DETERMINATION OF SEA FISHING APPEAL UNDER SECTION 16 OF THE FISHERIES (AMENDMENT) ACT, 2003

APPELLANT:                          Paddy Quane, Ref: 1147
DETERMINATION:                 The Appeal is allowed.
DOCUMENTATION:               Notice of Appeal dated 04.08.04, enclosures including four references regarding Appellant’s fishing career, confirmation re proof of purchase of motor vessel, letter from Kilrush Day Hospital, copy initial application, departmental file, Section 14 Notice and reply thereto including Affidavit of 01.03.05.
REASONS FOR DECISION:   The Appellant was initially refused on the grounds that he had failed to demonstrate the requisite track record in commercial fishing by means of pots and failed to demonstrate the requisite family record and personal record going back to 1990. Furthermore the Appellant failed to demonstrate ownership of the boat and possession of same on or before the 18th of June 2003. 

The Appellant was unwell at the time the initial application was submitted and did not complete same himself. Before determination of this application, the Appellant wrote to the Licensing Authority outlining his position.  

The Appellant has furnished references from four individuals and an Affidavit dated 01.03.05 setting out his track record. Sea Lyons Seafood Sales Limited have furnished a reference dated 14.06.03. I am satisfied he meets the eligibility criteria regarding track record under the Scheme.  

The initial application related to a vessel “The Cathal J”. The Appellant owned his own vessel “The Lady Anne” as of the 18th of June 2003 having acquired same in or about November 2002. This vessel is 18 ft in length and 1.5 tons approximately. Given his illness and in particular in light of the letter sent by him to the Department dated 20..02.04., the letter from Kilrush Day Hospital dated 03.08.04 and letters from his Solicitor dated 04.08.04 and 01.03.05, I am prepared to consider his eligibility under the Scheme in respect of the vessel “The Lady Anne”. 

The Appellant has demonstrated that he satisfies the criteria under the Scheme with regard to track record. He owned this vessel as of the 18th of June 2003 and is not employed full time outside the industry. If this vessel is considered to be a ”replacement vessel” it is similar in length and GRT as the “Cathal J”. 

In all the circumstances the Appeal is allowed. 
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