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Executive Summary

Background and Purpose

The Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (DAERA) conducted
two separate consultations which sought stakeholder and public views on policy
proposals central to the development of a new Fisheries and Water Environment
Bill.

The first was a 10-week public consultation (3 July — 11 September 2025) on policy
proposals for the fisheries and aquaculture elements to inform the Fisheries and
Water Environment Bill, aimed at modernising legislation governing inland and sea
fisheries, and aquaculture in Northern Ireland. This consultation sought feedback
from stakeholders and the public on policy to inform the development of primary
legislation. The Bill intends to support sustainable fisheries management, promote
aquaculture, enhance enforcement mechanisms, and ensure environmental
protection through an ecosystem-based approach.

A total of 53 formal responses were received, with additional commentary from 9

emails. Two late submissions were excluded from analysis.

The second was an 8-week public consultation (11 September — 6 November 2025)
around regulatory and policy frameworks to protect water quality, ecosystems and
our wider environment.

A total of 63 formal responses were received, with additional commentary from 2

emails.

Consultation Methodology

The first consultation posed 26 structured questions, allowing for quantitative
(Yes/No) responses and qualitative comments. Responses were analysed across
three categories: Individuals, Organisations, and Unknown status. The analysis
included thematic grouping of comments and statistical breakdowns to identify trends
and concerns.

The second consultation had 12 structured questions following the same format as
the first.



Respondents were offered the option to give their views online through the Citizen
Space platform, via email or by post. (All correspondence received in response to
both consultations was via Citizen Space and Email - no responses were received by

post.)

Key Findings - Policies
1. Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture

o Broad support for DAERA’s regulatory powers to conserve fish stocks, protect
inland waters, and publish an Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture Policy

Statement.

« Respondents emphasised the need for transparent governance, scientific

data sharing, and inclusive stakeholder engagement.

o Concerns raised included potential overregulation and a need for strategic

clarity.

2. Recreational Inland Angling

« High level of support for DAERA retaining powers to manage fishing rights

and regulate angling.

e Angling was seen as beneficial for community wellbeing and inclusivity.

3. Commercial Inland Fishing

« High level of support for Fishery Management Plans (FMPs) and over 86%
agreement with the proposal to include technical conservation measures in

secondary regulations.

« Stakeholders advocated for evidence-based planning, adaptive management,

and clear enforcement triggers.

4. Aquaculture Licensing

o Lower level of support for inland aquaculture licensing compared to that for

marine-based operations.



« Respondents called for streamlined, tiered licensing, environmental

safeguards, and sector engagement.

5. Enforcement Powers

e Very high level of support for standardising enforcement powers across a
range of offences, raising the maximum penalties for certain offences and

introducing administrative penalties.

o Stakeholders stressed the need for visible enforcement, cross-border co-

operation, and structured penalty systems.

6. Sea Fisheries Permitting

« High level of support for introducing permitting provisions in the Northern

Ireland zone.

« Emphasis on ecosystem protection, spatial restrictions, and transparent

permit conditions.

7. Protection of the Water Environment

» Very high level of support for the proposed measures in relation to protection
of the water environment.

« Stakeholders stressed the importance of ensuring that the requirements of the
Water Framework Directive are met.

« Support for applying the 4 pillars which underpin the Lough Neagh Action plan
to all waterways and using this approach to develop River Basin Management

Plans.



Impact Assessment Overview

Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)

« Maijority of respondents felt that the RIA did not sufficiently describe potential

impacts.

o Criticism included lack of financial data, underestimated socio-economic

effects, and insufficient stakeholder engagement.

Equality and Human Rights (EQIA)

e More than half of respondents agreed the proposals did not disproportionately

impact Section 75 groups.

Rural Needs (RNIA)

« Two thirds of respondents felt that additional impacts could have been

included.

e Issues raised included economic vulnerability, underrepresentation, and

planning barriers.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

« Responses were evenly split (50/50) on whether the SEA sufficiently

described environmental impacts.

o There were calls for deeper analysis, recognition of climate resilience, and

ecosystem-based planning.

Conclusion and Departmental Position

The consultations revealed overall broad support for modernising fisheries and water

environment legislation, with strong endorsement of DAERA’s regulatory role.
Key themes in responses included:
o Need for transparent, inclusive governance.

e Desire for cross-departmental collaboration.
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« Importance of ecosystem-based management, data-driven policy, and

balanced regulation.

DAERA has reviewed responses to both consultations and captured a
comprehensive list of the qualitative feedback provided by respondents to ensure
that, regardless of whether it was indicated that a respondent agreed with the
proposal or not, any caveats or cautions noted have been recorded and shared with

the policy teams.

Teams were asked to either ‘defend’ or ‘amend’ policies based on consultation
feedback. The high-level policies for translation into instructions for the Office of
Legislative Counsel (OLC) remain as consulted upon. However, policy teams have
acknowledged the important factors raised for consideration during transition and
implementation. Where respondents urged caution, teams will aim to work to

address these issues directly with the relevant sectors.

These were high-level consultations intended to inform the drafting of primary
legislation. Any subordinate legislation to be prepared as a result of powers attained
through the Bill will be developed with stakeholders and subject to further public

consultation where required.

The Impact Assessments prepared for primary legislation are live documents and will
be refined at key stages as the process progresses. As such they do not currently
contain the level of detail expected of a final impact assessment. A final version of

the Impact Assessments will be published once legislation is enacted.

DAERA thanks all participants for their valuable contributions to
shaping this important legislation, which will help guide future policy and

implementation.
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Part 1 Introduction

1.1 Background to the consultations

These consultations sought views and comments from a wide range of stakeholders
and the general public on policy proposals for inclusion in a Fisheries and Water
Environment Bill - a Bill to make provision in relation to fishing and aquaculture in the

marine and aquatic environment'; and for connected purposes?.
The marine and aquatic environment includes:

(a) the natural beauty or amenity of marine or coastal areas, or of inland waters or

waterside areas,
(b) features of archaeological or historic interest in those areas, and

(c) flora and fauna which are dependent on, or associated with, a marine or coastal,

or aquatic or waterside, environment.

1.2 The Consultation Exercises

A 10-week public consultation on policy proposals was launched on 3 July 2025 via
Citizen Space and closed on 11 September 2025. This policy suite centred on the
fisheries and aquaculture policy proposals to inform the drafting of a Fisheries and

Water Environment Bill.

A second separate policy consultation on the Protection of the Water Environment
was launched on 11 September 2025 via Citizen Space and closed on 6 November
2025. The focus of this policy consultation was pollution deterrence, non-compliance
and effective enforcement mechanisms, in order to prioritise the protection and

restoration of our water environment and to deliver improvements to water quality.

These policy proposals will apply to Northern Ireland only. Some of the proposals will
not apply to the Foyle and Carlingford catchments, where separate legislation will be
required for any policies and regulatory functions under the responsibility of the

Loughs Agency. The Loughs Agency is being kept informed throughout the policy

" Fisheries Act 2020
2 Short title and descriptor of the Bill will be refined as the drafting process proceeds
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development process, with a view to developing an amendment to the Foyle

Fisheries Act 1952 on a reciprocal basis with North South Agreement.

DAERA continues to engage with stakeholders and partners in the fisheries and
aquaculture sector, whose support will remain essential in delivering the policy
outcomes outlined in the consultations. Through our combined actions, we can

introduce interventions to help achieve our overall objectives.

As our policies will impact upon a range of partners and stakeholders, it has been of
utmost benefit to design the policies in conjunction with those partners. Co-design

has ensured that the problems are understood, and the proposed policy options are
informed by multiple perspectives. We are grateful to the sector representatives who

have engaged with policy teams in the development of the resulting policy suite.

These proposals relate to policies for primary legislation and further policy
development will be necessary to inform any subsequent secondary legislation.
DAERA intends to make best use of the co-design approach during policy

development.

1.3 Summary

In the feedback received through both Citizen Space and email, there was broad
support for the policy proposals in both consultations, with the majority receiving
strong support. All comments and concerns raised have been considered by relevant
policy areas and a departmental response has been provided in Parts 4 & 6
(Analysis of Consultation Responses) of this document under each relevant policy
subheading. DAERA appreciates the time taken by stakeholders to respond in detail

to the consultations.

Qualitative analysis of responses

The qualitative analysis of the reasons given by respondents for either their
endorsement of the policy proposal and their suggestions, or those which countered
the report with alternative views, showed that there was an engaged and keen

audience for the consultations.
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The reasons provided revealed a consistency of rationale, and broad topics emerged

that allowed for responses to be grouped under appropriate themes.

Quantitative analysis of responses

Overall, the quantitative responses to the consultations showed support for the policy
recommendations and proposals. Percentages are shown on the following tables.
Graphs included in the body of the report do not contain numbers, in line with the

practice of suppression to prevent disclosure.

Consultation 1

Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture

Question: Do you agree that the objectives 75% 25% 44
proposed for inland fisheries and aquaculture
will provide a good basis for managing these
activities?

Question: Do you agree that it will be beneficial | 95.7% | 4.3% 46

to publish an Inland Fisheries Policy Statement

that will provide a framework for future policy
development, fisheries management and
decision making?

Question: Do you agree that DAERA should 89.4% | 10.6% 47
have regulation making powers for the purpose

of conserving, improving or restoration of inland
fish stocks?

Question: Do you agree that DAERA should 87.2% | 12.8% 47
have regulation making powers for the purpose

of protecting inland waters from the effects of

fishing or aquaculture?

3 The % Yes/No are calculated as a % of those who answered the question.
Note that not all respondents answered all questions.
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Question: Do you agree that DAERA should 54.3% | 45.7% 46

have regulation making powers for the purpose

of promoting or developing commercial fish or

aquaculture activities in inland waters?

Inland Fisheries — Management of
Recreational Inland Angling
Question: Do you agree DAERA should 80% 20% 45

continue to retain the power to acquire and

manage, by agreement, fishing rights in inland
waters for the purpose of developing the natural
resource for the benefit of angling?

Question: Do you agree that DAERA should 87% 13% 46

retain the regulation making powers that are

available for purposes related to angling?

Inland Fisheries — Management of Inland
Commercial Fishing

Question: Do you agree that Fishery 82.2% | 17.8% 45
Management Plans are beneficial for setting out

policies relating to commercial fisheries in
specified areas?
Question: Do you agree that technical 86.7% | 13.3% 45

conservation measures should be detailed in

secondary legislation to allow for amendments

as evidence becomes available?

Aquaculture

Question: Do you agree with the proposals for 61.9% | 38.1% 42

the licensing of inland aquaculture operations?

Question: Do you agree with the proposals for | 82.1% | 17.9% 39
licensing of marine-based aquaculture

operations?

Enforcement — Inland and Sea Fisheries
Question: Do you agree that DAERA should 86.3% | 13.7% 51

standardise enforcement powers for fisheries

16



officers in Northern Ireland (NI) and bring these

into line with the rest of GB and Rol?

Question: Do you agree that DAERA should
have a more flexible enforcement system

including administrative penalties?

92%

8%

50

Question: Do you agree with the proposal to
allow the most serious offences to be indictable
(i.e. to be considered by a higher court, with a

corresponding higher penalty for those found

guilty)?

90%

10%

50

Question: Do you agree that the Department
should increase maximum penalties for offences
in relation to certain sea fisheries activities in the
Fisheries Act 1966 and the Sea Fish
Conservation Act 1967 to £50,0007?

85.7%

14.3%

49

Question: If you do not agree with the proposed
maximum penalties, do you have a view as to
what level maximum penalties might otherwise

be set at?

(Open
Ended

Question)

(Open
Ended

Question)

21/53

respondents
provided a
qualitative

answer

Question: Do you believe that there are any
other activities which require regulation or new
offences created in the Fisheries and Water

Environment Bill?

76.2%

23.8%

42

Permitting of Sea Fisheries Activities in the

Northern Ireland Zone

Question: Do you agree with the proposal to
introduce permitting provisions for sea fishing in

the Northern Ireland zone?

76.7%

23.3%

43

Draft Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)

Question: Do you agree that the analysis of the
evidence given in the accompanying draft

Regulatory Impact Assessment accurately

35.1%

64.9%

37
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describes the potential impacts of the

proposals?

Question: Are there other potential impacts we | 66.7% | 33.3% 36
may not have anticipated in the accompanying
draft Regulatory Impact Assessment?

Equality and Human Rights Impact

Assessment

Question: Do you agree with the conclusion 571% | 42.9% 42
that the policy proposals do not have a
differential impact on any of the Section 75

groups or on human rights?

Question: Are there any potential impacts of the | 48.6% | 51.4% 37
proposals on specific groups which we may not

have anticipated?

Rural Needs Impact Assessment (RNIA)

Question: Do you agree the Department has 41% 59% 39
fully considered the impact on rural communities

in the development of the proposals?

Question: Are there any potential impacts of the | 64.9% | 35.1% 37
proposals on rural communities which we may

not have anticipated?

Environmental Impact Assessment (SEA)

Question: Do you agree the analysis of the 50% 50% 38
evidence given in the accompanying Strategic
Environmental Assessment accurately describes
the potential environmental impacts of the

proposals?

Question: Are there other potential impacts we | 67.6% | 32.4% 34
may not have anticipated in the accompanying

Strategic Environmental Assessment?
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Consultation 2

Protection of the Water Environment

Question: What are your views on extending the 4 | (Open | (Open 52/63
Ended Ended

pillars which underpin the Lough Neagh Action Question) | Question) | €SPONdents

plan to all waterways and using this approach to IR 2

develop River Basin Management Plans? PRI
answer

Question: Do you agree that the Department 81.4% | 18.6% 59

should increase maximum penalties on summary

conviction for causing pollution of a waterway or

groundwater up to £50,0007?

Question: Would you agree with the potential for | 90.2% | 9.8% 51

unlimited fines for those pollution offences that are
heard at Crown Court?
Question: Do you agree that DAERA should have | 83.6% | 16.4% 55

a more flexible enforcement system with increased

powers to introduce fixed and variable penalties to
act as an immediate deterrent for minor to

moderate breaches of legislation?

Draft Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)
Question: Do you agree that the analysis of the 56.8% | 43.2% 44

evidence given in the accompanying draft

Regulatory Impact Assessment accurately
describes the potential impacts of the proposals?

Question: Are there other potential impacts we 70.5% | 29.5% 44
may not have anticipated in the accompanying
draft Regulatory Impact Assessment?

4 The % Yes/No are calculated as a % of those who answered the question.
Note that not all respondents answered all questions.
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Equality and Human Rights Impact

Assessment

Question: Do you agree with the conclusion that 80% | 20% 40
the policy proposals do not have a differential
impact on any of the Section 75 groups or on

human rights?

Question: Are there any potential impacts of the 22.5% | 77.5% 40
proposals on specific groups which we may not

have anticipated?

Rural Needs Impact Assessment (RNIA)

Question: Do you agree the Department has fully | 59.6% | 40.4% 47
considered the impact on rural communities in the

development of the proposals?

Question: Are there any potential impacts of the 43.2% | 56.8% 44
proposals on rural communities which we may not

have anticipated?

Environmental Impact Assessment (SEA)

Question: Do you agree the analysis of the 66.7% | 33.3% 42
evidence given in the accompanying Strategic
Environmental Assessment accurately describes
the potential environmental impacts of the

proposals?

Question: Are there other potential impacts we 45% | 55% 40
may not have anticipated in the accompanying
Strategic Environmental Assessment?
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Part 2 Overview of Consultation Responses

2.1 Overview

67.9% of responses to the first public consultation were received via a consultation
survey hosted on the Citizen Space platform. In recognition of the fact that not all
sections of society have access to or the ability to complete surveys online,
responses were also accepted via email or in writing. In total, 53 responses to the
consultation were received; 36 responses were submitted via the Citizen Space
platform and 17 responses directly to the Fisheries and Water Environment Bill
Team via email. A further 9 emails were received containing information in relation
to the Fisheries and Water Environment Bill Consultation, but not directly answering
the specific questions asked and analysis of these is included in Part 5 - Conclusion
to first consultation. 2 email responses were received after the closing date and

therefore they have not been included in this analysis.

Of the 53 responses received (via Citizen Space & email), 34 of the respondents
indicated that they were representing an organisation. 8 declared they were an
individual’'s personal response and 11 did not provide any indication as to their
status. It should be noted that respondents to public consultations are self-selecting
and not a specifically selected diverse and representative focus group. Their

feedback has, however, been used to complete the qualitative analysis of responses.

In total 63 responses were received in reply to the second consultation on The
Protection of the Water Environment - 41 (65.1%) via the Citizen Space platform
and 22 by email. A further 2 emails were received containing information in relation
to this consultation, but not directly answering the specific questions asked and

analysis of these is included in Part 7 - Conclusion to 2™ Consultation.

Of the 63 responses received (via Citizen Space & email), 41 of the respondents
indicated that they were representing an organisation, 13 declared they were an

individual's personal response and 9 did not provide any indication as to their status.

The format of some of the e-mail responses varied and did not necessarily follow
that of the Citizen Space questionnaire and therefore these were analysed and
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allocated to the relevant question where possible so that we fully took on all

comments submitted.

This report provides an analysis of the findings from the responses received and
develops a thematic framework across key areas to illustrate the depth and breadth
of perspectives and viewpoints submitted to the consultation. Consultation questions
and responses produced quantitative and qualitative information. This report

presents an analysis of both types of information.

It should be noted that the quotes or views expressed in this report are those of the
respondents to the consultation exercise and are not necessarily shared by DAERA

or any other Northern Ireland department.
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Part 3 Methodology

The consultation documents posed separate questions (26 in the first one and 12 in
the second), giving the option for Yes/No responses for most, alongside additional
comment boxes to provide respondents with the freedom to expand on specifics in
relation to each question. This provided a wealth of data that could be analysed both
from a quantitative (mathematical and statistical) perspective, and from a qualitative

(thematic, subject and content) perspective.

3.1 Quantitative Analysis

All but one question in each report provided an opportunity to produce a high-level
breakdown of the simple response to a ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ answer to the question.

The quantitative analysis data is presented in the following format:

* A bar chart illustrating the breakdown of the ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ answers to the
question.
» Respondents® representation (Organisation, Individual, Unknown).

* Responses (Yes, No, Not Answered).

3.2 Qualitative Analysis

Each question additionally offered the respondent the opportunity to provide more
information as to why they might have responded ‘“Yes/No’ to any question with an
“Add Comment” box available beneath each question. Varying numbers of
respondents took the opportunity to make such a contribution and offered
commentary as well as alternative approaches, suggestions, etc depending on the

question asked.

There was significant variation in the level of detail, length and style of the additional
comments received. Whilst some responses were succinct, there were others that
were particularly detailed and many that were repeated by several
respondents/organisations. All responses were fully considered and included in the
analysis.

5 ‘Respondents’ is the number of actual responses submitted in answer to the question from a total of 53 responses received.

25



CHAPTER 2

FISHERIES AND
WATER
ENVIRONMENT BILL
— FISHERIES AND
AQUACULTURE



Part 4

Analysis of First
Consultation
Responses




Part 4 Analysis of First Consultation Responses

This section summarises the quantitative and qualitative responses to the 18 questions
posed in the first consultation document. It is divided into sections based on each policy

proposal for ease of reference.

(The 8 Impact Assessment questions have been analysed separately in Part 8 of this

document).

These sections are:

* Inland Fisheries & Aquaculture

Inland Fisheries - Management of Recreational Inland Angling

* Inland Fisheries - Management of Inland Commercial Fishing

* Aguaculture
- Enforcement — Inland and Sea Fisheries

 Permitting of Sea Fisheries Activities in the Northern Ireland Zone

Analysis of every question asked within each section of this chapter includes (where

possible):

» The question,

» A bar chart showing the quantitative breakdown of those who responded Yes/No,

» A qualitative summary of the issues and themes raised within the additional
comments by consultees, and

» A Departmental reply (where applicable) from the policy areas concerned.
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4.1 Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture

Question:
Do you agree that the objectives proposed for inland fisheries and

aquaculture will provide a good basis for managing these activities?

Quantitative analysis of question:

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

As detailed in the line chart above, there was strong support in favour of the
objectives proposed for inland fisheries and aquaculture with 75% saying ‘Yes’, they

agreed with them.

Additional comments from respondents emphasised the importance of long-term
ecological health and the need for proactive conservation efforts. There is a parallel
demand for robust monitoring, regulation and accountability that was raised by
several respondents, and some consultees stressed the requirement for
collaboration, openness and transparency between the department and stakeholders
in relation to future policy making in these areas. Responses also reflect a desire

for a coherent strategy, alignment with national frameworks, and the need for more

modern, adaptive methods.

Further comments on the proposed objectives included calls for the ecosystem
objective to be strengthened and reflect positive impacts from aquaculture
operations; and that under the scientific objective, data used should be available and

relevant.
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Several respondents suggested a desire for independent, transparent oversight to
ensure accountability and balanced decision-making. Access to supporting robust

evidence was highlighted.

Response - The Department will consider the proposed objectives with a view to

clarifying and strenqgthening the statements before adopting them. Generally, specific

actions, monitoring tarqets and baselines do not need to be established in primary

leqislation and any subordinate leqgislation prepared to address these issues would

be subject to co-design and further consultation on this level of detail.

Question:
Do you agree that it will be beneficial to publish an Inland Fisheries Policy
Statement that will provide a framework for future policy development,

fisheries management and decision making?

Quantitative analysis of question:

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

An overwhelming maijority of respondents (95.6%) who answered this question
agreed it would be beneficial to publish an Inland Fisheries Policy Statement,
provided the process was open and transparent with clear accountability and
responsibilities ensuring mutual trust for all. This level of consensus highlights a
shared recognition of the value and need for a policy framework which supports

future policy development and provides clear direction.
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The fishery objectives will be central to the development of the policy statement,
ensuring it reflects the priorities and concerns of respondents. Concerns raised
highlighted a desire for a more holistic approach that included better consideration of

other economic, environmental and social opportunities.

Calls for robust structures to be put in place, with continuous improvement and
regular reviews were apparent in the responses and again consultees stressed the
need for inclusive engagement, better communication, and collaboration between
the Department and stakeholders. Overall respondents felt this proposal would have
positive impacts and could offer much needed consistency and stability to future
policy development, restoring trust and providing long-overdue environmental

direction.

Response - The Department welcomes the broad support for this approach and will

commit to the development and publication of an Inland Fisheries Policy Statement

as a framework for inland fisheries management and policy development. We will

seek to establish collaborative approaches to policy development with clear targets

and periodic review.

Question:
Do you agree that DAERA should have regulation making powers for the

purpose of conserving, improving or restoration of inland fish stocks?

Quantitative analysis of question:

— I |
YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown
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Qualitative analysis of question:

89.3% of respondents to this question agreed that DAERA should have regulation
making powers for the purposes of conserving, improving or restoration of inland fish
stocks. Many favoured a legislative approach that was science led, transparent,
timely, collaborative with stakeholders and provided for suitable oversight and

scrutiny.

The need for stronger enforcement to be put in place was emphasised, with
adequate resources allocated, and regular checks and balances required to ensure
fair and effective regulation. Several believed this would reflect a strong commitment
to ecological restoration, sustainable practices, and integrated environmental

benefits.

Support was noted for scientific data to be improved, adapted and fully utilised to
allow for better, flexible, evidence-based decision making and for the need for more

innovation and cost-effective solutions that align economic and environmental goals.

Stakeholder engagement, the importance of inclusive governance, cross-
departmental collaboration, and support for community-led initiatives was considered

important in several responses.

Concerns over current policy positions and outcomes were raised - i.e. the current
status of many key species, the potential conflict between developing a fishery and
protecting the fish stocks. The difficulty of managing a mobile species with differing

ownership claims was noted.

Response - The Department will retain requlation making powers for the

conservation, improving and restoration of inland fish stocks. We aqgree that the

delivery of effective and meaningful requlation on these issues will be science led

and dependent on the effective collaboration with all stakeholders and the setting of

clear management outcomes.
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Question:

Do you agree that DAERA should have regulation making powers for the

purpose of protecting inland waters from the effects of fishing or

aquaculture?

Quantitative analysis of question:

— .
YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual ® Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

With an 87.2% majority, there was strong support for regulation making powers for
the purpose of protecting inland waters from the effects of fishing and aquaculture,
again with the condition that regulation making was appropriate with clear

safeguards (evidence-based, collaborative and subject to scrutiny).

From the additional comments and a common theme amongst many respondents
who answered this question was that these regulatory powers must be backed up
with a commitment to enforce them, have clearer legislative frameworks and policy

coherence.

Some respondents called for balanced regulation and safeguards to be put in place
to protect ecosystems without unfairly burdening low-risk stakeholders.
Many answers indicated the need for more transparency, accountability and better

communication channels between the government agencies and stakeholders.

Some responses raised concerns over the need for a better means of raising issues
of concern (including pollution) and that the Department as the permitter of the
fishing activity needs enforcement ability. Some respondents queried why only

damage from fishing activity was included in this question.
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Response - The Department will seek to retain powers to requlate activities in a way

that protects inland waters from the effects of fishing or aquaculture.

Question:
Do you agree that DAERA should have regulation making powers for the
purpose of promoting or developing commercial fish or aquaculture

activities in inland waters?

Quantitative analysis of question:

RES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Not Known

Qualitative analysis of question:

The split between those respondents who answered Yes/No to this question was
much more evenly distributed, with 54.3% of answers for Yes and 45.7% for No.
Many who disagreed clarified in comments that such regulations may be needed to
support sustainable development but sought strong safeguards to avoid potential

compromising on broader public and nature protection needs.

In particular, some respondents considered that the economic, social and
environmental benefits of the aquaculture sector were not being realised and pointed
to the need for a development policy. Others considered that promotion would result
in prioritising the health of farmed fish over wild stocks.

Those who agreed that DAERA should have regulating powers in this area showed

support for growth and investment in the fisheries and aquaculture sectors, providing

it aligned with sustainability and public benefit. Answers also underscored the need
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for the department to provide adequate resourcing and funds to enable them to

address the concerns of these sectors and put action plans in place.

Further comments documented in response to this question reflected a desire for
open, accountable governance with independent oversight and inclusive stakeholder
participation and noted that future promotion of aquaculture or commercial fishing

should be tied to demonstrable ecological recovery and long-term sustainability.

Response - The Department notes that any requlation supporting sustainable

commercial development must align with wider policy objectives, follow the correct

requlatory process and ensure that applications are assessed within the legal

framework to protect the long-term environmental sustainability of fish and

aquaculture activities.

4.2 Inland Fisheries — Management of Recreational Inland Angling

Question:
Do you agree DAERA should continue to retain the power to acquire and manage,
by agreement, fishing rights in inland waters for the purpose of developing the

natural resource for the benefit of angling?

Quantitative analysis of question:

o —

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown
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Qualitative analysis of question:

A high number of respondents (80%) agreed that DAERA should continue to retain
the power to acquire and manage, by agreement, fishing rights in inland waters for

the purpose of developing the natural resource for the benefit of angling.

Responses were broadly supportive of a public angling estate, and many
respondents identified a role in delivering and developing access to recreational
fishing through collaborative management with angling clubs and stakeholders.
Those responses in disagreement cited concerns over DAERA’s leadership,
enforcement and development interest, feeling development should sit with a
different organisation. Concerns also identified DAERA roles in agriculture and
environment management potentially conflicted with provision of angling

opportunities.

Clarity on the ownership of fishing rights was also raised. Responses supported the
development of recreational angling as it offers significant social and community
benefits, encouraging participation in the activity as a sport to foster wellbeing and

inclusivity, and ensuring shared responsibility and effective management.

Crucially, those in agreement felt that integrating conservation safeguards and
biodiversity goals into angling practices would support long-term sustainability,

helping to reverse species decline and eliminate harmful or illegal activities.

Underpinning all these issues is a demand for greater public accountability, with
scrutiny over taxpayer-funded initiatives and a push for more efficient, justified use of

resources.

Response - DAERA proposes to retain the powers to acquire and manaqe fishing

rights and to continue to provide a public angling estate. Work is already underway

to explore improved delivery models for recreational fisheries through better

coordination, stronger partnerships, and effective enforcement. We will consider how

transparency over the ownership of fishing rights might be improved, however it is

important to note that DAERA is not the authority responsible for determining

ownership claims.
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Question:

Do you agree that DAERA should retain the regulation making powers that

are available for purposes related to angling?

Quantitative analysis of question:

— B

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

With 87% of respondents agreeing that DAERA should retain regulation making
powers for the purposes related to angling in Northern Ireland, many of these
expressed the need for effective fisheries governance requiring robust enforcement,
inclusive collaboration, and evidence-based management. The need for structural
reform, and that management of recreational angling should lie with another
Department, was also raised. Regulatory powers must be visibly upheld, with
stronger deterrents, increased police involvement, and improved public reporting to

build trust and compliance.

Respondents highlighted that rules needed to be correctly enforced and should be
developed in conjunction with the holders of the fishing rights, anglers and other
government departments. They felt that the rules must be subject to review and
amendment in response to any new evidence and changing environmental
conditions. Precautionary closures as a possible response to stock collapses,
disease or other external factors were suggested. Other respondents identified the
need for gear disinfection between fishing areas, and that a review of the Fish
Dealers Licence and associated register was needed.
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These comments reinforce the need to ensure good governance, with regulation

making processes that are robust, inclusive and fairly enforced.

Transparent stakeholder engagement is important to consultees, ensuring legitimacy
and shared responsibility. Sustainable angling practices must balance public access
with ecological protection, using targeted restrictions and safeguards to prevent
cumulative impacts. Similarly, some feel, adaptive management tied to scientific
evidence would allow DAERA to respond to environmental pressures, ensuring

resilient and responsive fisheries policy.

A more modern, responsive approach to fisheries management would be welcomed,
which must be grounded in transparency, clear targets, and flexible regulation.
Where benchmarks are not met, some respondents feel that mandatory catch-and-
release policies or temporary river closures could offer vital safeguards to protect
vulnerable fish populations, reflecting a commitment to adaptive, data-driven

regulation.

Response - DAERA will seek to retain the power to requlate for recreational fishing

to ensure sufficient protection for the fish and aquatic habitat. Going forward, DAERA

will ensure efficient management of recreational fisheries and notes the importance

of coordination, stakeholder engagement and effective enforcement. DAERA will

deliver coordinated management of recreational and commercial fisheries, as well as

the habitat they depend on.
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4.3 Inland Fisheries — Management of Inland Commercial Fishing

Question:
Do you agree that Fishery Management Plans are beneficial for setting out

policies relating to commercial fisheries in specified areas?

Quantitative analysis of question:

MES NO NOT
ANSWERED

Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

There is a high level of support for the ongoing use of Fishery Management Plans

(FMP) (82.2%) as a beneficial tool for managing commercial fisheries.

Responses highlighted that FMPs should provide structure and clarity for fisheries
management. Properly managed, they should, on the basis of meaningful
stakeholder engagement, set clear, measurable targets and objectives and have
robust monitoring and compliance and contribute to achieving overarching strategic

objectives, including integrated management commitments.

Those in disagreement with the need for FMPs highlighted the need for greater
regulation, identified concerns with the current state of inland fish stocks, including
concerns over the private ownership and operation of commercial fisheries and
sought greater regulatory protection. Some respondents sought a cessation of

commercial fishing in favour of recreational activity.

There were mixed responses citing private commercial fishing rights, both how these
rights can be protected, and how private fisheries can be enhanced, while ensuring
that commercial exploitation is sustainable and managed alongside recreational
fishing.
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Consultees detailed how they thought this would help to ensure the sustainable
management and restoration of fisheries, which is essential to implement robust
enforcement and protection measures that prevent overfishing and poaching, with
clear triggers for responsive action. However, this must be underpinned by evidence-
based planning and monitoring, including structured targets, transparent data

collection, and annual stock assessments to guide adaptive management.

A commitment to integrated and sustainable approaches is vital to many in the
sector, balancing ecological health with economic and social value, aligning marine
and inland policies, and recognising angling as a public priority. Many feel effective
delivery will depend on strategic governance and alignment from the department,
ensuring FMPs can support broader environmental goals, legislative coherence, and

transparent funding.

The consultation responses also highlighted significant policy ambiguity and
legislative gaps, particularly around species classification and the regulation of
private commercial fishing rights, underscoring the need for clearer legal definitions
and enforceable frameworks. Additionally, there is a strong push for marine-inland
policy integration, emphasising the need for consistent, ecosystem-wide

management that bridges the divide between freshwater and marine environments.

Response - The Department welcomes the support for the FMP approach. The

development and delivery of a FMP, based on a collaborative approach should

address many of the concerns raised. This Bill and the adoption of high-level

objectives for fishery management are an opportunity to review the existing FMPs for

Lough Erne and Lough Neagh to ensure they are not only effective and enforceable

but also fair, balanced, and responsive to the diverse interests of environmental,

commercial, and community stakeholders.

Question:
Do you agree that technical conservation measures should be detailed in
secondary legislation to allow for amendments as evidence becomes

available?
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Quantitative analysis of question:

MES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual ® Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

86.7% of respondents to this question agreed that technical conservation measures
should be placed in secondary legislation. There was recognition that this allows for
the management framework to be flexible enough to be able to address arising
issues, including new scientific knowledge, environmental changes, or emerging
threats such as invasive species and contribute to the long-term sustainable

management of the stocks and aquatic environment.

Secondary regulations would normally be subject to public consultation, would be
based on the available science and seek the input from the fishing sectors, Non-

Governmental Organisations and the wider public.

Stakeholder engagement and co-design underscore the importance of transparent

decision-making, inclusive consultation, and collaboration across the board.

Finally, there is a clear emphasis on conservation and sustainable development,
balancing ecological protection with enhanced angling opportunities and

proportionate enforcement to deliver meaningful environmental outcomes.

Stakeholders urged a broader, multi-use vision for river and fisheries management
that reflects diverse interests. The feedback in response to this question shows
support for adaptive management and conservation triggers, such as automatic
regulatory changes based on ecological indicators like juvenile fish densities,

ensuring responsive and science-led policy.

The need for built-in enforcement mechanisms is very clear, with stakeholders urging

that compliance measures be embedded within the regulatory framework.
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Response — DAERA welcomes the comments received and agrees that such a

framework should be open to periodic review, using information from the delivery of

FMPs. We propose to progress to seek powers to introduce and maintain and

requlate technical conservation and protection requirements via secondary

requlation to ensure that fisheries policy and delivery remains responsive,

accountable, and aligned with ecological, recreational, and community interests.

4.4 Aquaculture

Question:
Do you agree with the proposals for the licensing of inland aquaculture

operations?

Quantitative analysis of question:

win B B

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

Responses to this question showed there is a strong consensus (61.9%) on the need
for robust regulation, with calls for rigorous licensing, strict enforcement, and
comprehensive environmental safeguards. Stakeholders have demanded
transparency and accountability, particularly in licensing decisions and compliance
monitoring, alongside meaningful consultation with aquaculture and angling

communities.

A more accessible and streamlined licensing system is endorsed by many who
agreed, especially for small-scale initiatives, with a tiered approach to avoid

overburdening low-risk activities. Legal and strategic alignment is noted, with
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licensing expected to integrate with planning permissions and broader catchment-
scale objectives, and views that aquaculture may be more appropriately regulated

under agricultural frameworks.

The importance of environmental protection is underscored by the need for licences
to align with Good Environmental Status (GES) and include standards for water

quality, biodiversity, and disease control.

Some concerns around policy and governance highlight perceived disconnects with
local operators, as well as a lack of coherent cross-agency policy, with a clear call for

more stakeholder engagement that includes sector input.

Some respondents feel that the proposed removal of dedicated fish-culture licences
could expose regulatory gaps and risks potentially undermining biosecurity,

environmental monitoring, and enforcement.

Stakeholders advocate for a tiered and proportionate regulatory system that

accommodates small-scale and community-led initiatives.

Response — In developing the proposal, the Department undertook a review of

existing leqgislation and Fish Culture Licence (FCL) conditions to ensure no

requlatory gap was being created and existing FCL holders were not losing any

existing protections. This demonstrated that current leqgislation, which was not in

place when the 1966 Act was introduced, how provides a framework for robust

requlation of the sector, including aquatic animal health, water quality, and

environmental protection. To ensure consistency and transparency, rather than

remove the FCL, as was the original intent, the draft Bill will instead make changes

to the existing licensing process, explicitly providing for transfer of licences and

defining Aquaculture clearly within the Bill.

To address concerns around lack of technical input into the planning process, the

Department will produce technical quidance for planning authorities in local councils

to ensure consistency in consideration of planning applications and continue to act

as a statutory consultee to give technical advice on all applications.
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Question:

Do you agree with the proposals for licensing of marine-based aquaculture

operations?

Quantitative analysis of question:

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

u |Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

82.1% of participants were in support of the proposals for licensing of marine-based
aquaculture operations, with widespread support and a clear demand for licensing
system reform, including a streamlined, consistent, and investment-friendly approach

that ensures a smooth transition from existing licences.

Environmental protection remains a priority for consultees, with many expecting
licensing changes to include rigorous sustainability safeguards and alignment with
the UK Marine Strategy. Some stakeholders expressed concerns about
environmental protection and sustainability, citing risks to wild fish populations,
ecosystems, and water quality from aquaculture operations, calling for a robust
regulatory framework that includes enforceable licence conditions, quantitative limits,
and automatic enforcement mechanisms to ensure compliance and protect the

environment.

There is a strong emphasis on transparency and accountability, with demands for
public reporting of all licence conditions, monitoring outcomes, and enforcement

actions to build trust and ensure openness.
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Response — The licensing of marine activities under the Marine and Coastal Access

Act 2009 is a well-established regime. It includes strict environmental safequards

and controls, public consultation and publication when determining licence

applications and transparent processes and timelines for applicants. It also includes

a robust post-consent compliance and enforcement reqgime. The Department intends

to create new licensing provisions suitable for all aquaculture sub-sectors that align

with the principles of marine licensing under the Marine and Coastal Access Act

2009, but a full new licensing regime will not be possible in the time-period allotted to
this Bill.

Within this Bill the FCL will be renamed an Aquaculture Licence, with Aquaculture

clearly defined to allow all non-fish/shellfish Aquaculture operations (e.q. seaweed)

to be licensed, thereby supporting future development of these industry sub-sectors.

Clear provisions for transfer of licences will also be included.

Powers will be sought to introduce a licensing reqgime for marine based Aquaculture

which aligns with the principles of marine licensing at the next available opportunity.

It is recognised that a dedicated Aquaculture Policy for Northern Ireland would

address many of the issues raised by stakeholders in this consultation and provide

clarity and direction for the sector. As part of these proposals, the Department will

produce a dedicated Aquaculture Policy for Northern Ireland which will provide clarity

and direction for future sustainable development of both inland and marine sub-

sectors.
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4.5 Enforcement - Inland and Sea Fisheries

Question:
Do you agree that DAERA should standardise enforcement powers for

fisheries officers in NI and bring these into line with the rest of GB and ROI?

Quantitative analysis of question:

]l. - =
YES NO

NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

86.3% of consultation responses agree that DAERA should standardise enforcement
powers for fisheries officers in Northern Ireland and bring these in line with the rest of
Great Britain (GB) and Republic of Ireland (Rol), and many of these have highlighted
the urgent need to strengthen this enforcement capacity and visibility, calling for
more fisheries officers, improved contact, and greater on-the-ground presence,
supported by private water bailiffs where appropriate.

However, some also feel that efforts to introduce such changes are constrained by
resourcing and funding challenges, and long-term investment in specialist training,

equipment, and digital infrastructure is essential.

Enhanced cross-border and interagency cooperation is also essential, with
suggestions to learn from enforcement practices in the Republic of Ireland and

involve police services more actively.

The importance of public awareness and education, advocating for enforcement that
is balanced with outreach to build confidence and deter illegal activity is stressed in
answers given to this question, with a strong emphasis on conservation and

environmental protection, particularly the need to reverse declines in fish and
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shellfish stocks through seamless protection across freshwater and marine
environments. Finally, a clear strategic planning and evaluation framework is
required, including ongoing oversight, cross-jurisdictional learning, and safeguards to

ensure effective and accountable enforcement.

A small proportion of responses disagreed with the proposals above and have urged
the Department to take a cautious approach to alignment with Great Britain and the
Republic of Ireland, highlighting the complexity and potential unintended
consequences for Northern Ireland, especially given the lack of harmonisation

between the two jurisdictions.

Other responses suggested the expansion of offences and penalties within the
fisheries and aquaculture enforcement regime, including new offences for failing to

comply with seabird protection measures.

Consultee responses also advocate for independent oversight and accountability,
proposing a biennial enforcement audit to review the use of powers, penalty levels,
and conviction outcomes, ensuring the system remains fair, transparent, and fit for

purpose.

Response — Providing officers with common enforcement powers will strengthen the

enforcement capacity of the Department, by ensuring that fisheries officers, inland

and sea, will have access to all enforcement powers currently set out in legislation

under one framework, enabling greater confidence in prosecution for offences and

ensuring an efficient enforcement reqgime. This would provide officers with broadly

equivalent powers to their counterparts in the rest of the UK and the Rol.

Question:
Do you agree that DAERA should have a more flexible enforcement system

including administrative penalties?
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Quantitative analysis of question:

I m—
YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual ®= Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

92% of respondents have given support to the development of an effective and
proportionate penalty system that acts as a real deterrent, particularly for repeat or

serious offenders, with suggestions ranging from on-the-spot fixed fines to jail time.

A flexible and efficient enforcement toolkit is seen as essential for responding quickly
to minor breaches while reducing pressure on the courts. However, many feel that
the success of such a system depends on the visibility and capability of enforcement
officers, who must be adequately resourced and trained to detect and evidence

wrongdoing.

Ensuring transparency, fairness, and accountability is also critical to consultees, with
calls for clear guidance, rights of appeal, and a publicly accessible penalty register.
Penalties should be integrated with broader environmental goals, covering costs of
investigation and restoration, and reinvesting revenue into enforcement and

ecological outcomes.

Finally, a number of answers noted that training and system reform are needed,
including judicial education on environmental impacts and updates to outdated
regimes, to ensure the system reflects the diversity of offence types and regulated

communities.

Concerns raised in response to this question supported the development of a
structured and scalable penalty system, with predefined bands based on offence
severity and automatic escalation for repeat violations, tracked through lifetime

licence registration, ensuring transparency and public accountability.
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There are calls for annual public reporting of administrative penalties and regular

third-party audits to assess enforcement consistency and effectiveness.

Emphasis is also placed on long-term compliance monitoring, with centralised
tracking systems designed to deter repeat offences and promote sustained

adherence to environmental standards.

Response — Administrative Penalties are an established enforcement tool to

address low to moderate breaches of leqgislation and we propose a similar approach.

This would be introduced through the development of subordinate legislation, which

would be developed in consultation with the public at that stage.

Question:
Do you agree with the proposal to allow the most serious offences to be
indictable (i.e. to be considered by a higher court, with a corresponding higher

penalty for those found guilty)?

Quantitative analysis of question:

— —
YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

Overall, 90% of responses to this question agreed with the proposals to allow the
most serious offences to be indictable and supported the introduction of a stronger
and more structured penalty system for serious or deliberate environmental offences,
including escalating fines, licence consequences, and even jail time or business

closure for repeat offenders.
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Some answers said that penalties should be proportionate to the harm caused and
reflect the public value of biodiversity, water quality, and food security and to ensure
deterrence and accountability, the system must clearly differentiate between
deliberate, harmful breaches and lower-level or accidental offences, with indictable

offences defined by factors such as scale, persistence, and obstruction.

Fairness, consistency, and training are fundamental points raised by consultees,
meaning enforcement officers and the judiciary are fully equipped to assess intent
and apply penalties appropriately. This approach should aim to create a robust,
transparent system that protects ecosystems while ensuring justice and

proportionality.

Other issues raised in response to this question recognised the existence of
enforcement gaps, with calls to strengthen mechanisms to ensure consistent
application of the law. These concerns are closely tied to the risk of disproportionate
outcomes, with calls for penalties to be carefully calibrated to reflect the nature of the

offence and the circumstances of the offender.

Response — Enabling indictable trials for serious offences would demonstrate that

environmental protection is a priority and that accountability is being taken seriously.

Question:

Do you agree that the Department should increase maximum penalties for
offences in relation to certain sea fisheries activities in the Fisheries Act 1966
and the Sea Fish Conservation Act 1967 to £50,0007?

Quantitative analysis of question:

Jl. = =
YES NO

NOT
ANSWERED

Individual = Organisation = Unknown
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Qualitative analysis of question:

85.7% of respondents to the consultation agreed that the Department should
increase maximum penalties for certain offences related to sea fisheries activities as
per above and in the main, supported the introduction of stronger and scalable
penalties for serious or repeat environmental offences, with no maximum limits for

the most harmful violations.

Within the comments there is a clear emphasis on proportionality and fair legal
process, with penalties needing to be well-defined, appropriately scaled, and

protected by safeguards to prevent misuse.

A more robust system is seen as essential for deterrence and ecosystem protection,
particularly in cases involving threats to fish stocks, seabird populations, and overall
marine health. Stakeholders have also called for enforcement consistency and
jurisdictional alignment, suggesting harmonisation with Great Britain and Republic of
Ireland and questioning the narrow focus on sea-based offences. There is also
support for additional sanctions, such as fishing bans in affected waters or targeted
restrictions on commercial operations, to reinforce accountability and environmental

recovery.

Some of those who disagreed with this question, held the view that the proposed
fines are excessive, while others advocate for significantly higher penalties, up to
£250,000 or unlimited for serious environmental offences. This reflects a lack of

consensus on what constitutes a fair and effective deterrent.

There is strong support for proportionality to economic context, with penalties scaled

to the earnings or capacity of the offender to avoid a one-size-fits-all approach.

Additionally, those who disagreed with the proposals favour more targeted sanctions
for repeat or deliberate offenders, such as escalating fines or even vessel seizure,
reinforcing the support for a graduated enforcement system that reflects both the
severity of the offence and the offender’s history.

Response - Strengthening existing fines and penalties, will ensure that offences are

properly addressed by the courts and that illeqal activities face consequences
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proportionate to their environmental impact, sending a clear messaqe that

environmental harm will not be tolerated.

Question:

If you do not agree with the proposed maximum penalties, do you have a view

as to what level maximum penalties might otherwise be set at?

The responses to the proposed penalty framework emphasise the need for strong
and effective deterrents, including substantial fines, potentially exceeding £1 million,

alongside prison sentences and bans for serious or repeat offenders.

To ensure proportionality and fairness, those who provided a comment to this
question, stated that penalties must be clearly defined, scaled to the harm caused,

and safeguarded against misuse, particularly in minor cases.

Calls for a more tiered and scalable structure is widely supported, allowing
escalation based on offence severity, intent, and environmental or economic impact,
with recognition that high fines like £50,000 may be excessive for lesser infractions.
It has been noted that penalties should also facilitate cost recovery and

environmental restoration, covering legal, investigative, and remediation expenses.

In conclusion the responses asked that evidence-based adjustments are encouraged
through regular reviews of penalty ceilings to maintain deterrence in response to

rising offences or persistent non-compliance.

Response — There is clear need to increase existing fines and penalties to bring

them into alignment with those in other jurisdictions for a wide range of offences and

ensure that non-compliant activities are appropriately penalised, reflecting their

impact on the ecosystem.
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Question:

Do you believe that there are any other activities which require regulation or

new offences created in the Fisheries and Water Environment Bill?

Quantitative analysis of question:

=

NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual ® Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

76.2% agree that there are other activities which require regulation or new offences

created in the Fisheries and Water Environment Bill, those noted include: -

o Strong support for comprehensive and aligned enforcement powers across all
protection officers to ensure consistency, autonomy, and effective

collaboration with agencies such as the Maritime and Coastguard Agency.

o Advocation for the creation and enforcement of new offences to address
emerging threats in aquaculture, seabird disturbance, unreported bycatch or
pollution, and non-compliance with emergency directions, with courts

encouraged to consider environmental restoration in serious cases.

o The need to protect key habitats and species, particularly nursery zones,
salmon rivers, and areas near river mouths, alongside stricter regulation of

commercial fishing in Lough Neagh.

o Calls to strengthen oversight and independence include increasing water
bailiff numbers and establishing an independent enforcement contact point,
with some suggesting the cessation of funding for seawater fish farms due to

environmental concerns.
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o There is clear recognition of regulatory gaps and outdated systems, with
criticism of inadequate pollution controls, poor fish stocking regulation, and
obsolete caveats around waterpower, reinforcing the need for better

enforcement of existing offences.

Among the comments of those who took part in this consultation but didn’t answer
Yes/No to this question, there is strong consensus on the need to close legislative
and regulatory gaps, with suggestions that current vulnerabilities are allowing
unlawful catch, ghost gear, bycatch concealment, and unauthorised river works to go
unchecked. Activities such as diffuse pollution, sewage discharges, and intertidal

shellfish picking are also flagged as under-regulated.

To address these issues, respondents suggest strengthening and expanding
offences, including those targeting deliberate environmental harm, failure to report

pollution or bycatch, and damage to public angling infrastructure.

Enhanced protection of sensitive areas and species is also called for, with emphasis
on river mouths, nursery zones, game species, and seabirds, alongside tighter
oversight of aquaculture and fish stocking. Ideas for modernising and integrating
environmental law include aligning abstraction regulations with the Water Framework

Directive (WFD) and enabling flexible updates to legislation.

Finally, it is felt that enforcement and oversight must be reinforced through elevated
penalties for serious offences, increased water bailiff presence, independent
reporting channels, and targeted action against high-tech poaching and jet ski

misuse.

Response - To address concerns raised, the Department will review current powers

to make subordinate leqgislation, noting the impact of any leqislative and requlatory

gaps on key habitats and species.
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4.6 Permitting of Sea Fisheries Activities in the Northern Ireland

Zone

Question:
Do you agree with the proposal to introduce permitting provisions for sea
fishing in the Northern Ireland Zone?

Quantitative analysis of question:

e —

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

With 76.7% answering yes to this question, there is strong support to introduce
permitting provisions for sea fishing in the Northern Ireland zone, with proposals
grounded in sustainability, ecosystem protection, and Good Environmental Status
(GES), provided there are transparent conditions, annual reporting, and clear

accountability placed on permit holders.

To ensure effectiveness, stakeholders emphasised the need to strengthen
enforcement and close loopholes, particularly by addressing unmonitored
exploitation and ensuring action is taken when permits are absent or misused.
Spatial and temporal protections are also advocated, including restrictions on
commercial activity nearshore, robust controls around Marine Protected Areas

(MPAs), and rigorous enforcement in nursery zones.

In accordance with the additional comments submitted on this consultation, any
permitting regime should deliver environmental and ecosystem outcomes, supporting
biodiversity, sustainable fish populations, and climate-smart fisheries aligned with

broader legislative and strategic goals.
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Finally, fairness and sector engagement are deemed essential to those who agreed,
with calls for equitable permit distribution, meaningful consultation with affected

sectors, and assurance that licensed fishing vessels are appropriately considered.

Other issues raised in the comments in response to this question show strong
support for a science-based and adaptive management approach, with calls for
mandatory catch-and-effort returns to improve data collection, science-driven catch

limits, and dynamic closures based on ecological conditions or stock status.

To ensure safe and lawful implementation of spatial protections, consultees also
stress the importance of legal and navigational clarity, particularly when marking

designated areas at sea.

Response - The ability to issue permits for both commercial and recreational sea

fishing would enable the Department to control effort in sea areas within its

jurisdiction and include for example, the species of sea-fish that may be caught

therein or the type of fishing qgear to be used. This would assist in delivering on the

ambition for sustainable fisheries which the Department (and other devolved

administrations) are committed to in the Joint Fisheries Statement. The details of any

permits and conditions attached to them, would be subject to further co-design and

consultation with relevant stakeholders.
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Part 5 Conclusion to First Consultation

5.1 Analysis of First Consultation additional correspondence

Separate analysis took place of all comments provided via 9 emails received in
response to this consultation, that didn’t directly answer the questions laid out in the

consultation format.

Overall reflection of these indicates a diverse range of stakeholder views across
sectors including inland fisheries, aquaculture, hydro power, sea fisheries, water
quality, and enforcement. While there is general support for modernising fisheries
and water management, many respondents’ express concerns about vague
legislation, enforcement powers, licensing changes, and lack of clarity or
consultation. The tone is constructive but cautious, with calls for greater

transparency, stakeholder engagement, and balanced policy development.
The lists below show the range of views and responses given:
Areas of Support for the Policy Proposals:

e Welcome the Bill's overall aim;

e Conservation efforts;

e Promotion of angling;

e DAERA’s regulatory powers for fish stock conservation;

e Streamlining of marine aquaculture licensing;

¢ Modernising water management and adopting catchment-based approaches;

e Increase in fines and enforcement, provided they are proportionate and
revenue is used for ecosystem benefit;

e Standardisation of enforcement powers.

Areas of Concern for the Policy Proposals:

e Want stronger language to be used (changing “may” to “shall”);

e Legislation around fixed shore netting - is vague and needs review;
e Pollution, illegal fishing, and enforcement resources;

e Strong objections to enforcement policies and lack of stakeholder

engagement on this;
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¢ Still have no Aquaculture Policy in place to date;

e Concern about the perception that the planning authority would have a bigger
role in the licensing process;

o Disagree with objectives taken from Fisheries Act 2020;

e Apprehension about stagnation and lack of development;

e Some concern about the proposals for aquaculture licences;

¢ Questions about integration with European Union (EU) legislation post-Brexit;

e Criticism of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) for lack of depth
and stakeholder recognition;

e Opposing DAERA’s power to introduce secondary legislation.

Suggestions given include:

e Practical measures like protected zones and seasonal restrictions;

e Support for the role of angling in promoting good relations and a desire for this
to be reflected in equality assessments;

e Calls for an Aquaculture development policy;

e Supporting meaningful engagement and seeing potential benefits in a
permitting system, provided its tailored and equitable;

e More reference to be given to green electricity and zero-carbon industry
impacts;

e Cross-boundary impacts, reciprocal access, and administrative burdens
should be specified;

e Use of investigatory tools could be increased and calls for better resourcing,
training, and oversight.

5.2 First Consultation Conclusion - In summary

Across all responses received in response to this consultation (via all avenues),
there is broad support for the modernisation of the fisheries and connected sectors,

recognising its potential benefits for sustainability and efficiency.

Environmental protection and ensuring an ecosystem-based approach is taken

remain key priorities.
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From these responses to this consultation the Department can see that stakeholders
and consultees are calling for greater clarity, inclusive engagement, and balanced
regulation to ensure fair and effective implementation of any future policy and

legislation.
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Part 6 Analysis of Second Consultation Responses

This section summarises the quantitative and qualitative responses to the 4
questions posed in the second consultation document on ‘The Protection of the

Water Environment’.

(The 8 Impact Assessment questions have been analysed separately in Part 8 of this

document).

Analysis of each question asked within this chapter includes (where possible):

» The question posed,

» A bar chart showing the quantitative breakdown of those who responded Yes/No,

» A qualitative summary of the issues and themes raised within the additional
comments by consultees, and

» A Departmental reply (where applicable) from the relevant policy area.
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6.1 Protection of the Water Environment

Question:
What are your views on extending the 4 pillars which underpin the Lough
Neagh Action plan to all waterways and using this approach to develop River

Basin Management Plans?

Qualitative analysis of question responses:

Those consultees who provided a response to this question expressed strong
support for immediate, decisive action to address water quality challenges,

emphasising the need for a serious, well-resourced approach.

The proposed Four-Pillar Framework - Education, Investment, Regulation, and
Enforcement - was widely regarded as coherent and balanced, ensuring prevention,

accountability, and compliance when applied.

Key themes included:

e Education as the cornerstone, fostering awareness that water is precious and
pollution unacceptable, supported by incentivised programs and continuous
communication.

e Clear governance, statutory duties, and transparent reporting are essential to
drive accountability, while voluntary measures alone are insufficient.

e Enforcement must be adequately resourced and integrated with education
and investment, avoiding delays or excuses linked to restructuring.

e Evidence-based monitoring and adaptive management underpin responsibility
and continuous improvement. A holistic, risk-based strategy, drawing on
successful models in other parts of the United Kingdom and Republic of
Ireland, should ensure fairness, stakeholder engagement, and clarity of roles.

e Significant resource commitments are required to deliver effective

enforcement, compliance, and sustained progress.

Some respondents cautioned that penalties must be meaningful and proportionate,
as small fines fail to deter larger businesses and undermine compliance that chronic

underinvestment has undermined delivery, and that the four pillars should be
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embedded within wider catchment planning rather than treated as a stand-alone
model. It was also stated that while robust enforcement is essential, it cannot stand
alone; meaningful consequences, legislative backing, and collaboration are critical
for credibility. Chronic underinvestment was repeatedly identified as a root cause of

failure, with calls for significant funding to strengthen water management systems.

However, the four-pillar model was viewed as too narrow by some respondents, who
were concerned about potential deviation from a holistic, catchment-based approach
aligned with the Water Framework Directive and global best practice. Integration
across freshwater and marine systems is seen as necessary, supported by an
inclusive, co-designed strategy involving a wide range of stakeholders rather than

top-down directives.

Education remains important but has proven insufficient on its own, reinforcing the
need for legislation and enforcement. Ultimately some consultees feel the four pillars
must be supplemented by evidence-based, catchment-wide strategies to deliver

sustainable and effective River Basin Management Plans.

Response - The Department noted the broad support for embedding the Four-Pillar

framework within future River Basin Management Plans and confirmed that this

would be integrated with catchment-based planning to meet statutory duties under

the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) Requlations (Northern Ireland)

20176. This approach will be developed in collaboration with stakeholders and

aligned to clear objectives, monitoring, and reporting arrangements.

Question:

Do you agree that the Department should increase maximum penalties on
summary conviction for causing pollution of a waterway or groundwater up
to £50,0007?

8 The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2017
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https://www.legislation.gov.uk/nisr/2017/81/contents/made

Quantitative analysis of question:

.l- [ -
YES NO

NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

81.4% of stakeholders who answered this question agreed that current penalties for
water pollution are far too low to deter major offenders and fail to reflect the
seriousness of environmental harm. There is strong support for substantially
increasing fines - potentially unlimited or linked to turnover - and ensuring penalties

are proportionate to severity, intent, and financial capacity.

Deterrence was identified as the primary goal, requiring certainty of enforcement and
visible consequences. Fairness and transparency are critical, with clear guidance,
consistent application, and public reporting of enforcement outcomes. Higher
penalties must be accompanied by systemic changes, including robust enforcement
strategies, science-based prosecutions, tiered penalties, and mandatory remediation

obligations.

The “polluter pays” principle should be fully applied, with fine revenue ring-fenced for
water quality improvements and community-led restoration projects. Stakeholders
also called for systematic monitoring, real-time pollution disclosures, and annual
enforcement statistics, alongside alignment of water pollution penalties with those for

other serious environmental crimes such as waste offences.

Stakeholders who disagreed with the proposal to increase maximum penalties to
£50,000 were split between expressing that this threshold was still too low and

feeling that this increase was excessive.

A tiered, sliding-scale approach was recommended by some, ensuring severity,

intent, and financial capacity were reflected, while ensuring penalties remain
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proportionate and clearly defined to avoid excessive sanctions for minor infractions.
Education and proactive engagement with stakeholders were seen as important for

prevention, but not as a substitute for strong regulation.

Overall, penalties must be part of an integrated strategy combining enforcement,

prevention, and restoration.

Response - Effective deterrence requires certainty of enforcement underpinned by

robust leqgislation, including appropriate penalties for serious offences and

safequards to ensure fairness. A consistent approach is key to underlining the

importance of offences which affect our waterways. Whilst DAERA will not hesitate

to take action aqainst those who pollute our waterways, the focus should be to stop

pollution and damage happening in the first place.

Question:

Would you agree with the potential for unlimited fines for those pollution

offences that are heard at Crown Court?

Quantitative analysis of question:

NMES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

Just over 90% of respondents agreed that current penalties for water pollution are
wholly inadequate, described as extremely low and offering zero deterrent,
compounded by a lack of prosecutions and convictions. There is overwhelming

support for introducing unlimited fines or penalties linked to turnover, ensuring they
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are proportionate to harm, intent, and the offender’s capacity to pay, with courts

given full discretion to tailor sanctions.

However, responses stressed that higher fines alone will not deliver results. This
needs to be backed up with robust enforcement, adequate resourcing, and inter-
agency cooperation. Transparency through annual reporting and public disclosure of
enforcement outcomes is critical, and unlimited fines should form part of a broader
reform package that includes systemic improvements in monitoring, prosecution, and

compliance culture.

Of those who disagreed with this proposal, views on changing penalty arrangements
were mixed, with some considering current systems adequate while others stressed
that any changes must form part of a broader review of regulation and enforcement.
There were strong calls for greater clarity and certainty in enforcement strategies,
supported by clear sentencing guidelines to ensure consistency and fairness.
Judicial discretion was widely acknowledged, alongside concerns about how reforms
would interact with existing legislation such as the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act.
Respondents highlighted the need to balance deterrence with proportionality, noting

the potential stress on individuals and businesses from high-level prosecutions.

Response - Deterrence must be the primary goal, sending a clear signal that

pollution is a serious environmental crime with long-term impacts. Clear quidance,

offence thresholds, and remediation mechanisms are essential to maintain fairness

and consistency across all sectors.

Question:

Do you agree that DAERA should have a more flexible enforcement system
with increased powers to introduce fixed and variable penalties to act as an
immediate deterrent for minor to moderate breaches of legislation?
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Quantitative analysis of question:

ll- = |
YES NO

NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual ® Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question:

A high proportion of respondents expressed strong support for a flexible enforcement
toolkit, including Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs) and variable penalties, to enable swift
and proportionate responses to minor or moderate breaches without lengthy court

proceedings.

Transparency was emphasised as critical, with calls for clear published criteria,
thresholds, appeal rights, and a public register of penalties to ensure consistency
and to build trust. Safeguards were highlighted by some as essential to maintain
fairness and protect small businesses and rural users from disproportionate
sanctions. It was felt that flexible penalties should complement, not replace,
education and robust enforcement for serious offences, forming part of a balanced

compliance strategy.

Operational considerations noted include the need for full training for enforcement
officers, a robust pollution reporting system, and monitoring for consistency across
jurisdictions, alongside alignment with risk-based regulation principles and cross-
border cooperation with the Republic of Ireland. Respondents also highlighted risks
such as contested penalties and definitional challenges, underscoring the need for

clear legal definitions and oversight.

Stakeholders who opposed change, stated that they would prefer if the opportunity
was taken instead to create a fairer and more transparent system. Several
respondents argued that enforcement gaps, rather than the absence of penalties,
are the real issue, calling for DAERA and NIEA to apply existing powers effectively

before adding new ones.
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Concerns were raised about the risk of double penalties for farmers and the need for
safeguards to prevent overlapping sanctions. The current severity ranking system for
pollution incidents was criticised as ambiguous and in need of immediate revision to

align with any new framework.

Overall, those in disagreement felt that any changes should be carefully integrated

with broader reforms to strengthen enforcement and clarity.

Response - The current penalties available for these offences are limited criminal

prosecutions which on conviction, result in fines and/or imprisonment. Modern

enforcement systems which have been introduced by other governments for the

purpose of requlating fisheries and the water environment provide alternative options

such as FPNs, and fixed and variable monetary penalties that are proportionate to

the offence that has been committed.
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Part 7 Conclusion to Second Consultation

7.1 Analysis of Second Consultation additional correspondence

Separate analysis took place of the comments provided via two emails received in
response to this consultation, that didn’t directly answer the questions laid out in the
consultation format. Due to small numbers of such responses, and in the interests of
privacy for respondents, the views are summarised more generally. These
respondents highlighted that Northern Ireland faces significant challenges in
safeguarding water quality due to urban expansion, agricultural and industrial

activities, and inadequate drainage systems.

7.2 Second Consultation Conclusion - In summary

Across all responses received in response to this second consultation, stakeholders
overwhelmingly support urgent, well-funded action to improve water quality through a
coherent, integrated strategy. The Four-Pillar Framework of Education, Investment,

Regulation, and Enforcement, is widely endorsed but seen as insufficient on its own.

Respondents call for systemic reforms, including ensuring an efficient catchment-
based approach aligned with the Water Framework Directive, evidence-based
monitoring, and inclusive stakeholder engagement. It was suggested that chronic
underinvestment, fragmented governance, and ineffective penalties undermine

deterrence and credibility.

The vast majority of respondents agree that current fines are extremely low,
advocating for unlimited or turnover-linked penalties, tiered sanctions based on
severity and intent, and mandatory remediation. It was suggested that deterrence
must be backed by robust enforcement, adequate resourcing, judicial discretion, and
transparency through public reporting. There were calls for the “polluter pays”

principle to apply clearly, with fine revenue reinvested in water quality improvements.

Flexible enforcement tools, such as Fixed Penalty Notices, are strongly supported for
minor breaches, provided safeguards, clear criteria, and appeal rights are in place.
Education and engagement remain very important to many respondents, but it was
suggested that these cannot replace strong regulation.
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Overall, stakeholders who responded to this consultation call for a balanced, risk-
based compliance strategy combining prevention, enforcement, and restoration to

deliver sustainable River Basin Management Plans and restore public trust.
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Part 8 Analysis of Impact Assessments

This section summarises the quantitative and qualitative responses to the same 8
questions posed in both consultation documents in relation to the Impact
Assessments conducted prior to the consultation launches. It is divided into sections

based on each assessment for ease of reference.

These sections are:

» Draft Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)

 Equality and Human Rights Impact Assessment

 Rural Needs Impact Assessment (RNIA)

« Environmental Assessment (SEA)

Analysis of every question asked within each section of this chapter includes (where

possible):

» The question,

» A bar chart showing the quantitative breakdown of those who responded Yes/No,

» A qualitative summary of the issues and themes raised within the additional
comments by consultees, and

» A Cumulative Departmental reply.
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8.1 Draft Regulatory Impact Assessment

Question:
Do you agree that the analysis of the evidence given in the accompanying dra
Regulatory Impact Assessment accurately describes the potential impacts of

the proposals?

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

Only 35.1% of respondents agreed that the analysis of the evidence given in the
Draft Regulatory Impact Assessment accompanying this consultation accurately
describes the potential impacts of the proposals. Feedback emphasised that it
appears incomplete and only has partially captured the potential impacts.
Consultees appear to be calling for a holistic, forward-looking policy approach that
connects environmental, economic, and social outcomes through strategic, inclusive,

and sustainable regulation.

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown
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Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

Respondents widely regarded the analysis as credible and evidence-based, striking a
balance between environmental urgency and socio-economic considerations. It signals
strong support for reform to meet statutory obligations, while stakeholders emphasise the
need for greater detail on compliance costs, resource implications, timelines, and
sensitivity testing. Additionally, clarity is sought on the scope of measures, particularly

regarding alignment with EU directives to avoid exceeding expected requirements.

However other stakeholders expressed concern that the analysis is incomplete and
unbalanced, failing to capture the full economic, social, and environmental impacts while
overlooking long-term costs of inaction and historical pollution effects, prompting calls for a
more robust, evidence-based approach that includes economic modelling, ecosystem
valuation, and independent annual assessments. Strong emphasis is placed on
meaningful stakeholder engagement to address impacts on rural wellbeing, angling, and
mental health, alongside improved governance through local council responsibility,

ringfenced funding, and transparent reporting to ensure accountability.

Question:
Are there other potential impacts we may not have anticipated in the

accompanying draft Regulatory Impact Assessment?

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown
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Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

Over two thirds of respondents said Yes that there were other potential impacts that
we have not anticipated in the accompanying Draft Regulatory Impact Assessment.
Strong concern was expressed over the omission of the protection of game species
and angling culture, with comments emphasising the importance of preserving rural

wellbeing, mental health, and the role of voluntary clubs and hatcheries.

Criticism of the Draft Regulatory Impact Assessment centres on its failure to account

for cumulative impacts, climate resilience, and reputational risks.

Finally, concerns are raised about the Bill's treatment of natural capital and
ecosystem services, with calls for clearer recognition of fish as ecosystem assets
rather than mere property, and for more robust methodologies to assess their

broader environmental value.

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

The proposal is generally viewed as credible and well-structured, providing a solid
foundation for future development. While confidence exists in its potential as a
starting point, stakeholders note that further detail and refinement will be required to
progress toward deeper analysis, stakeholder engagement, and implementation

planning.

70.5 % of those who responded to this question viewed the Regulatory Impact
Assessment as incomplete, and lacked thorough analysis of long-term contamination

risks, cumulative socio-economic effects, and future-proofing measures.
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Stakeholders highlighted overlooked community and economic risks, including
reduced rural participation, tourism decline, and potential closures of small
businesses without adequate support. Concerns extend to missing cost estimates for
compliance, enforcement, and legal processes, as well as cross-border governance
implications. It is felt the document fails to emphasise preventive mechanisms or
positive outcomes such as improved water quality and health benefits and there is a
strong call for a comprehensive, evidence-based approach incorporating annual
catchment-level assessments, valuation of health and ecosystem co-benefits, and
coordinated stakeholder engagement to ensure balanced, transparent, and effective

implementation.

8.2 Equality and Human Rights Impact Assessment

Question:

Do you agree with the conclusion that the policy proposals do not have a

differential impact on any of the Section 75 groups or on human rights?

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

57.1% of responses answered Yes, they agree with the conclusion the policy
proposals do not have a differential impact on any of the Section 75 groups or on
human rights.

In terms of equality and inclusion, feedback acknowledges that current proposals do
not disproportionately impact Section 75 groups and may offer positive opportunities
for equitable access to fisheries and related resources. However, it was commented
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that the human rights dimension could be more explicitly recognised as positively

supported by sustainable fisheries policies.

Those who disagreed with this question have raised concerns around human rights
and social equity. The social and health benefits of angling are widely
acknowledged, with calls for these to be fully considered in policy development and

the accompanying impact assessments.

Another issue raised within the responses received was a call for more teaching for
young people on both angling practices and environmental matters, reflecting a

desire to build awareness and encourage responsible behaviour from an early age.

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

Stakeholders stress the need for ongoing monitoring and regular review of this
assessment to ensure policy effectiveness and avoid unintended consequences,

supported by clear governance and transparent processes.

It was suggested that active engagement with Section 75 groups and diverse
stakeholders is essential, with targeted communication measures such as
translation, rural outreach, and simplified guidance to maintain accessibility. While
proposals are not expected to create new offences or directly impact human rights,
concerns remain about disproportionate effects on vulnerable rural communities,
small businesses, and those reliant on waterways, highlighting the importance of
environmental justice and socio-economic equity. Calls are made for a more detailed

equality and human rights assessment, including consideration of Article 1 property
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rights, rural disadvantage, and access to safe water as a human rights issue and it
was suggested that broader socio-economic impacts, such as effects on tourism,
recreation, voluntary conservation, and community wellbeing, should also be

evaluated to ensure a fair, balanced, and inclusive approach.

Question:

Are there any potential impacts of the proposals on specific groups which

we may not have anticipated?

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

There was quite an even split of responses to this question, with those who agreed
there were potential impacts that had not been considered raising concerns about
the underrepresentation of aquaculture operators and non-consumptive water users,
suggesting that current proposals focus too narrowly on inland fisheries and angling,

and calling for more balanced stakeholder engagement.

Issues of social equity and access are also prominent, with fears that reduced
access to publicly managed waters could disproportionately affect older adults,
disabled individuals, and rural or low-income communities, highlighting the

importance of affordable, local angling as a tool for inclusion and wellbeing.

Some respondents have stated there is a clear need for a more comprehensive

impact assessment, with recommendations to better capture social and equality
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impacts and avoid unintended harm to vulnerable groups, while supporting broader

community wellbeing.

Even though 51.4% of respondents disagreed that there were no further potential
impacts of the proposals on specific groups which we may not have anticipated,
there is a recognition of a demographic imbalance in angling participation, and
anglers feel they are increasingly viewed as a distinct community, whose cultural
identity and interests, though not formally recognised under Section 75, warrant
sensitive and inclusive policy development. Acknowledging their unique contributions
and fostering wider engagement can help ensure the long-term sustainability and

social value of angling.

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

NES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

Stakeholders highlight the risk that new regulatory and enforcement measures could
disproportionately impact rural and coastal communities, small businesses, and
community-run angling initiatives if adequate support is not provided. Concerns
extend to socio-economic and inclusion risks, including reduced youth engagement,
challenges for volunteer groups, and barriers for non-English speakers and
vulnerable populations. Recommendations focus on clear mitigation strategies for
small businesses, low-income households, and disabled groups to avoid inadvertent
outcomes such as closures or loss of cultural activities. Additional complexities

around cross-border compliance will require better coordination.

At the same time, there is strong support for maintaining and enhancing angling

access, recognising its value for community engagement, rural wellbeing, and
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tourism. Stakeholders stress that these priorities should align with broader
environmental goals, ensuring water quality improvements and habitat protection

while safeguarding recreational and cultural benefits.

8.3 Rural Needs Impact Assessment

Question:
Do you agree the Department has fully considered the impact on rural

communities in the development of the proposals?

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

MES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

41% of consultees agreed that the department has fully considered the impact on
rural communities in the development of the RNIA proposals and while the document
is seen as wide ranging, there is an implicit call to ensure it remains inclusive,

transparent, and responsive to evolving challenges.

Concerns from those who disagreed with the above question are that the approach
is seen as overly administrative, failing to capture the broader socio-ecological
outcomes essential to rural resilience.

Other feedback highlights some regulatory and planning barriers.
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Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

jES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

Stakeholders strongly support a transition to sustainable land use but emphasise the need
for adequate resources and targeted support to prevent unintended disadvantage for rural
and inland communities. Greater inclusion of non-farming sectors and ongoing
engagement beyond one-off consultations are seen as critical, alongside proactive

monitoring of cumulative impacts to manage risks.

While co-design sessions with angling, aquaculture, and sea fishing groups are welcomed,
concerns persist about disproportionate effects on rural livelihoods, tourism, and cultural
activities if socio-economic realities are overlooked. Angling is highlighted as vital for rural
wellbeing, youth engagement, and tourism, reinforcing calls for tailored guidance, financial

assistance, and advisory support.

Question:
Are there any potential impacts of the proposals on rural communities which

we may not have anticipated?
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Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

MES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

64.9% of respondents who answered this question felt that there were some
potential impacts of the RNIA proposals on rural communities which we may not

have anticipated. Issues raised that consultees feel should be considered are:

o Inland aquaculture and publicly managed angling waters play a vital socio-
economic role, particularly in rural areas, by supporting employment, tourism,
youth engagement, and community wellbeing. Proposed regulatory changes
risk disproportionately impacting vulnerable groups, such as low-income
households, rural communities, and families reliant on commercial inland

fisheries, by reducing access and support.

o Calls for greater consideration of cultural identity, economic stability, and

community resilience.

o Sustainable management and improved enforcement of inland fisheries offer
significant environmental and public health benefits, including enhanced water
quality and healthier ecosystems that support agriculture and drinking water

supplies.

Of those who felt that we had anticipated most potential impacts of the proposals on
rural communities within the RNIA, there was general satisfaction with the content of
the document provided it is flexible, and future policies can be adapted to evolving
environmental and social conditions, ensuring it remains effective and relevant over

time.
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Respondents also emphasised the importance of ensuring conservation goals are
balanced with the livelihoods of rural communities, advocating for sustainable

development that benefits both ecosystems and people.

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

MES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

Stakeholders express concern that the current process does not fully convey the urgency
or necessity for reform, relying too heavily on superficial analysis rather than in-depth
evaluation. Rural communities fear that increased fines and compliance costs could harm
livelihoods, leading to depopulation, business closures, and mental health challenges if
changes are punitive without adequate support. There is a strong call for incentives such
as grants, safer alternatives to nitrates, and advisory services to ease the transition,
alongside proactive rural engagement to promote shared responsibility rather than

enforcement alone.

It was suggested that risks of indirect and cumulative impacts - including reduced tourism,
loss of angling culture, and higher living costs - underscore the need for investment in

infrastructure, education, and prevention to avoid widening rural - urban inequalities.

Stakeholders also highlight administrative burdens and gaps in rural impact analysis,
calling for deeper assessment of economic, social, and cultural consequences, and clear

governance and transparency to demonstrate that rural needs have been fully considered.
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8.4 Environmental Assessment (SEA)

Question:
Do you agree the analysis of the evidence given in the accompanying
Strategic Environmental Assessment accurately describes the potential

environmental impacts of the proposals?

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

The Yes/No split from those who answered this question in the consultation was
evenly divided at 50/50 and there are positive comments to acknowledge that
climate change and environmental factors have been mentioned as contributing to
the mixed picture across Northern Ireland’s aquatic ecosystems. However, there is a
consensus in the responses that further work is required to understand the
environmental impacts and causes of change in other areas, such as landscape and

seascape.

Some concerns were raised about missed opportunities to harness the
environmental benefits of inland aquaculture growth and that the SEA document has
overlooked several important potential environmental factors such as reduced fish

stocking and changing hatchery operations.

Additional comments from the responses advocate for a more integrated approach
that recognises the environmental and economic value of natural landscapes,
particularly in areas like Northern Ireland’s coastline and designated Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs), where biodiversity supports tourism and
sustainable development. These concerns point to the need for strategic, place-
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based environmental planning that aligns conservation priorities with broader land

and seascape designations, ensuring long-term ecological and economic resilience.

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

MES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

The Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is generally regarded as
comprehensive and well-structured, clearly outlining expected environmental
benefits such as improved water quality and ecosystem health, and reinforcing the
importance of stronger enforcement for long-term sustainability. However,
stakeholders call for greater depth through cumulative-effects analysis, integration of
climate change interactions, and a dynamic monitoring framework to ensure

adaptability.

Concerns persist about overemphasis on certain pressures, such as fisheries,
without sufficient evidence, and the lack of clarity and accessibility in a document
perceived as overly rigid and process driven. It was suggested that gaps in baseline
data, monitoring systems, and enforcement capacity raise questions about how
outcomes will be tracked and adverse effects prevented and that, additionally, the
SEA underestimates long-term risks from diffuse pollution, sediment runoff, and
infrastructure neglect, while missing opportunities to highlight wider economic and
social benefits beyond fisheries.

Stakeholders advocate for a more joined-up approach, incorporating independent
research, real-world data, and regular stakeholder engagement to maintain

transparency and responsiveness to emerging environmental challenges.
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Question:

Are there other potential impacts we may not have anticipated in the

accompanying Strategic Environmental Assessment?

Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

MES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 1)

67.6% of responses felt that there were other potential impacts that may not have

been anticipated in the accompanying SEA document such as:

o Strong support for an ecosystem-based approach for fisheries and

biodiversity management.

o Several positive impacts have been under-recognised or insufficiently
considered, like climate resilience and the mental health benefits of nature.

o A need for a more comprehensive and detailed assessment with a clearer

policy intent.

o A call for greater awareness of both direct and indirect threats facing aquatic

environments.
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Quantitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

YES NO NOT
ANSWERED

® Individual = Organisation = Unknown

Qualitative analysis of question: (CONSULTATION 2)

The proposals are generally viewed as providing a credible foundation for policy
development, but stakeholders suggested that the assessment underrepresents the long-

term strategic benefits of improved water quality and land use changes.

Some responses commented that significant gaps remain in risk and impact analysis,
including delayed enforcement consequences, contractor oversight failures, and loss of
local ecological knowledge, with poor coordination between agencies seen as a potential
barrier to success. Calls are made for stronger preventative measures, transparency, and
ringfenced budgets to safeguard delivery, alongside robust cumulative-impact
assessments to capture knock-on effects such as pollution displacement and socio-

ecological disruption.

Concerns extend to biodiversity, soil health, and aquatic ecosystems, reinforcing the need
for comprehensive baseline data, groundwater indicators, and adaptive monitoring
frameworks. Integration of climate change considerations and strengthened scientific
evidence for fisheries and aquaculture objectives are also recommended to ensure
resilience and credibility. Without these enhancements, stakeholders fear that enforcement
alone could undermine outcomes and miss opportunities for broader environmental and

economic gains.
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Cumulative Departmental response - Those who did not agree with proposals or

with the Impact Assessments tended to expect specifics to be included about

potential effects of secondary leqislation which may be created under the primary

powers which this Bill seeks to attain. Any subordinate leqgislation to be prepared as

a result of powers attained through the Bill would be subject to development with

stakeholders. The Impact Assessments prepared for primary legislation are live

documents which are refined as the process develops, and such will not contain the

level of detail at this stage that some may expect to see. A final version of the Impact

Assessments will be published once leqgislation is enacted.

Now that policy intent has been clarified, more detailed work will continue to refine

the Impact Assessments to ensure that the environmental, economic, social and

cultural consequences of proposed changes are appropriately considered.

92



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY



Part 9

Summary &
Next Steps

o ‘MW

Bi o

| . T T p

94



Part 9 Summary & Next Steps

9.1 What happens next?

All the information gathered by DAERA teams involved in the development of the
Fisheries and Water Environment Bill from public engagement, through co-design
and from these consultation processes will now be taken into consideration and the

associated policies and Impact Assessments will be updated as required.

Responses to the consultations have been shared with officials across the
department and the final policy decisions will rest with Ministers, the Executive, and

the Northern Ireland Assembly.

9.2 Policy development for future legislative provision

Clear legislation is required which offers the Department the tools required to deliver
on an ecosystem-based approach towards fisheries management. Legislation gives
life to the policy positions which the Minister takes on each key area and taking a
policy led approach to legislation will therefore ensure that the Department’s vision
comes to life.

Policy intent must be clear to ensure it is translated into effective legislation.

Focusing in particular on the intent of each policy will ensure that policies can then be
accurately provided for in legislation for the marine and freshwater environments,

allowing for the development of policies to:

. focus on improving water quality and ecosystem health,

. promote sustainable fish stocks, and

. ensure appropriate enforcement deterrents for breaches of
legislation.

9.3 Legislative Process

A proposal for a new primary legislation law is called a Bill. Once a Bill is passed by
the Assembly and receives Royal Assent it becomes an Act and becomes law as an
Act of the Assembly. Bills or Acts are often referred to as ‘primary legislation’ and

usually contain provisions which delegate powers to the Minister/Departments to
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make further laws by means of ‘subordinate’ or ‘secondary’ legislation, to allow for

detailed implementation of the objectives of the parent legislation.

These consultations are part of the development of the policies which would
underpin the Bill. Once the outcome of these policy consultations has been
considered and the final policies have been agreed by the Executive, the Bill can be
drafted. Once the Minister is satisfied that the Bill is within the legislative competence
of the Assembly, the process continues with the formality of the introduction of the
Bill to the Assembly.

This is followed by a series of stages where evidence will be taken and clause by
clause scrutiny takes place. At this scrutiny stage, stakeholders have the opportunity,
to give evidence for consideration of the Committee who may then suggest changes

to the BiIll, in light of this information.

The Bill can be amended at either of the two subsequent Consideration Stages as a
result of recommendations arising from scrutiny at Committee Stage or debate in the
Assembly. Individual MLAs can table amendments at this Stage, for example if their
constituents have raised any specific concerns about certain aspects of the Bill. At
the Final Stage the Assembly can only pass or reject the Bill as a whole but cannot

make any further amendments.

Once a Bill has completed its passage in the Assembly it must receive Royal Assent

before becoming law.

Where primary powers delegate powers to make subordinate legislation, there is
further opportunity for consultation and comment before these detailed rules come

into force.

Thank you for your role in developing important primary legislation by taking
part in this consultation process.
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For further information:

Marine & Fisheries Division (MFD)

Fisheries and Water Environment Bill Team

Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (DAERA)
Ground Floor West

Clare House

303 Airport Road West

Belfast

BT3 9ED

Email:
www.daera-ni.gov.uk
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