






























Submission received from Lucy Bingham on the AMETS Scoping document 10/08/2010 

 

Some general thoughts on The SEAI Environmental Scoping Report into the Atlantic Marine 

Energy Test Site at Annagh, Co Mayo 

 

I found the archeological and historical reports excellent and accurate, though precisely because of 

this, questions have to be raised about how the construction phase could avoid having a negative 

impact. Perhaps a detailed analysis of how the cultural and archaelogical sites and their historical 

significance might best be recorded and preserved for the benefit both of the local and of the 

national community might be seriously considered. Might there be some local museum to give more 

information about the promontory sites, for instance? Something like this, alongside the project, 

would very much tip people in its favour, I feel.  

 

The last section, navigation risk assessment, seems odd, to say the least. There are a considerable 

number of typos, but more concerning, the pie chart on p.7 has some very strange titles. 30% 

'unknown'; 5% other types; 3% other vessels. What does this mean? Why include sections which 

have 0% representation?  

 

I'm interested in knowing who undertook the research for this report. I am aware that a number of 

marine biologists in the area from the University of Cork, employed (indirectly) by Shell, are 

conducting studies at present, and it may be that you have asked them to contribute to your own 

research. There is no intrinsic problem with this, but if it is happening, I do think there should be an 

overt statement to that effect, since, given the controversial nature of the Corrib project to date, 

openness is absolutely vital if there is to be a resolution of the issue. Nothing would be worse than 

that this project be tarred with the brush of obtuseness in relation to research and reporting.  

 

It seems to me that the permitting system pays lip service to the notion of respecting the interests of 

the rest of the biotic community, and the overt agenda suggests that all interests are being taken into 

account. The covert agenda, however, is for those involved in planning and implementation of 

projects to understand that nothing has changed: that the same old political tussle and exploitative 

attitudes prevails, that we all have to 'play the game', and be prepared to battle for the position of 

'strongest'.  

 

An alternative attitude – one of respect, based on rational understanding of our position, not at the 

top of some evolutionary pyramid, but as a branch – or twig, rather – on an evolutionary tree – 

might balance interests more accurately. In this document, there is some consideration of the 

interests of other species (namely cetaceans, birds and their food supplies). However consideration 

of ecological systems appears lacking. Some thinking on how this project would impact on the web 

of sealife into which it is proposed to be implemented would be interesting. Projections of the 

impact – if any – of devices on the energy ratios of waves, and the effects of these on fauna and 

flora would be worthwhile.  

 

It would be good to have a full economic projection for the programme so that this could be 

considered alongside the factors already taken into account. How is it envisaged that the local 

community might benefit? What are the projected costs and profits and how will they be 

distributed? In this context, and alongside it, some consideration of what reparation will be made to 

the natural environment in exchange for this use: can some proportional area be set aside as purely 

wilderness? Can there be some additional measures to protect and enhance the area so that the 

impact is mitigated to the greatest extend possible?  

 

Wendell Berry, an American ecologist, has written extensively about the importance of margins in 

the context of human designed projects. It would be beneficial to consider how this idea might be 



used to benefit the project: could some designated zoning take place which would allow a margin 

for ecosystems to operate in with as little interference as possible? This is in addition to the 

recommendation that there be some recompensated area of proportionate size set aside for wild use 

only.  

 

A fuller investigation of the flora of the area would be worthwhile. There do seem to be a number of 

potentially rare species.  

 

My overall thoughts are that the scoping document provides an excellent initial overview of the 

issues which will need consideration and consultation during the implementation of this project. I 

do think that this proposal is potentially beneficial to the area and on balance, given its sensitive 

implementation, would support it fully.  

 

 






