EGM SEABED SANCTUARY (SS)

25th September 2025
The Stream School, Coomhola

Present: Gillian Watt (Minutes)
Rob Monaghan — Chair Stephanie O’Toole
Chris Gaughran — Secretary Justin Forbes
Wendy Miles — Treasurer Alan Callender
Maggie McColgan (Facilitator)

Zoom:
Nina McGowan Vicki Davis
Marcus Maeder Dolph D’Hondt

Apologies:
Peter Little Amber Broughton
Mark Boyden Louis Heath
Sally Cush Darren O’Sulllivan
Nuala Mahon Millie Preece
Frances Kay John Baker
Soli Levi Sylvia Wilson
Monica Reilly Magda Bieke

Agenda

12.00 Arrival, tea, coffee, bring and share lunch
12.30 Zoom link begins and Introductions
12:40 Agree minutes of 2025 AGM (attached) and Matters Arising
13.00 Elect additional steering group members.
13.15 Our licence application and correspondence with MARA
Latest time 15.15 Vote on options discussed.
15.30 Any Other Business

Meeting closes at 4pm



Introductions

Minutes 26 April 2025 Meeting

Matters Arising

Necessary changes to Constitution now available on website

Agreed Motioned: Wendy
Seconded: Rob

Elected additional Steering Group Members

Proposed by Dolph: Peter Little (seconded by Rob)
Proposed by Maggie: Marcus Maeder (seconded by Rob)
Proposed by Chris: Nina McGowan (seconded by Maggie)

Register of consultants to call as needed

Alan Callender

Tomas O’Sullivan

Maggie McColgan
Accepted

All agreed with thanks to all.

Discussion on Licence Application and Correspondence with MARA
(reason for EGM)

Chris

briefing on situation apologises for not being more articulate, says the law is not
within her scope of understanding, we need someone who can understand it.

Chris explains that October 2024, MARA took over our licence application, initially
submitted to the Foreshore Licensing as part of the Dept of Housing. It was
transferred without consultation with SS.; we were informed after the transfer had
happened.

Previously we had been given constant assurances every time we phoned in 2023 and
2024, and had been offered to transfer to MARA on two or three occasions, but we
had remained consistent that we did not want to transfer and understood that as the
backlog cleared, we would eventually be assessed under the original legislation, as
provided for in the legislation.



When the transfer happened we were told on the phone that it was good news that our
application had been accepted by MARA as suitable for direct transfer, and the
confirmation letter from them at the time stated we would be assessed for a MUL
with prioritisation dated from our original submission date. We were given no pre
application meeting, so without more information we accepted the assurances we
were given at the time. The foreshore licensing department had helped us at every
stage of our application, and had always been approachable; we were given no reason
to expect any change in the level of rapport we had been given.

However, 6 months later it was decided our application was not ready for a MUL,
that we needed a section 5 exemption from CorkCoCo, and so thinking it was a
formality because we had had no other instructions about this previously, we applied
to Planning dept for an exemption, which under the previous legislation we had not
needed.

Section 5 was refused on grounds that the proposed installation would be a
development. The next communication told us it could not be assessed under the
original application framework as it CorkCoCo planning department class it as a
‘development’ under the new legislation, in which case a MAC (Maritime Area
Consent) must be applied for; ie: an entirely new application, essentially ‘from
scratch’ (although some material could be recycled by us from the previous
application).

We took a year preparing the original application, it was tailor-made for the
legislation in place at the time of submission, loads of research including professional
ecology and engineer’s reports were included, along with other professional
recommendations, and various consultations with the foreshore licensing department
adhering to their recommendations.

Under the original application the licence we applied for was for an area of 7
hectares, which if granted we would have that area for Syears; we could apply for
funding once we had the licence and gradually populate the site with sculptures.

A large area with the support of the Foreshore licensing dept, in fact, they drew up
the maps, finally 7 hectares. If we have 7 hectares now under a MAC the levy would
be thousands every year in rent, but we might not need to pay rent, website says fees
can be waivered, but Chris found the information quite woolly on the website, so we
don’t actually know.

If applying for a MAC, they do give a chance to submit more information if needed
but if it is turned down there is no appeal process. So, it is a one-off chance. If we got
the MAC we would also need a separate Planning Permission. And from my
understanding, but not having been given any clear instruction by MARA, we need
pre planning before applying for the MAC



Maggie refers to Nina’s description at the AGM 2025, of her process in applying for
a MAC, and thinks it’s different if not a commercial enterprise, it’s supposed to be
different levy rules, so questions Chris’s understanding.

Chris confirms that it’s not clear, partly because we had a meeting earlier in the year
to find out what was involved in MAC applications, we were clear we just wanted
information, that we didn’t want a proper MAC preplanning meeting at this stage,
and 1t was confirmed in writing, so we had a meeting with the MAC department,
Rob, Dolph, and myself, but it wasn’t very thorough and we were told then we would
have to pay an annual levy, but they didn’t seem to know much about our
application... even though it is published on the MARA website and I had given
them the published application number when arranging the meeting. The meeting
wasn’t tailored, it was quite a quick meeting, but now the letters I’'m receiving are
asking for our decision on whether we will apply for a MAC following that
Preplanning meeting. Their letter came 4 weeks ago which I still have not answered,
because I needed to bring this to the team today for a decision before I reply. I know
there are different opinions in the team, do we start again with a simple design and
get something on the seabed, as artists want to get on with making art. We have
submissions from 26 artists. Many complications with this new situation. Do we
want to proceed again from scratch? and make a MAC app? My understanding has

MARA is writing to ask Chris if SS is going to proceed. Some pressure.

Some members of the SS group want to scrap much of the last application and make
a new much simpler (?smaller area) application for the project.

Also, someone must contact the 26 artists to let them know these developments.

Nina is going through a MAC app at the moment. Currently finalizing her funding
from Creative Ireland, and Trinity College was the main applicant, but as it is unclear
whether this application can be transferred to an individual (herself) she may also be
looking at making a new application as well. She knows Karin Dubsky of Coastwatch
who has some connection with MARA. Karin says that MARA are talking about
streamlining procedure to suit individual types of applications. She also says they do
favour the most commercial projects (Wind farms mostly). Nina’s application was
backed by senior engineers, and it still wasn’t processed in time.

Maggie This is positive that we have others in similar situations, and that MARA
are trying to figure out how to operate under unusual project circumstances. We
wrote to MARA to push back on the procedure of negating our application, because
we had understood we’d be assessed under the old legislation, but they replied
basically that they are now changing their mind!

Rob The engineering and financial aspects have it seems become very important to
MARA. What can we do to get this input and backing? Financial projections,



engineering projections: Nina had Trinity on board and it was still problematic. It
might be an idea of paring it back and making it a more modest project, because we
don’t have that kind of backing that Nina had.

Chris points out that such aspects were already researched for the original Foreshore
Licence ... engineering from Castletownbere boats was included in our research,

Rob will they still be viable for a new one? After all these years?

Maggie Firstly a decision must be made whether there is energy and enthusiasm to
continue the project, to submit again, are we are willing to continue and do people
have the energy to start all over again with a new application?

Chris Wonders about the possibility of applying for a Marine Usage License
(MUL) which would not come under the ‘development’ category. MULSs cover
anything that is put on the sea bed, or taken off the seabed... moorings etc. ie: can we
move away from it being a ‘development’? Simplify it? Is it worth the bother, after
speaking to planning dept? and how many sculptures count as a development??
Could we put in a new application for a smaller installation that could go ahead as a
MUL?

Wendy If we make a completely new application ie for an MUL we will have to
withdraw the current one and that means that the site itself may not remain held for
SS and we don’t want to lose the site. Wondering whether all the artists who have
put in designs would be willing to reduce, who are essentially backing the project.
Questions whether the planner has any authority to go back on MARA’s decision

Maggie If we go ahead with MAC everything will hold, Marcus’ research and
everything.

Chris: The hinge is whether it is a ‘development’ or not. The planner is unable to
influence MARA’s decision. It’s finally the decision of the planning department, not
the planning officer

Discussion about how MARA took over when we had assurances that our application
would be dealt with under the previous legislation.

Chris There are documented Oireachtas minutes going back years confirming that
applications made before the new law took effect would have the option to remain
under the old law, and it appears that as recent as July 225 Foreshore Licence
applications backlog are still being processed. When MARA replied to Maggie’s
letter we sent in May, they replied in August; the two-year transition period had
ended in July 2025.

Discussion  Recourse on this could only be through legal team.



It seems MARA don’t know how to categorise us as it’s not a usual application

Maggie Chris has indicated she’s running out of steam and feels unable to be
responsible for making another application, so now calling for a vote on how much
support would be in this room for going on with a Mac application if it’s the only
route forward.

A fist or 5 vote is taken. 3 fists of fives and the rest are threes mostly. (3 indicates ‘I
will support it but don’t have a lot of time to give’) More information required is the
feeling, and that there is some interest in going ahead with a new application. This is
not a final vote but a facilitation strategy to see where everyone is in the room

What do they mean by a development?

Nina brings up a good point, to find a marine specialist who might do a pro bono
application

Chris says she couldn’t find any marine planning agencies except for windfarmes,
asks Nina if she knows or recommends any.

Nina researched earlier in the year, marine specialists.. they (inaudible)
..stakeholders around Europe are looking at conservation

Discussion on stressing Conservation aspect of the project to try to enable it through.
Part of their remit is to do something for the environment. Nina says she is going to
Ocean organisation dinner with stakeholders etc, can ask questions there.

Maggie Suggests to bring back the idea and contacts of using Eco-concrete for the
sculptures.

Chris Points out that another issue is that if we do make an application for a MAC,
we have to show the money upfront before we actually have funding. Re the artists
this means they all have to show evidence of being able to self-fund probably,
disappointing, a different basis altogether from the original agreements.

Wendy artists are usually adaptable!

Maggie Everyone is looking for more information. There is a preplanning meeting
needed with CorkCoCo planning officer. Chris and Dolph are waiting for an
appointment going to Cork Coco discuss possibility of a MUL. This should clarify
things. Perhaps a bit more research, but a lot could be recycled from the old
application.

Rob there was a suggestion of a 6-week window at the MAC talk we had on Zoom
with MARA, suggests that the Steering group could physically meet to recycle the



old application, so it’s not all on the secretary to do. Who would want to be involved
if we decide to go ahead?

Maggie suggests going back to MARA saying we have more questions re ?
development?

Discussion about the hull that was dropped on the seabed in Galway / Mayo? with
MARA permission.

Nina suggests getting in touch with them. Can SS do something like this? A hull
gallery

Justin feels uncomfortable about the MAC application which seems to be for
business, and once tied into it, we’re tied into it

Maggie go back to MARA with more questions, and we’d like to have another MAC
meeting

Alan Is there a time limit?

Maggie, Tuesday 2™ September last correspondence that Mara sent to Chris..stating a
pre planning meeting is advised and we may now proceed to withdraw our MUL
application

Chris .. another letter since then. She replied to that letter (above) informing them
she put in the wrong maps, because in June 2023 foreshore license dept had made
new maps for our application to comply with legislation. This year when we suddenly
had to put in application to CorkCoCo from out of the blue she quickly sent them off,
but realized afterwards she’d put in the original maps before they’d been finalised, so
the planning decision was based on the wrong maps (ie gave CorkCoCo maps of 13
hectares, should have put in 7 hectares) She wrote to MARA asking can we start
again with the right maps to CorkCoCo.. they said no, once it’s been assessed as a
development no difference if now if it’s an exempted development, it’s still a
development.

We’ve had our name on the site for 3 years now, so if we withdraw our application,
that’s Marcus’s work gone.

Alan They’re pressurizing us to close one way or another.

Maggie .. going the judicial review route is very expensive and no guarantee



Discussion about scale of project and more discussion about the ‘development’
designation. Footprint could make a difference, 7 hectares or 1 hectare... or
temporary... Or ....

Even moorings need a licence...

COMFORT BREAK

Chris Suggests we go to Marine Planning consultancy as Nina’s suggestion, (in
Galway?) (maybe pro bono?) to see what they think and how we can get round
possible obstacles.

Nina_ says we can try Business to Arts which matches art projects with corporate
sponsorship for funding a business solution. 60 euros per year.

Justin as there 1s no access to the foreshore with this site and project, is the chance of
success with MARA pretty low anyway?

Maggie suggests Actions:

1. meeting with Planning Office to find out what the scope is for the project to be
exempt from a ‘development’ category.

2. Chris to reply to MARA to say we are now in a different position and we are
exploring a MAC but we need to know a bit more ie to have a second meeting
with them.

3. Explore MUL possibility (smaller location etc)

If we say yes to a MAC it retains the site

Query what exactly are the grounds of a development and what constitutes a
development.

Marcus A new location would be very problematic from a research perspective as so
much has already been done at the site.

Maggie agrees, as one of the primary goals of SS is research.
Nina asks why SS chose this site. Chris describes the process, seabed, navigation
channels, tidal flow, storm surges, At the time we thought our sculptures would be a

physical barrier from the trawlers and this was the only suitable spot.

Alan asks if any other research has been done.



Chris_should we be focusing on other types of research ie moving away from the
ART PROJECT category. research site/ Business site? Conservation site? How do we
define the project

Maggie if MAC requires a revenue stream,, suggests
tourism, especially if MAC needs to see evidence of income revenue.

Nina... Business to art match Art projects to business
Chris Clare Heardman NPWS Ranger advised not to go near tourism..

Alan agrees with Clare. Main focus should be conservation, maybe arts, and to
emphasize potential benefits for local businesses (as businesses may put off artists
and conservationists.)

Marcus could it be part of NPWS? Maybe it could be some sort of park, it might be
possible to do a different application and access some funds

Chris Peter McDonnell did our ecology reports for the licence application. He works
for NPWS and an expert ecologist. It’s important that we are outside the national park
in his view

Nina OPW will not allow development within National Parks

Chris remarks that planning department have twice referred to our application as
being part of the SAC, which it isn’t, so questions whether they have looked at it
properly. I was very clear in the Preplanning meeting we’re waiting for that it’s
outside the SAC but for some reason they have it logged as inside

Vote on whether to go ahead with an official MAC pre planning meeting to
discuss MAC and ask further questions.
Unanimously agreed

Chris meeting for a MAC, decisions to be made, we need to describe the project,
what 1t 1s.

Steph It needs to be a clear focus. Thinking of our application for the creative
climate action fund, that was very clear, they judge grants by the amount of people it
will impact so making it more doable.. better if it’s art and conservation as the focus,
maybe later on when it’s there we can develop other strategies.



More discussion on Art and Conservation categories.

Chris states that SS mission statement was tailored for both arts and conservation.
Rob agrees that this is the heart of the project.

Rob the heart and soul of this project is conservation and art.. streams of revenue will
come once we get a MAC, and everyone will benefit

Alan.. it’s enough..

Wendy it’s strange that they are still processing foreshore licence applications,
what’s different about ours?

It seems they are not sure what to do with us.

Maggie refers to MAC application form, different categories to describe the project,
tick boxes, it’s agreed that we tick ‘other’ as the main purpose of the project (ie art
installation) with a secondary tick box of Research.

Chris: Suggests that the eco concrete company may want to break into the Irish
market. they are using 90%recycled aggregate material for sea walls in south coast of
UK. Based in Plymouth... Rep for company is Karel who lives in Coomhola. Could
we put in Planning application through this firm? Chris describes Karel’s info of
previous attempt to get a foothold in Ireland ... we need to talk with them again
(although some of the group who are absent do not want to use any form of concrete)
It's an ecological option they’re having a lot of success in UK.. and we were told last
year they might put in planning permission and do it all for us.

If we’re going to have a preplanning meeting we need to have all the preparation for
that meeting beforehand.

Maggie agrees, but doesn’t know if it’s something to be done today, as the vote
didn’t suggest there’s the team available for doing it currently present

Chris points out we are here today, and it’s not easy to get everyone together,
although there are some we’d like to be here who are not able today, are we going to
get another meeting together within a month, because MARA are going to want a
reply within a month.

Wendy where are meetings? Answer: Zoom meeting



Marcus offers to help with application

Maggie Discussion on the actual application, it’s 20 pages. Much work has already
been done, but there are different things, we need to find out what the development
decision means. Our perspective is that our original application was fine, so ask them
what is it that they have a problem with

Chris thinks we can’t go that route. That it would be best to reduce the whole project;
that it is too big at 7 hectares and 70 sculptures. The logistics of applying fora MAC
includes demonstrating where is the money coming from.

Maggie says what about community grants?

Chris at the meeting we had, although they didn’t seem sure if they have guidelines
for it, but we were told they want to see precisely who the funders would be, ie
commitment of funds from eg Horizon Europe

Steph points out that it’s impossible, never happens

Maggie points out it would need to be discussed at the meeting

Chris we don’t know the criteria

Steph they are not adjusted to different business models such as our volunteer-led
community group

Discussion on how MAC is not clear on how to deal with not-for profit apps. It being
a new system and they are finding their feet.

We could probably get a private sponsor who could pay for one day to drop the
sculptures, and we could also find some artists who would self-fund.

Maggie points out that you may not have to scale down site just numbers of
sculptures, even if you only have five, you could spread them out.

Steph don’t cut down the area you’re applying for, call it phase one

Chris read in guidelines with the new MAC situation sites can be shared, ie multi use
with other marine users.

Maggie suggests it could be for more conservation aspects.

Dolph is positive that there are no cases of Marine Conservation sites doubling up
with industry. It cannot happen except possibly with wind farms.



Maggie advises everyone to look out for the email regarding the planning meeting.
General feeling to simplify the application.

Wendy and Chris agree to work on project description on pre-consent app for MAC

Steph will help with main MAC form
Alan will send emails to help with prep for meeting
Maggie happy to be at prep meeting.

Date suggested for prep meeting between 16 - 21 October 2025. 20th?? afternoon?

Any other business

Marcus needs a boat in October. Urgent request because Justins boats has been
taken; Marcus has a new position where he can discuss opportunities for more
research with SS. Possibility of Biodiverse pan European funding ie three countries
working together, Germany, Switzerland ? Bantry Bay? he is looking at viability of
this. he has no funding for his research anymore. needs to find funds in future. he can
self-fund in October 2025. Suggests crowd funding for a dinghy. May be able to be
there at a PREP meeting on the weekend of his October visit

Maggie can lend a kayak and will pass on a funding opportunity to Marcus.

AOB:

Chris suggests fee of eg 5 euro p a for membership of group? Funding always needed
for website etc etc.

Steph suggests €5 is too low and asks a figure of website cost from Chris.

Chris suggests mailchimp those interested parties and ask them if they wish to
donate. Steph suggests GoFundMe.

Chris already there is a GoFundMe set up, but needs help with page, advertising?
blogging? updating?

Wendy suggests we leave that until we are more established with new application etc
and how we are going forward. Steph agrees.

Chris says CRESPO foundation gave 1200 euros and that there is an ongoing
payment from catalogue sales. they want to know if there is a way to pay us direct.
they used the GoFundMe page. Chris has set up a Revolut account in her own name



for seabed sanctuary for catalogues to be paid at point of sale. Previously agreed
with Rob (Chair) and Wendy (Treasurer)

Nina?? Vicki?? Very interested in making a documentary on SBS and process.

Minutes end

Meeting ends at 3pm

Some members leave some stay with more discussion about the MAC ... MUL ...
development ....

Chris describes that in 2023, we were advised by solicitor if nothing seen from land
and all underwater that we didn’t need to bother about planning permission, it wasn’t
needed. Our application was purpose made for the old law.

When MARA took it on in October 2024 it was taken on as a MUL, Maggie wrote to
them it was a clear point in law that they could only take it on if deemed complete
under the old legislation, so they deemed it complete and took it on and wrote to us
6months later saying it’s not complete, they want a section 5 exemption from the

planning dept because under the new law anything within 3 miles of the shore is
under CorkCoCo.

We pointed out procedural discrepancies but to no avail.

Maggie, if we contrast judicial review with the MAC process, the MAC is a lot of
work but preferable.

The sunken boat hull in Galway has a MAC

One of the ideas we originally had was to sink a hull, that might be a way forward for
us, we might go and put sculptures somewhere else!!

The consensus is to withdraw the application and move forward with a MAC

Nina says it’s easier for them to visualize the hull!

Wendy .. can we have a preplanning without withdrawing our application?
Discussion to keep MARA on side .. we need to comply with their procedures.
Chris .. We’ve agreed to make a MAC application, can we have a sub committee to

put it together.. who is going to do it? Maggie says she can do it, Chris wants 2 or 3
people to be doing it because of all the tangents.. Chris is adamant that we need more



attention to complete the pre planning meeting, because when we talked with them
before.. we had half an hour and they had no insight into our application. Maggie,
points out our position then was different from now, and we have different questions
now.

Justin queries planning decision, what is a development?

Chris we’re waiting for the appointment

Justin they don’t seem to have a category for anything other than a MAC, so it’s all
they can offer us

At the meeting in Cork.. Chris heard the general feel is that MARA are understaffed

Nina her MAC application had to show one of the applicants having previous
experience.

Chris wants to collaborate with Nina on the pre application meeting form.
Wendy offers to help.
Alan will help by suggesting some productive questions for the agenda of the

meeting

Steph and Maggie happy to help on the whole application later.

END



