
This record contains 28 archived email chain records: 

A copy of all records which informed the development and agreement of a referral matrix with the Forest 

Service where forestry applications adjoining or upstream of Natura 2000 sites can be assessed for 

impacts without automatic referral to NPWS as part of its EIS and AAP screening process; to include a 

copy of the referral matrix itself. 

 

Áine O Connor 

6th and 7th January 2021 

 

The following emails are from the archived mail box of Áine O Connor 

These could only be viewed in small windows and snap-shot/snip images taken. The highlighting is 

from the search words used.  Where possible, the most recent email showing the full chain of 

communications is given and duplicate copies are avoided.  There is some overlap between snip 

images to show that no text is omitted. Images of all emails are given below under ‘Subject’ headings 

(‘Heading 1’ style is used and the ‘Navigation’ ‘Headings’ tool can be used to move rapidly between 

them). 

 
 

Emails with Subject ‘Update: Agreement to review referral process from Forest 

Service to NPWS’ 

Inbox: 

 

 



 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘AAP and FPM Appendix’ 

Search results in In box: 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 

Search results in Sent items: 



 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Meeting with the Forest Service Tuesday 7 August’ 

Sent items: 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Proposed FS NPWS consultation May 2012.doc’ 

All mailboxes: 



 

 

 



 

Peter, 

Do some of these activities now require planning permission, and should be referred to the 

PA in the first instance? 

   -    Please clarify if the following now require planning permission within 

SPAs/cSACs/NHAs in many Counties, as they constitute excavation or alteration of a site of 

ecological interest the conservation or protection of which is an objective of the County 

Development Plan (Article 9(1)(a)(vii) of the Planning & Development Regulations 2001 as 

amended by Article 5 of S.I. No. 454 of 2011). 

(a) Forestry roads - Class 13 (Part 1 of Schedule 2) 

(b) Forestry drain & culvert maintenance - Class 3 (Part 3 of Schedule 2) 

(c) Forestry drainage & reclamation of wetlands - Class 11 (Part 3 of Schedule 2) 

(d) Initial afforestation - Class 15 (Part 3 of Schedule 2) 

(2) In view of the LIFE proposal, the high priority status of the site, and the possibility of 

conservation success, it should be recommended that all forestry applications in the Kerry 

Blackwater catchment be the subject of consultation with NPWS. 

(3) The opportunity should not be missed to inform the FS of their 'in-combination effect' 

assessment obligations re buffer zone decisions. 

(4) If one of the aims is to reduce response times, then the development of more site-specific 

management plans might be a better way to go, as the referral is competing not just with 

other forestry applications, but with a whole range of time-restricted duties for field staff. 



(5) Please clarify if the questions being asked in the standard table (e.g. no objection) are 

legally possibly for the Minister (a) in light of Art. 27(1) of S.I. 477 of 2011, (b) in the absence 

of a screening assessment, and (c) without recourse to requesting further information of the 

proposed forestry works/activities where this is necessary. 

(6) Point C seems to be correct. 

 

(7) The NPWS should not sign off on thw wording of this letter as representing the protocol, 

as it may interpret buffer zones with the possibility of realistic impacts as 3km, which is, on 

the basis of available data, scientifically unreasonable. The protocol should be reworded so 

that NPWS are not appearing in any way to endorse this.  

Jervis.  

 

Jervis Good, 

NPWS regional ecologist, 

Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht, 

7 Eastgate Ave., Little Island, Co. Cork. 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



Emails with Subject ‘Meeting with Forest service’ 

 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘meeting with Forrest Service’ 



 

 



 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Currane forest management plan – draft comments for 

discussion’ 

Sent items: 

 

 

 



Emails with Subject ‘Forestry in SPAs’ 

Inbox: 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘FYI from Pat Warner: Forest Service referrals - Afforestation 

Applications CN65010 & CN65402’ 

All mailboxes: 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

Emails with Subject ‘Documents ref yesterday’ 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘afforestation applications’ 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

Emails with Subject ‘CCLAWG Interim Report’ 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Seminars with Forest Service; new dates and venues’ 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Forest Service FPM Presentation 27Sept11’ 

Inbox 



 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Forestry Circular 8 of 2012 Re AA Screening’ 

 



 

 

Hi Peter and Stephen, 

 

This got to me by a circuitous route, but it is a big improvement on the draft I commented on 

to the FS earlier this year. 

 

I'm copying Andy and Pat who also attended the recent meeting with the FS on referrals, at 

which the FS AA procedure was discussed. 

 

Regards, 

Áine 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Circular 2/2012 Appropriate Assessment Procedure (AAP) 

Information Note’ 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Orla Fahy’ 



 

Emails with Subject ‘Minimum width; Acid Sensitivity Areas’ 

 



 

 

Emails with Subject ‘The NPWS role in the ecological assessment of forestry activities 

controlled by the FS of DAFM’ 



 

 

 

Content of this email from Áine O Connor pasted below 

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

From: Áine O'Connor - (DAHG)  

Sent: 08 February 2012 10:02 



To: Jim Ryan - (DAHG) 

 

Subject: The NPWS role in the ecological assessment of forestry activities controlled by the 

FS of DAFM 

 

Dear Jim, 

Despite many years of assisting the Forest Service with improving their environmental 

assessment of water quality and the freshwater pearl mussel, in particular, I continue to have 

significant concerns (and confusion).  I am concerned as to their application of all European 

and associated national legislation on environmental assessment: SEA, EIA and AA.  

Furthermore, I am becoming increasingly concerned by the NPWS role in respect of such 

assessments, not least, the internal confusion as to our role. 

For other activities, projects, plans or programmes controlled by authorities other than the 

FS, the implementation of Article 6 and the role of NPWS in relation to AA and other 

environmental assessments, is generally clear.  The NPWS role includes formal and/or 

informal consultation at scoping stage (AA or EIA) – most of these are dealt with by regional 

management, but environmental consultants do come directly to me (and likely other SU 

staff) for specialist advice.  The consent systems typically require that applications for 

consent should be accompanied by the relevant reports: Screening reports, NIS, EIS etc.  

Applications, reports and any other information are then referred to NPWS in line with set 

referral rules.  NPWS has a set period to review and respond.  NPWS may seek further 

information (FI), if any of the necessary assessments are missing or incomplete.  When 

submitted, this additional material is then forwarded to NPWS for review.  The consent 

authority must then take on board any NPWS comments and concerns before making its 

decision. 

By contrast, the FS rules for referral to NPWS are unclear and are anyway inconsistently 

applied (by admission of the FS, Richard and myself last year reviewed at least one 

application that “should never have gone to NPWS”).  All NPWS receive from the FS is a 

standard letter and a very basic, tick-box application form with associated maps.  This form 

can in no way be considered to constitute an environmental assessment.  As an example, 

with an afforestation application, the only information on the current habitats on a site 

required is to tick one or more of six or eight boxes with categories such as ‘grass’, ‘rushes’ 

etc.  Frequently, NPWS find even these simple categories are not correctly assigned.  No 

additional documents or reports accompany these forms; no freshwater pearl mussel 

requirements forms, no AA Screening Reports, no NIS, no EIS.  Neither does the FS explain 

whether any of these assessments has been conducted, whether it has reviewed the 

application to determine whether such assessments are necessary or what information it 

expects NPWS to provide.  At a meeting we attended last March, however, it was pointed 

out that the FS did not wish NPWS to respond that an AA would be necessary. 

Assessing the potential impacts of these forestry applications, therefore, requires a field visit 

by regional management staff.  Regional staff frequently then refer the files to Scientific Unit 

staff, often because they do not feel competent to assess the potential impacts, but more 

frequently now because they do not understand what is expected of them.  As a result, 

NPWS spends significant time resources in reviewing these applications and, in many 

cases, the only conclusions that can be made is that EIS, AA screening or full AA is 

required. 



Furthermore, amidst all this confusion, there is a significant risk of duplication of effort 

among NPWS, the FS and consultant foresters. 

It must also be pointed out that the lack of legal and procedural (both FS and internal 

NPWS) clarity, makes it is impossible to have consistency within NPWS.  Not only do NPWS 

responses vary from region to region, but even within SU. 

I have huge respect for many of the FS staff, enjoy working with them and appreciate the 

significant resource limitations they are suffering.  That said, I cannot continue to support 

what I believe is an illegal system, where the FS are not properly carrying out AA, EIA or 

SEA of the activities they consent/grant-aid.  Neither does NPWS have the resources to 

conduct large chunks of those assessments for the FS, which I believe is happening 

currently, in at least some cases. 

I firmly believe that for NPWS to continue to invest time in reviewing, assessing and 

responding to the applications referred by the FS is an extremely poor use of the limited 

resources. 

Peter has indicated that it is his intention, following discussions with Conor, to attempt to 

engage in dialogue with the FS re. bringing their legislation (in particular, the forthcoming 

Forestry Act), into compliance with the new Birds and Natural Habitats Regulations (477 of 

2011).  I agree this is the essential first step towards clarification of the issues outlined 

above.  I would suggest that until such negotiations begin, NPWS should cease to comment 

in detail on forestry referrals.  Such actions require dialogue among three of the four 

directors: Conor, Ciaran and John, and for Ciaran and John to issue clear directions to their 

staff.  The directors may wish to provide an interim NPWS procedure for responding to 

referrals, or may wish to issue a stock response (suggest Peter should write). 

Once the legal situation has been clarified, the FS will need to document their procedures 

and share these with NPWS.  This will allow NPWS, in turn, to document its own internal 

procedures for processing FS referrals.  In both cases, some staff training is likely to be 

required. 

In the interim and given my already enormous workload of case-issues, I would propose to 

issue the following standard response to the Ballybay staff, copied to the relevant regional 

management staff for all forestry applications that are referred to me: 

“In the absence of legal and procedural clarification on the application of Article 6(3) and 6(4) 

of the Habitats Directive by the Forest Service, DAFM to the forestry operations it licences, 

consents or grant-aids, including the NPWS role as consultee, I have informed line 

management that I will not be reviewing or commenting on forestry referrals.  I have 

forwarded the attached letter (this one) to line management to seek clarification. 

I apologise for any difficulties this may cause. 

You may wish to inform the FS that this application did not receive the full scientific review it 

was deemed to require by the NPWS. 

Regards, Etc.” 

 

Regards, 

Áine. 



 

 

Content of this email from Jim Ryan pasted below 

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

From: Jim Ryan - (DAHG)  

Sent: 08 February 2012 12:37 

To: Ciaran O'Keeffe - (DAHG) 

Cc: Conor O Raghallaigh - (DAHG); John Fitzgerald - (DAHG) 

 

Subject: FW: The NPWS role in the ecological assessment of forestry activities controlled by 

the FS of DAFM 

 

Ciaran, 

I fully support Dr. O'Connor's views on the current confusion in NPWS on the proper 

procedures for dealing with forestry applications. This internal confusion needs to be clarified 

as a matter of urgency by a clear explicit instruction to staff on the handling of such 

applications. 

We have already expended enormous amounts of time and energy in trying to resolve these 

issues and with current workloads simply have no more to give at this stage. While this work 

has resulted in some progress in improving the quality of the applications and the FS 

assessment of some applications we still receive applications to comment on from them 



which lack basic information. We need a clear agreement with them on the type of 

application we need to comment on and the information they need to include in such 

applications before we can  comment on them. The latter element should ensure that their 

assessment procedures are brought into line with current environmental law. Such an 

agreement would decrease the number of applications made and greatly increase our 

efficiency in handling such applications. 

In the interim, unless directed otherwise, I will direct her not to deal with such applications 

without a formal request to do so by her line managers.  

Regards, 

Jim 

 

Emails with Subject ‘afforestation issues raised by C Douglas’ 

 



 

 

 



 

Informal response: 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Forestry – ELD’ 



 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Forestry legislation and new forest schemes manual’ 
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Emails with Subject ‘Afforestation’ 

 



 

 



 



 

Related email, different subject 



 

Text of this 

Colleagues, 

 

Given the importance of the NPWS comments on this case is it time to add the Coomhola 

River catchment to the "NPWS referral zone", or to review whether the "referral zone" itself 

needs reviewing ?? 

 

Declan 

 

________________________________________ 

 

From: Richard O'Callaghan [richard.ocallaghan@gmail.com] 

Sent: 02 September 2011 16:25 

To: Declan O'Donnell - (DAHG); Clare Heardman - (DAHG); Helena Garvey - (DAHG); John 

Cross - (DAHG); Áine O'Connor - (DAHG) 

Subject: Coomhola Afforestation Application 

 

Dear All 



 

I have had contact with Dr Orla Fahy of the Forest Service and she has asked the Forest 

Service District Inspector, Mr Eugene Curran to carry out a site visit. Orla has also passed 

on his contact details (see below) should a representative of the local staff wish to 

accompany him on his visit. Unfortunately I will not be able to attend. 

 

In addition, Orla pointed out that CN54882 is not within a designated area or within the 

NPWS referral zone, IFORIS referred the file to NPWS as the Registered Forester had 

erroneously ticked that it was within a referral zone. 

 

Mr Eugene Curran 

District Inspector 

Forest Service 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘fpm applications’ 



 

Content of these emails: 

Ciaran  

I note the emails & debate below. 

Further to your previous clarification (in email of 9/3/2011), I issued instructions to staff in my 

regions to respond to afforestation applications along the lines set out (i.e "In relation to 

FWPM and this application (XXX), our understanding is that such applications are to be dealt 

with by the Forest Service in line with the FWPM Requirements.) & not to comment on fpm 

interests. 

Notwithstanding the debate below, & that our local staff are willing to comment on fpm 

specifically, I will leave those instructions in place, unless instructed otherwise by you. 

Thanks 

Philip 

 

 

Thanks 

 

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

 



From: WARNER_P  

Sent: 06 April 2011 15:12 

To: Áine O'Connor; Ciaran O'Keeffe; Jim Ryan 

Cc: Jim Moore; Philip Buckley 

Subject: RE: fpm applications 

 

The original enquiry was from the Ballybay NPWS office (sorry I did not recognise the name) 

and is about afforestation licences that they are dealing with; some regions are sending 

them to HQ  (Aine) others are saying it is for the FS to deal with 

 

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

From: Áine O'Connor  

Sent: 06 April 2011 14:30 

To: Ciaran O'Keeffe; WARNER_P; Jim Ryan 

Cc: Jim Moore; Philip Buckley 

Subject: RE: fpm applications 

 

All, 

I'm afraid my recollection of the meeting with the FS differs to Ciarán's.  The discussion we 

had in relation to interim referrals centred around felling applications - and it was certainly 

agreed that these would continue to be referred to NPWS staff but only for comment on QIs 

other than pearl mussels. 

Unfortunately, no detailed discussion was held on afforestation applications, but my advice 

in advance of and again at the meeting was that it is very important to continue to assess 

and issue comments on afforestation applications. 

I have discussed this with Orla Fahy of the FS since and she is happy to continue to receive 

comments in relation to pearl mussel QIs on afforestation applications.  She emphasised 

again that FS would like the NPWS comments to be based around scientific and local 

knowledge, e.g. identifying the soil/habitat types on the site, potential soil erosion risks etc. 

I have had afforestation applications referred to me from the south west and south east of 

the country over the last 12 months+ and have considered quite a high proportion of these to 

pose potentially significant risk to the pearl mussel on the basis of the soil types (peat, peaty, 

rock out-cropping), drainage plans and fertilisation plans. 

Regards, 

Áine. 

 

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



From: Ciaran O'Keeffe  

Sent: 06 April 2011 11:21 

To: WARNER_P; Jim Ryan; Áine O'Connor 

Cc: Jim Moore; Philip Buckley 

Subject: RE: fpm applications 

 

Yes 

 

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

From: WARNER_P  

Sent: 06 April 2011 11:13 

To: Ciaran O'Keeffe; Jim Ryan; Áine O'Connor 

Cc: Jim Moore; Philip Buckley 

Subject: RE: fpm applications 

 

Very useful but just to confirm; in the interim before the 2011/2012 catchment strategies are 

available, the FS will deal with appications on the basis of the old guidelines and we will not 

input ? 

 

 

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

From: Ciaran O'Keeffe  

Sent: 06 April 2011 11:03 

To: WARNER_P; Jim Ryan; Áine O'Connor 

Cc: Jim Moore; Philip Buckley 

Subject: RE: fpm applications 

 

Pat,  

 

I sent this message to Philip recently (9/3/11) and thought I had sent it to you and Jim. 

Apologies. 

At  meeting with Forest Service on 9th March we discussed the issue of referrals. 

 



My understanding is as follows: 

Where applications for afforestation are sent to NPWS by FS it should ONLY be for QIs 

other than fwpm, although a few fwpm ones might accidentally slip through the net. 

Therefore in regard to fwpm, our response should be confined to  "In relation to FWPM and 

this application (XXX), our understanding is that such applications are to be dealt with by the 

Forest Service in line with the FWPM Requirements." 

FS say that they are aware of the QIs listed for each site, and are putting applications 

through a thorough screening. What they are looking for, then, is local knowledge of QIs, 

Annex IV species or other species of regional importance in the immediate area. They 

appear to be happy to get info on species not standard QIs such as red squirrel or locally 

important birds, if we have particular knowledge. 

They will be requiring AAs where screening so indicates; they will in 2011/12 produce 

Catchment Strategies for the top 8 fwpm sites and they will need little input from us on the 

AA process thereafter but we might review a small number of licences on a periodic basis. 

We discussed the Coillte 5-year felling plans and they indicated that they found regional 

meetings to be very helpful; they will be dealing with the annual plans themselves without 

reference to us, and feel that addresses the requirement to consult under reg31 of the 

Habitats Regs. 

Ciaran 

 

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

From: WARNER_P  

Sent: 06 April 2011 10:53 

To: Jim Ryan; Áine O'Connor 

Cc: Ciaran O'Keeffe; Jim Moore; Philip Buckley 

Subject: FW: fpm applications 

I also am unclear; I understood the process was being actively restructured with new 

versions of forms A and B. I dont know who Ms McMahon is either. Can anyone help 

 

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

 

From: Fiona McMahon  

Sent: 06 April 2011 10:28 

To: WARNER_P; Jim Moore; Philip Buckley 

Subject: fpm applications 

 



I would be obliged if you could clarify if the whole issue of applications that may refer to FPM 

and how to deal with them been agreed with Forest Service following the meeting with them 

in January 2011? It seemed at that time it was noted that under Article 6 of the Habitats 

Directive that a system of individual appropriate assessment was required.As the Forest 

Service were carrying out their own assessment procedure we were not in a position to 

comment about the individual assessment, however notes from the npws may help Forest 

Service to ensure the necessary considerations were covered.  Can you confirm if this is the 

situation as there is some confussion here as to how we process them. Do we continue to 

send them to the NPWS staff to have them assessed for the other issues which may be of 

interest to them?.It is just we have a number of outstanding cases relating to these fpm and 

Forest Service are very anxious to have replies from us on them. 

Thank you 

Regards 

Fiona Mc Mahon 

 

 

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

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Forest referrals 

 



 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Forestry issues’ 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Forestry and FPM catchments’ 

Doesn’t appear to be available. Email from Pat Warner from 2009.  Probably from a different 

email address and/or software so not available in the archive. 

 

 

Emails with Subject ‘Forestry referral zones’ 

Doesn’t appear to be available. Email from Jim Ryan from 2008.  Probably from a different 

email address and/or software so not available in the archive. 

 

 



 

 

 


