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Introduction 

NIEL welcomes the publication of the revised NAP proposals following our engagement 
in the Stakeholder Task and Finish process that took place between 2025-2026. For 
NIEL, the focus during the development of the revised proposals was on: 

• Reducing environmental (water quality) risk  
• Developing adaptive management systems 
• Ensuring more frequent reviews of progress so that good work is rewarded, and 

support or intervention can be put in place where this is needed.  

Whilst we feel that the revised package of measures has the potential to deliver these 
objectives, success will be dependent on effective implementation. NIEL’s expectation 
and ask is that all sectors and relevant stakeholders will align on the need to improve 
our freshwater environment, recognising the urgency of the current situation and fully 
engaging with the revised NAP. If implementation is delayed or if uptake of voluntary 
measures is lower than expected, for example, there must be a clear action plan in 
place to ensure progress and avoid further deterioration in the freshwater environment. 

Underpinning effective implementation of the NAP will be the governance, monitoring 
and review arrangements. The new approach to monitoring and review, which is 
outlined in the consultation document (p128), is a critical component of the revised set 
of measures and the basis on which eNGO buy-in was agreed. For this reason, we insist 
that the review and governance mechanism discussed in the consultation document is 
incorporated within the regulations (ie includes statutory obligations), and that the NAP 
steering group has a clear statutory remit and role in this respect. It is essential that this 
group agrees review metrics, and targets as a matter of urgency, in order that 
expectations across the regulated community are clear, and all stakeholders can be 
assured of the pathways to better water quality outcomes. The need for transparent 
reporting is also highlighted in the consultation document (p131), and NIEL 
recommends the establishment of a public-facing dashboard so that all interested 
parties can review ongoing progress across relevant metrics. 
 

Relatedly, as we emphasised in our response to the 2025 NAP consultation, it is crucial 
that the revised measures comply with all relevant legal obligations, and that both the 
NAP steering group and wider stakeholders remain cognisant of existing targets across 
a range of legislative and policy instruments.  These targets must provide the framework 
for the operation of the review and governance mechanism and, in particular, should 
inform the development of NAP review metrics. For instance, the Environmental 
Improvement Plan for Northern Ireland contains a target to reduce the amount of 
phosphorus applied in chemical fertilisers by 50% on 2023 levels by 2028. The NAP 
measure related to how chemical P fertiliser is managed on farms should be reviewed 
against this target and, if it is likely that this will be missed, further appropriate action 
should be taken (see Q1).  
 

In our response to the 2025 NAP consultation, we also highlighted the importance of 
planning for mitigation of any unintended consequences of the proposed measures. 
This remains of critical importance. We would emphasise the role that the review and 

https://www.nienvironmentlink.org/site/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/NIEL-FINAL-NAP-Response-July-2025.pdf
https://www.daera-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2026-01/Environmental%20Improvement%20Plan%20for%20Northern%20Ireland.pdf
https://www.daera-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2026-01/Environmental%20Improvement%20Plan%20for%20Northern%20Ireland.pdf
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governance group must play in keeping under review any emerging risks and making 
recommendations to DAERA in relation to avoiding these. Again, the current water 
quality situation in NI is such that we cannot afford to delay action. 

More generally, it is important to view the development and implementation of the NAP 
measures within the wider context of progress towards a more resilient food production 
system in NI. As NIEL highlighted in our response to the 2025 NAP consultation, there is 
a need to develop a clear, strategic overall vision for sustainable agriculture in NI that 
produces food, while protecting the environment on which it depends, fairly rewarding 
farmers and supporting local communities. Throughout the stakeholder task and finish 
process, there was consensus amongst attendees that wider food system change is 
required. We argue that the goal must shift from food security to food sovereignty. This 
approach aligns with other legal obligations and policy objectives, and will ultimately 
smooth the path to better environmental, as well as economic and social, outcomes 
 
Finally, we would emphasise that this set of NAP measures should be viewed both as a 
reset in terms of how nutrients are managed on farms, and the first step in a longer 
journey that must continue beyond the end of this NAP cycle. NIEL is pleased to have 
contributed to the stakeholder task and finish process, and recognises the value of 
building relationships between stakeholders, which will help to lay the foundations for 
this longer-term engagement. 
 

Nutrient Management - Balanced Nutrient Use, Fertiliser and 
Manure Controls 

1) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed changes to how 
chemical phosphorus (P) fertiliser is managed on farms? 

Agree 

ii. Please use the space below if you wish to explain your answer or provide 
any additional comments. 

NIEL recognises that this measure has been deemed to be more workable at farm level 
than the approach proposed in the 2025 NAP consultation, and has the potential to 
have a positive impact on reducing NI’s overall P surplus. However, we would 
emphasise that the NAP regulations should specify that robust advice and product 
controls are required, which goes beyond the provision of guidance. In addition, we 
would underline the critical importance of the 2-year review of this measure and insist 
that this review is linked, on a statutory basis, to the EIP target (as outlined above). The 
NAP regulations should make it explicit that if a 50% reduction on 2023 levels of 
chemical P fertilizer use has not been achieved by the end of 2028 (ie by the 2-year 
review point), there should be an automatic reversion to the approach outlined in the 
2025 consultation document. 
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2) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce 
pathways to reduce the national average phosphorus surplus by 30% from 
the 2024 level of 8729 tonnes over the 4 year duration of the next NAP? 

Agree 

ii. Please use the space below if you wish to explain your answer or provide 
any additional comments. 

We recognise the potential for this measure to have benefits for water quality. As we 
highlighted in our response to the 2025 NAP consultation, we appreciate the challenges 
that will be faced by farm businesses in implementing the changes required and are 
satisfied that the proposed measure represents a more flexible approach. If fully 
implemented correctly, the pathways outlined in the consultation document could 
reduce nutrient losses to waterways. However, as we discuss above, the success of this 
measure will depend on the imposition of meaningful consequences if reductions don’t 
materialize. This will depend on the availability of credible data, which should be a 
priority for the Department and the NAP steering group. 
 
In addition, we have some more technical points to highlight: 

• We feel there is potentially a lack of clarity in the consultation document/ 
document entitled Protocols for Poultry Farms (p21) in relation to the position of 
poultry farms operating outside IPPC. We note the potential risk that this could 
be interpreted as indicating that poultry farms below the IPCC threshold are 
permitted to retain a high P surplus until end of pipe solutions are available 
(which is an undefined timeframe). We would emphasise that this is not the 
case, and that it will still be necessary for these farms to demonstrate a P surplus 
reduction. 

• It is essential that agreement is reached on the timeframe within which Tier 2 
farms within the Nutrient Stewardship Programme reach the target of 10kg of P 
per hectare per year. As we highlighted during discussions, the initial 10% 
required reduction over the course of this NAP should not be seen as an end 
point, and it will be the role of the NAP steering group to agree a reasonable 
timeframe within which these farms will attain the end goal. This should be 
incorporated within regulations so that all stakeholders are clear as to the 
longer-term requirements and can plan accordingly (see also Q15). 

 

 

3) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to reform the 
standard nutrient excretion values for dairy cows under the NAP, by 
replacing the single values for Nitrogen and Phosphorus by banded values 
determined by milk yield? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use the space below if you wish to explain your answer or provide 
any additional comments 

https://www.daera-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2026-07/Technical%20Subgroup%20papers_0.PDF
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4) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed amendments to 
standard values for poultry nutrient excretion figures (N and P)? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use the space below if you wish to explain your answer or provide 
any additional comments 
 
 

5) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with updating the regulations to 
include standard values for screw press separated cattle slurry fractions 
(liquid and solids)? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use the space below if you wish to explain your answer or provide 
any additional comments. 
 
 

6) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with introducing whole-farm 
chemical nitrogen limits linked to grass production levels?  

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use the space below if you wish to explain your answer or provide 
any additional comments. 
 
 

7) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce a 
specific allowance and limit of 100 kg nitrogen per hectare per year for 
“Processed Organic Fertilisers” derived from agricultural sources? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use the space below if you wish to explain your answer or provide 
any additional comments. 

 

 

Manure Storage and Application Requirements – Ammonia 
Implications 

8) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to reduce the 
maximum single application rate of slurry from 30 m³/ha to 25 m³/ha during 
the month of February and the period of 30th September to 15th October? 

Strongly agree 
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ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments. 

 

9) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to update and 
clarify the definition of Low Emission Slurry Spreading Equipment? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 

 

10) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to extend the 
mandatory use of LESSE to more farms over time, using a tiered approach 
based on farm size, measured in livestock units? 

Agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments. 

NIEL recognises this approach as more practical and nuanced than that proposed in the 
2025 NAP consultation. We emphasise that this proposed approach should be kept 
under review as to how it contributes to the attainment of statutory ammonia emissions 
targets by 2030, with adjustments made to phasing where this is necessary to comply 
with legal obligations. 
 

11) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to strengthen the 
regulatory requirement for pre-notification of slurry or silage stores 
construction? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 

 

12) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to clarify the 
cover types for new above-ground slurry storage facilities? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 

 

13) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal that the use of 
urea fertiliser in NI would be managed through a seasonal approach 
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requirement to only use protected urea for applications from 01 April each 
year? 

Agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 

This is an important ammonia reduction measure but has clear practical sensitivities. 
NIEL has agreed to the seasonal approach on the basis that compliance rates will be 
reviewed after 2 years. In order to secure compliance (and necessary ammonia 
reductions), we suggest that the NAP regulations contain an explicit mechanism 
whereby low compliance rates at the 2-year review point trigger a move to mandatory 
use of protected urea throughout the year. Alternatively, the review process should be 
informed by further modelling related to ammonia emissions targets, and whether the 
seasonal approach (in combination with other measures) is having the desired impact. 
If not, then a move to mandatory use of protected urea throughout the year should be 
triggered (as above).   

 

14) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed updates to the 
NAP rules for anaerobic digestate?  

Agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments. 

As we indicated in our response to the 2025 NAP consultation, and following in-depth 
discussions during the stakeholder process, NIEL agrees with the principle of requiring 
separation of digestate before it can be land spread. We also strongly support the 
requirement for more targeted application, and improved record-keeping and reporting. 
However, we would emphasise the importance of viewing AD measures against the 
backdrop of a need for wider system change and, as outlined in the introduction to this 
document, a reconsideration of how the food production system functions in NI.  

 

Farming Practices to Improve Nutrient Use and Water Quality 
15) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposed Nutrient 

Stewardship Programme? 

Agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 

NIEL supports the introduction of the Nutrient Stewardship Programme (NSP), and 
views it as a potentially meaningful path towards greater nutrient efficiency and better 
water quality outcomes. For us, the rationale behind the development of the NSP was 
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primarily in relation to the very large number of farms currently operating illegally at high 
nutrient loading outside of derogation. This is unacceptable. The aim of the NSP is to 
bring these farms into a closely regulated system and onto a pathway towards greater 
nutrient efficiency, as part of an overall journey towards tackling nutrient losses to 
waterways in NI. 

However, we strongly emphasise that close monitoring of the use and effectiveness of 
the scheme is critical, and this will form a key part of the work of the NAP steering 
group. In particular, it is vital that farms entering the scheme in tier 2 must demonstrate 
progress towards tier 1. In other words, remaining in tier 2 must not be considered as a 
management decision for farm businesses, but should be viewed only as a transitional 
phase. NIEL feels that this important point should be made clear in communications to 
farms and we suggest that the NAP regulations could include a maximum timeframe for 
farms to remain in tier 2, after which point they must reach the requirements to move 
into tier 1, or leave the NSP.  Ongoing work on the exact review metrics, triggers, and 
course of action should this approach prove to be ineffective must be taken forward at 
pace, with a view to incorporating this detail within the NAP regulations. For example, a 
key decision for the NAP steering group will be the acceptable timeframe within which 
farms in tier 2 must reach the P surplus target of 10kg P pH/yr (as described above). 

In addition, as NIEL highlighted during the stakeholder task and finish process 
discussions, all NAP measures must comply with existing legal obligations (eg under 
the Habitats Regulations). With this in mind, we recommend that some additional 
clarity should be incorporated into the regulations relating to the NSP. Specifically, it 
should be clear that tier 2 of the NSP is open only to those farms already operating 
above 170kg N pH/y. The Dept could, for example, use figures from 2024 to establish a 
baseline and determine eligibility. This would guard against the risk of farms currently 
operating below 170kg N pH/y to make a management decision to enter the NSP and 
increase their nutrient loading, which could contradict the intention behind the 
scheme, and which may contravene the Department’s legal obligations. 
 
 

16) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce 
mitigation measures for late harvested arable crops? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 

 

17) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with introducing a “focused 
approach” to support the NAP, through the provision of additional advisory 
support, education and recommendations in focused areas? 

Agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments. 
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NIEL supports the introduction of the focused approach and agrees that this measure 
has the potential to improve water quality outcomes by targeting effort where risk is 
highest, building on the proven success of the Sustainable Catchment Programme 
model. However, as is the case with other measures, we emphasise that it is crucial to 
clarify the action that will be taken if uptake of the measure is not high enough. Again, 
this will be a vital task for the NAP steering group to undertake as a matter of urgency. 
We suggest that the NAP regulations could contain a predetermined trigger for 
mandatory measures to be introduced in high-risk areas if uptake is revealed to be low 
at the 2-year review (see also Q23). 

In addition, it is important to highlight the critical role that data and catchment water 
quality information will play in the ongoing review and development of this measure. We 
suggest that the Department incorporates this in the development and rollout of a 
public-facing source of information on NAP progress.  

 

18) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to develop a 
Nutrient Efficiency Roadmap for NI farming? 

Agree  

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 

NIEL believes this will be an effective measure to support the rollout and development 
of the Nutrient Stewardship Programme and other nutrient efficiency measures. As we 
highlighted during discussions, we strongly suggest that the NERM should integrate with 
existing actions in the NI Environmental Improvement Plan relating to nutrients and 
water quality (located on p24 of the EIP document). Specifically, the scope of the 
roadmap should include the development and implementation of a nitrogen balance 
target for the NI agricultural sector. 

 

 

Utilising Technology 
19) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce an 

enhanced online system for recording slurry and manure imports and 
exports? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 

This is a critically important measure to combat the ongoing issue of ‘paper acres’ and 
enhance transparency around nutrient movements across NI. We note that if this 
system works well and an appropriate technological solution is developed, it could be 
rolled out to all slurry movements in future, with broader benefits for addressing 
nutrient pollution (ie once the system is established). 

https://www.daera-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2026-01/Environmental%20Improvement%20Plan%20for%20Northern%20Ireland.pdf
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20) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to extend the 
recording system to include processed slurry solids and digestate 
movements? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments. 

 

Additional Measures to Support Environmentally Sustainable 
Farming 

21) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to use advisory 
support, guidance and training to raise awareness of existing on farm storage 
requirements and share best practice? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 
 
 

22) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to strengthen the 
regulatory framework to ensure best practices are followed and to mitigate 
against the risk of pollution when silage bales are stored in fields? 

Agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments. 

We agree that the requirements relating to storage of silage bales in fields should be 
based on the local risk to waterways, as outlined in the consultation document. 
However, we would highlight that, as with other measures, the effectiveness of this 
measure is dependent on adequate inspections and monitoring. Relatedly, we copy 
below points raised in our response to the 2025 NAP response: 

‘…it is also vital that silage bales are stored on an impermeable surface, at any location 
within a catchment, in order to prevent leaching of effluent and/ or contaminated water 
and contributing to nutrient loading within waterways. Bales and storage sites should 
be inspected regularly to ensure that they are intact and that no leaching is occurring, 
and that they have sufficient capacity (in order to avoid overflow).’  
 

 
 

23) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce a 
voluntary, uncultivated buffer strip alongside waterways in arable fields? 
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Agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments 

As NIEL highlighted in our response to the 2025 NAP consultation, there is a range of 
(sometimes conflicting) evidence relating to the optimal size of buffer strips/ buffer 
zones that will deliver water quality benefits. Indeed, as we highlighted in that 
document, ‘NIEL members have suggested that optimum buffer width should be determined 
by a range of factors, including topography and the location of critical risk pathways.’ 
Discussions during the stakeholder task and finish process confirmed that the reality of 
what type and size of buffer is most appropriate is extremely nuanced. For this reason, 
NIEL supports the use of a flexible approach, whereby farmers are supported to 
implement buffer strips/ buffer zones that are appropriate to the local conditions. 
 
However, the success of this scheme is entirely dependent on the availability of funding 
and advice to ensure meaningful uptake, and will require effective monitoring to deliver 
water quality outcomes. There is also an inherent risk of losing priority buffers in high-
risk catchments. To mitigate against these concerns, NIEL strongly suggests that uptake 
of this scheme is reviewed and mapped annually to ensure that the desired behaviour 
change is being effected. NIEL suggests that X% of farms in priority catchments should 
have taken up the buffer strips option under FwN by the end of this NAP cycle and that, 
if this target has not been reached, the Dept should change this to a mandatory 
measure. 
 
 

 

24) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to continue to 
raise awareness of benefits of liming on suitable land? 

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide 
any additional comments. 

As we highlighted in our response to the 2025 NAP consultation, and as we agreed 
during discussions at the stakeholder task and finish group, liming can improve nutrient 
efficiency but is not universally appropriate. It may also present potential risks to 
sensitive soils or habitats. For these reasons, we support a voluntary approach but 
emphasise the critical importance of effective education and advice on this measure, 
supported by soil testing and clear environmental safeguards (anchored in existing legal 
frameworks). 

 

Definition Updates & Technical Amendments 
Q25 – Q30 

Strongly agree 
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No particular comments to make. 

 

 

Implementation - Including Inspections/Enforcement 
31) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to extend the 
existing duty, not to provide false or misleading information, so that it applies to 
both the controller and the appropriate person?  

Strongly agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide any 
additional comments 

 

32) i. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce a 
revised approach to inspections which aims to make them more targeted, efficient 
and fair, so that effort is focused on the farms and activities that present the 
greatest risk to the environment?  

Agree 

ii. Please use space below if you wish to explain your answers and provide any 
additional comments 

As NIEL highlighted during the task and finish process, effective inspections and 
enforcement are critical to the success of the overall package of measures, and it is 
crucial that NIEA confirms the availability of adequate resource to deliver this proposed 
measure. NIEL suggests that, accompanying this adjustment to inspection approach, 
NIEA should also review and publish their random inspections rate, their enforcement 
policy, and their annual compliance rates. This should be a statutory obligation, and the 
information should be publicly available. 

 


