismic or drilling activity, (using chase boats 
or service/supply boats) to record the noise level at varying distances and depths from the source 
vessel.  The details of this survey should be approved by the NPWS & DCENR, and the results made 
available to the public.  The companies undertaking the exploration and drilling activities will be 
responsible corporate citizens and these mitigation costs are small in comparison to overall exploration 
and drilling costs. 

RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges the proposal. 

2.1.3 Clarrie Pringle 

I attended the workshop in Killybegs and was extremely concerned at the lack of interest shown by the 
general public with regards to this important issue.  The request in the advertising of the workshops 
for members of the public or organisations to register with ERT prior to attendance was an inhibiting 
factor for people.  Several people expressed the opinion to me that no one who had not pre-registered 
would be allowed entry. 

The consultation was excellent and very informative, thanks to the department and consultants 
present.  I hope that the lack of attendance will not deter future consultations of this nature - with 
appropriate publicity the attendance should improve. 

RESPONSE:  It was not the intention to restrict entry to those who had pre-registered.  The main 
intention of inviting pre-registration was to gauge interest and to ensure adequate facilities were 
arranged in advance.  The advertising for similar consultation exercises in the future will be clearer in 
this respect. 

2.1.4 Countryside Council for Wales 

CCW suggest that the nature and location of the draft plan are such that the activities involved are 
unlikely to have a significant effect on the environment and natural heritage of Wales either directly or 
cumulatively.  As such, CCW has no specific comments to make on the SEA.  However, CCW feels 
strongly that due to the lack of information regarding the location, population and behaviour of 
cetaceans in the Rockall Basin, which has been identified as an important area for a number of 
species, a precautionary approach should be adopted with respect to implementation of the IOSEA3 
plan. 

RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges this response. 

2.1.5 Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government 

DCENR is advised to fully utilise the existing environmental area assessment process to ensure the 
avoidance of physical disturbance of habitats and species identified in the EU Habitats Directive. 

RESPONSE:  The existing regulatory framework, including the Environmental Area Assessment (EAA) 
process has been outlined in the Environmental Report and will be utilised in the regulation of activities 
resulting from the proposed Draft Plan.  Section 11.3.2 of the Environmental Report contains 
recommendations relevant to licensing and regulation. 

As stated in the IOSEA3 report, the use of the ‘Code of Practice for the Protection of Marine Mammals 
during Acoustic Seafloor Surveys in Irish Waters’ is mandatory for relevant activities.  During the 
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licence period, there may be developments in technology or increased information relating to cetacean 
distribution and ecology that could be used to improve this code.  DEHLG will liaise closely with DCENR 
in this regard. 

RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges this response.  Section 11.3.1 of the Environmental 
Report contains recommendations relevant to this point. 

DEHLG suggests that any data gathered from monitoring programmes devised to assess the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures, as recommended in the report, could be circulated to the 
National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) where relevant. 

RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges this response. 

2.1.6 Irish Whale and Dolphin Group 

Environmental Report: Section 5.2.6 Marine mammals; Cetaceans, 2nd Paragraph:  

‘This includes work by the IWDG and MCS as well as academic institutions…’ - should this not read 
‘IWDG and CMRC’ (to my knowledge the MSC has not been involved in cetacean recording in Ireland). 

RESPONSE:  ERT and AquaFact acknowledges this misprint and the suggested correction is correct. 

Environmental Report: Section 5.2.6 Marine mammals; Cetaceans, Table 5.3: 

Northern bottlenose whale:  
‘although individuals have been recorded in areas during the summer months.’ – what ‘areas’ does this 
refer to? 

RESPONSE:  This should have read “although individuals have been recorded in offshore areas during 
the summer months”. 

Long finned pilot whale: 

‘Most common of the deep-diving toothed whales species.’ – this should read ‘whale species’. 

RESPONSE:  ERT and AquaFact acknowledges this misprint and agrees with the suggested correction. 

Risso’s dolphin: 

‘While survey results have shown a small presence within the main part of the IOSEA3 area this is 
probably due to poor survey effort rather than absence from the area.’ – this should be re-worded e.g. 
‘this species has been recorded at very low densities within the IOSEA3 area’ 

RESPONSE:  ERT and AquaFact acknowledges this error in wording and agrees with the suggested re-
wording. 

Striped Dolphin: 

‘It is the third most commonly stranded dolphin species in Irish waters but is not commonly recorded 
at sea indication a distribution lying far offshore’ – this should read ‘perhaps indicative of a distribution 
lying far offshore’ 

RESPONSE:  ERT and AquaFact acknowledges this misprint and agrees with the suggested re-wording. 

Humpback Whale: 

‘In European waters, there has been isolated sightings almost exclusively in waters >200 m.’ – is 
there data to back up this statement?  The vast majority of recent NW European sightings have 
occurred in waters over the continental shelf >200m. 

RESPONSE:  ERT and AquaFact acknowledges this misprint and agrees with the suggested correction. 

Fin Whale: 

‘This species has been recorded east and northwest of the IOSEA3 area and bordering the IOSEA3 
area to the west.’ – the IWDG recently supplied data showing the occurrence of this species within the 
IOSEA3 area. 
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RESPONSE:  This was a misprint, which ERT and AquaFact acknowledges.  The data from IWDG was 
added into the Annex (Figure 3.14) but the corresponding tables (Table 3.15 in the Annex, and Table 
5.3 in the Environmental Report) were not updated accordingly. 

Environmental Report:  11.1 Conclusions; 11.1.1 Noise generation; Seismic, Paragraph 5: 

‘In order to minimise any possible impacts on marine mammals, the use of the NPWS guidelines, 
(NPWS, 2007) should be mandatory,’ – this should read ‘the use of the NPWS guidelines, 
(NPWS, 2007) is mandatory’ 

RESPONSE:  This was a misprint, which the Department acknowledges.  The fact that the use of these 
guidelines is mandatory is highlighted elsewhere in the Environmental Report (Sections 7.2.8 and 
11.3.3). 

Environmental Report:  11.1 Conclusions; 11.1.1 Noise generation; Seismic, Paragraph 7: 

‘For this reason it is recommended that simultaneous surveys should be separated by a distance of at 
least 100 km’ – I understood this distance was to be increased to 150km? 

RESPONSE:  Increasing the minimum separation distance between simultaneous seismic surveys from 
100 km to 150 km was an undertaking given in the Post-consultation Report of the IOSEA2 in the 
Porcupine Basin.  This update was omitted in error from the IOSEA3 Environmental Report, but is 
hereby reinstated.  Therefore, the Department acknowledges that the minimum separation distance 
between simultaneous seismic surveys should be increased from 100 km to 150 km.  The Department 
will apply the 150 km limit in the meantime and this recommendation should also be carried into the 
NPWS mitigation guidelines at next review. 

Environmental Report:  11.2.1 Specific data gaps; Point 6 

‘The IWDG therefore recommends that a 12 month Passive Acoustic Monitoring (PAM) survey be 
undertaken,’ – as this is an agreed IOSEA recommendation it should read ‘it is recommended that a 12 
month Passive Acoustic Monitoring (PAM) survey be undertaken,’ 

RESPONSE:  In this section (Section 11.2.1) of the Environmental Report, the main data gaps 
identified through the SEA process are identified, including that highlighted by IWDG relating to 
canyon habitats and the potential use of these by beaked whales.  The IWDG proposal to plug this 
data gap is also highlighted here.  The recommendation derived from this IWDG proposal is given in 
Section 11.3.3 as Recommendation number seven. 

Environmental Report:  11.3.3 Seismic survey; Recommendation 7 

‘It is recommended that proposals for a 12 month passive acoustic monitoring survey be considered, 
using moored static equipment to investigate the potential use made of the canyon systems on the 
eastern side of the Rockall Trough by beaked whales’ – this is a significant watering down of the 
agreed recommendation to conduct a 12 month passive acoustic monitoring survey in the canyon 
habitats mentioned.  The IWDG requests that the requirement ‘for a 12 month passive acoustic 
monitoring survey be considered,’ be reinstated as a recommendation rather than an option for 
‘consideration’.  Failing this the IWDG reserves its position to come back directly to PAD and NPWS at 
a later date in 2009 with a set of stronger recommendations for the protection of canyon habitats from 
the effects of seismic surveys, based on current best practice in the US and elsewhere. 

RESPONSE:  The wording of this recommendation was changed somewhat following discussion during 
a meeting of the Steering Group.  However, it is still recommended that such survey work take place. 

Environmental Report:  10.1 Seismic survey; 10.1.1 Noise generation, Potential additional measures, 
Paragraph 2 

‘Available data suggest that beaked whales are likely to occur in the IOSEA3 area throughout the year. 
Again, there are insufficient data to improve on existing mitigation measures, and these will require 
re-evaluation as knowledge of these sensitivities develops,’ –the IWDG do not agree and would 
promote a precautionary approach by incorporating a recommendation for 12 month acoustic 
monitoring in known areas of beaked whale activity. The IWDG reserves its position to come back 
directly to PAD and NPWS at a later date in 2009 with a set of stronger recommendations for the 
protection of canyon habitats from the effects of seismic surveys, based on current best practice in the 
US and elsewhere. 
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RESPONSE:  The statement in the sentence quoted above “…there are insufficient data to improve on 
existing mitigation measures…” appeared in error; the intention here was simply to convey that any 
mitigation measures will require re-evaluation and updating from time to time as knowledge of 
sensitivities improves over time, monitoring capabilities/technologies improve and as location-specific 
proposals demand.  As outlined in the Environmental Report and discussed above, the 
recommendation for monitoring work in relation to beaked whales springs from recognition of the 
sensitivity and the data gap on the one hand, and the requirement for data in order to improve impact 
assessment and mitigation measures. 

Environmental Report Annex:  Section 3 Ecology; 3.3.5 Basking sharks; Data sources and gaps, 
Paragraph 3 

‘Although these schemes raise public awareness, the data do not give a reliable indication of 
population size of distribution’ – This presumably is meant to read ‘population size or distribution’ – if 
so on what basis is this assumption made?  The data gives the most accurate distributional data we 
have and the increase in sightings may indicate a true increase in population.  The IWDG also collect 
basking shark sightings during offshore surveys but the truth is that thus IWDG surveys have recorded 
very few offshore sightings and none in deeper waters (200m+).  I would suggest substituting the 
sentence:  ‘Although these schemes collate a large number of available sightings each year, the data 
may not give a reliable indication of the population status or true distribution of the species’ 

RESPONSE:  This was a misprint, and “…population size or distribution…” was the intended wording. 

Paragraph 5 

‘The Irish Whale and Dolphin Group also has a database of basking shark sightings from around the 
coast.’ – this is repetition of paragraph 2. 

RESPONSE:  Agreed 

Environmental Report Annex:  Section 3.4 Marine reptiles; Turtles; Distribution and abundance; 
Leatherback turtle; Paragraph 2 

‘However, satellite tagging undertaken by the Coastal and Marine Resources Centre at University 
College Cork (CMRC) has recorded the movements of 2 leatherback turtles off the southwest coast of 
Ireland (IWDG, pers comm).’ – a direct reference for this work may be found on www.turtle.ie or from 
Dr. Tom Doyle, CMRC. 

RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges this response. 

Environmental Report Annex:  Section 3.6 Marine mammals; 3.6.3 Cetacean distribution and 
abundance; Paragraph 1 

‘A number of canyon systems around the periphery of the Rockall Basin are of particular importance as 
they show a high level of beaked whale activity in comparison to other areas surveyed (Wall, 2006; 
2007).’ – an additional reference is Wall, 2008:  Wall D. (2008) Cetacean Distribution and Relative 
Abundance Survey during FSS Deep Water Survey 2008. Report to the Marine Institute, Oranmore, 
Galway, Ireland. 

RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges this response. 

Environmental Report Annex:  Section 3.6 Marine mammals; 3.6.3 Cetacean distribution and 
abundance; Baleen whales; Figure 3.14 

Additional sightings of fin and blue whales etc supplied by IWDG to ERT/Aquafact are missing from this 
figure. 

RESPONSE:  So far as can be determined, all sightings supplied by IWDG have been included in Annex 
Figure 3.14. 

2.1.7 Northern Ireland Environment Agency 

The NIEA is content that comments made on the early consultation document concerning 
transboundary issues have been taken into account during the preparation of the final Environmental 
Report and welcomes the level of detail provided in the ecology and marine archaeology sections of 
the Annex. 



 
 

 

 
2-8 April 2009 

The NIEA suggests that consultation with the UK and Germany may improve knowledge of war losses 
in the IOSEA3 area (which may also be designated war graves) and would aid with the identification of 
new wrecks where encountered. 

RESPONSE:  The Department acknowledges this response. 
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