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Noonan Linehan Carroll Coffey

SOLICITORS
-4 North Main Street
Cork
é (3]3 l ‘5 Ireland
22 ,
Addressee WWW-IﬂCC phone 021 4270518
: b Z T ‘ L 1 &N BORD pLEAT ALA Fax 021 4274347
L TIME - :
The Secretary, e —.BY{ M 2 Email info@nlcc.ie
An Bord Pleanila, 0 — 1 DX 2044 Cork
64 Marlborough Street, . FEB 2015
Dublin 1. LTR DATED o] 2 FroM R
PL “
6th February 2015 \\-‘—“——:_._j

Our ref: 26310-14/IN/PW

RE: Cork Co Council Planning Register Reference — 14/557 Barnadivane Kneeves Terelton
Co. Cork
Permission for construction of an electricity substation compound; this is said to be
intended to replace the substation already granted permission under PL04.219620
(05/5907) and subsequently extended under 11/6605. The electricity substation layout
includes 3 no. control buildings, associated electrical plan and equipment, security
fencing and ancillary works. This application is seeking a 10 year planning permission.

Applicants — Arran Windfarm Limited

Our clients —

Stephanie Larkin of Moneygaff East, Castletown, Enniskeane, County Cork
Michael O’Donovan of Moneygaff East, Castletown, Enniskeane, County Cork
Denis Buckley of Moneygaff East, Castletown, Enniskeane, County Cork
Noelle Sheehan of Moneygave, Coppeen, Enniskeane, County Cork

Pat Sheehan of Moneygave, Coppeen, Enniskeane, County Cork

Nora Sheehan of Moneygave, Coppeen, Enniskeane, County Cork

Aisling Connolly of Moneygaff East, Enniskeane, County Cork

Gerard Connolly of Moneygaff East, Enniskeane, County Cork

Dan Galvin of Gurranreigh, Lissarda, County Cork

10 Patrick Manning of Barnidivane, Terelton, Macroom, County Cork

11. Sabrina Hurley of Moneygaff East, Enniskeane, County Cork

PO NAD R W

Dear Sir/Madam,

Our clients wish to appeal the decision of Cork County Council herein. We enclose cheque in the
sum of €220 being your fee herein together with original Cork County Council acknowledgement of
receipt of Submission dated 30th October 2014.

The grounds for our clients’ appeal and the materials supporting those grounds are set out below and
are further contained in the enclosed letter by Michael O’Donovan and Stephanie Larkin dated 23rd
October 2014. While that letter was originally addressed to Cork County Council, its contents were
not addressed satisfactorily by the Council. It is therefore to be read as part of this appeal submission.

JOE NOONAN BCL Commissioner For Oatas ~ MARY LINEHAN BCL EamMONN CArRroLL BCL LLB PuiLip Correy BCL LLM

CrAIRE COLEMAN BCL
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Stated justification for enlargement of substation

The application is stated to relate to a previously permitted wind farm development incorporating an
electricity substation. The relevant planning authority register reference numbers are cited in the
heading to this letter. Figure 1.2 of the Applicant’s Environmental Report helpfully shows the
comparative size of the permitted and the proposed substations. The proposed substation site is
substantially greater in area.

The following explanation is offered by the Applicant for the necessity to seek permission for the
present substation:

‘The original wind farm planning application included for a substation, however, since
receiving the original planning consent new Eirgrid standards have been adopted which
require 110kV substations to have a larger development footprint which includes
available land for potential future expansion. As a consequence, a new planning
application is required for this substation.’

We submit that no convincing reason has been given for the enlargement of the substation in the
context of the permitted turbine development. The permitted development could proceed with the
permitted substation. The present application only makes sense if it is being enlarged to facilitate
multiple future windfarm connections, of which no details have been presented. That this is the de
facto intention is supported by remarks attributed to the parent company of the applicant in the local
newspaper the Southern Star published on 10th January 2014, copy enclosed. Their spokesperson is
reported as stating that the intended new substation is designed to facilitate connections from other
potential windfarms up to 25km distant.

The present substation is considerably larger in scale than the previously permitted substation. It is
also being moved to a more visually prominent location. The existing site is said to be unsuitable as
it is ‘constrained’ to the east (by the road) and to the west (by a 110kv line). However it is not
constrained to the north or to the south, In addition so far as the eastern ‘constraint’ goes, proximity
to the 110kv line is an advantage, not a constraint. As the Applicant says in the Environmental
Report (p.20)

‘Proximity to transmission system:

The substation site needs to be capable of connecting directly to the existing 110kV
overhead cable traversing the site, and therefore needs to be along the line of the
cable.’

None of the elements of the previously permitted development has yet been constructed. Indeed
permission was about to lapse when an application for extension to the original five year term was
made. This was duly granted under reference no. 11/6605.
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10 year permission issue

Without prejudice to our other grounds of appeal, it is noted that the applicant asks for a ten year
permission. It is not made clear why construction of a substation requires a ten year permission.
Normally, planning permission is for a five year period. That makes eminent sense for reasons
which the Board is well aware of. A longer duration is in principle undesirable as it creates
uncertainty and risks creating planning blight. The Applicant says that Barnadivane Wind Farm is
scheduled for a connection to the national grid in 2015. There is no reason for a ten year permission
for the substation.

EIS needed but not submitted

The substation is an integral part of a yet to be built wind farm. The related wind farm is one which
is subject to the mandatory EIA provisions under Irish and European Law and to mandatory
requirements arising under the Habitats Directive including the carrying out of an appropriate
assessment. Despite that, the Applicant, who has submitted an Environmental Report, asserts in his
planning application form (at Question 22) that the application does not require an EIS. We
disagree.

In addition to being an integral part of a permitted windfarm, it is clear from the scale of the enlarged
substation and from the reported words of the developer’s parent company spokesperson, that the
substation is in fact an integral part of a much larger series of windfarms, entailing as yet unknown
and therefore completely unassessed connection infrastructure. The only disclosed information on
those windfarms is that they are to be within a 25km radius.

Multiple planning applications

Two further planning applications are pending in relation to the project of which this substation
forms part. They are in relation to a new private road linking two existing public roads, and in
relation to a windfarm on the site with 6no. 131 metre high wind turbines each having a power output
of 3 megawatts. We enclose our submission on behalf of clients to Cork County Council in relation
to the windfarm application. Please treat that letter as part of the material relied on in relation to this
appeal.  Viewed objectively, we submit that it would be hard to imagine a more blatant case of
project splitting.

Application invalid

The European Court of Justice has made it clear that there can be no piecemeal approval of elements
of a larger EIA type development which when taken together with the remaining elements would
require EIA or AA. Trying to obtain so-called salami style development consents, where an overall
development is broken down into smaller elements which of themselves appear not to trigger the EIA
or Habitats Directive obligations and so which would defeat the purpose of the directives is legally
impermissible as well as contrary to proper planning and sustainable development principles. Ireland
has been condemned by the Court for failing to ensure that this approach is respected in its planning
legislation, as you will be aware.
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That principle has recently been upheld by the High Court in the case of O Grianna v. An Bord
Pleandla. We rely on that judgment, copy of which is enclosed.

A project cannot be sliced and diced with the intent that only fragments of it are put forward for
assessment by a planning authority at any one time. Plainly this salami style approach is what is
happening here. Legally, the proposed substation cannot be considered in isolation, yet that is how it
has been presented.

We submit accordingly that the application is invalid.

Habitats Directive

The Applicant has presented a limited Appropriate Assessment Screening Report. We submit that
this is wholly inadequate and fails to enable the Board to meet the mandatory test laid down under
the Habitats Directive. The obligations on planning authorities in relation to appropriate assessment
have recently been helpfully clarified in the enclosed High Court Judgement of Finlay Geoghegan J.
in Kelly v. An Bord Pleandla delivered 25th July 2014 Record Number: 2013/802JR. We refer the
Board to that decision and we rely upon it.

The decision of the High Court in the Kelly case establishes that the previous practice of planning
authorities, including the Board, did not meet the legal standard required under the Habitats
Directive.

Board ought not give persuasive weight to previous planning permission

That fact also means that the Board can place no reliance on the previous planning permission when
considering the present application. It was granted under a procedure now seen to be unlawful, and it
related to a 14 turbine windfarm that may be unlikely to bear much resemblance to what is intended
for this site.

True scope and extent of the project unknown

The Applicant has submitted an Environmental Report, prepared with, it is claimed, some regard to
EIA guidance, but the Report tells the public nothing at all about the impact of the turbines that will
be connected to the new substation. The inference is that those turbines will be as already permitted,
but nowhere is that expressed in any binding way. Our clients do not accept that they will be the
same turbines (in terms of number, size, scale or power output) as those that were the subject of a
planning permission sought almost ten years ago. The Board and the public are entitled to know
what is proposed. At present, only the Applicant has that knowledge. That is legally unacceptable
by reference to the EIA Directive, the Habitats Directive and the Aarhus Convention as incorporated
into EU and Irish Law.

Further observations
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The following additional observations relate some further specific physical planning issues and
policy issues of concern to our clients. Some of these are elaborated on further in Mr O’Donovan
and Ms Larkin’s enclosed letter:

i

Though it may be the case, there is a lack of clarity on whether this development is intended
to replace and therefore make obsolete, the previously permitted substation. This must be
clarified.

Visual intrusion on landscape. This development is on a very prominent hillside location. The
site is the size of a GAA pitch and it is on the brow of a hill. It will be highly visually
obtrusive over the area. It is industrial in nature and therefore entirely at odds with its rural
surroundings. Of itself and in terms of precedent, it is not in keeping with the proper planning
and sustainable development of the area.

. There is a lack of clarity on the necessity for having two control buildings with the same

layout: offices, staff facilities, toilets and both with control rooms. According to the planning
application there will be no onsite staff. These facilities mean extra development has to take
place to accommodate all these extra buildings but also for water and waste water treatment.
The nature of these buildings seems to be very much at odds with the idea of an electrical
substation which would be unmanned. They increase the size of the site unnecessarily and
pose the question of what other activities might be envisaged for this site by the Applicant.

This is a scenic walk route and an important amenity in the area. Putting this huge industrial
site on it will detract massively from the scenic and rural nature of the route both for visitors
to our area and for locals. This is in conflict with the relevant provisions of the County
Development Plan, both in its current form and in its latest Draft form.

The field of the proposed substation is a wintering ground for Golden Plover, Curlew, flocks
of Red Wing and Fieldfare. The data presented is utterly deficient in this regard. This again
underlines the necessity for appropriate assessment of all likely significant environmental
impacts arising under the overall development. That is of course only feasible when the
nature of the overall project is known, which is not the case now.

As the site is sloping excavation will have to take place to level it. This will produce a lot of
traffic from large vehicles. The one lane road infrastructure will be unable to cope. The
conditions in the planning permission notification from the local authority are inadequate to
address this fact and unenforceable.

The application is said to be consistent with certain national energy policies. On national
energy needs, Ireland’s peak electrical power demand is about 5SGW. Installed wind power
generation capacity is already about 2GW. There is no need either in terms of EU policy on
renewables or in terms of national economic benefit, for increasing the proportion of wind







generation connected to the grid. On power station capacity and other sources such as
interconnectors, as UCD Economist Colm McCarthy has observed:

'The new gas units were planned before the bust. There is now 3300 MW of
modern gas capacity, plus 880 of peaking plant. Plus 500 MW of new
interconnection to Wales. Plus almost 900 MW at coal-fired Moneypoint. Plus
hydro at about 500 MW, plus peat at about 340, plus oil - the total
dispatchable is 7400 MW. Non-dispatchable, mainly wind, adds 2400, grand
total 9800, twice peak demand.’

Our clients’ established sustainable way of life and their enjoyment of reasonable residential
amenities in this quiet rural area are significant factors to be considered, respected and protected
within the planning system. The purported policy and technical justifications offered in support of
the present application do not stand up to scrutiny. Reasonable planning balance is best preserved by
refusing this application.

We ask the Board to refuse the application as it is invalid in the absence of adequate information as
required under the EIA and Habitats Directives and on the basis that the development is in conflict
with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Yours vfaithfully,

J oxoonan,

NOONAN LINEHAN CARROLL COFFEY







List of Enclosures:

1. Cheque in the sum of €220.

2. Original Cork County Council Acknowledgement of Receipt of Submission, dated 30th
October 2014.

3. Copy Submission of Michael O’Donovan & Stephanie Larkin dated 23rd October 2014 with
enclosures.

4. Southern Star Newspaper Article “Wind farm a second power-related blow to Lee Valley
resident over 50 years on” by Catherine Ketch.

5. Copy Noonan Linehan Carroll Coffey Submission to Cork County Council under Planning
Register Reference 14/6760 dated 2nd February 20135.

6. High Court Judgment of Mr Justice Michael Peart, O Grianna & Others v. An Bord Pleandla,
12th December 2014.

7. High Court Judgment of Ms Justice Finlay Geoghegan, Kelly v. An Bord Pleandla, 25th July
2014.
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( Rannég Pleanéla, Teach Norton,
Béthar Chorcai, An Sciobairin,

Comb.airle Contae Chorcai Co. Choresi,

Fén: (028) 40340 e Faics (028) 21660

. Suiomh Greasain: www.corkcoco.ie
COI' k CO unty COUHCII Planning Section, Norton House,
Cork Road, Skibbereen,
Co. Cork.
Joe Noonan Tel: (028) 40340 o Fax: (028) 21660
c¢/o Noonan Linehan Carroll Coffey WehiEGakeognie
Solicitors
54 North Main Street
Cork
30/10/2014
APPLICANT: Arran Windfarm Ltd

DEVELOPMENT: Construction of an electricity substation compound, this
application is intended to replace the substation already granted
permission under PL04.219620 (05/5907) and subsequently
extended under 11/6605. The electricity substation layout
includes 3 no. control buildings, associated electrical plant and
equipment, security fencing and ancillary works. This
application is seeking a 10 year planning permission

AT: Barnadivane, Kneeves, Terelton, Co. Cork AP,

FOR: Permission Vi

PLANNING REGISTRATION NO: 14/00557 b‘ »J? 7n n:%“"*}%}
H a7, N

A Chara, M e

I wish to acknowledge receipt of your submission/observation on 30/10/2014
concerning this application. I enclose herewith receipt no. PLG0008203 in respect of
correct fee paid. I wish to confirm that your submission/observation has been
received within the period of five weeks beginning on the date of registration of the
application and is therefore considered a valid submission/observation.

Copies of site map/plans and particulars submitted in connection with the application
will be available for inspection at this department during office hours (9.00 a.m. to
4.00 p.m., Monday to Friday) until the application, or any appeal thereon, is finally
determined. The applicant shall be given your name and content of the
submission/observation should it be requested.

Your letter will form part of the documentation available for inspection by the public.
You will be notified when a decision is made on the application.

This letter should be retained. If you wish to appeal such decision a copy of this
acknowledgement together with the attached official document must accompany
your appeal to An Bord Pleanala.
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Yours faithfully,

e e B S S e s A S

Claire O'Donovan o
Clerical Officer ga

Recycled







Form no. 3 Articles 28 and 35

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF SUBMISSION OR
OBSERVATION ON A PLANNING APPLICATION

THIS IS AN IMPORTANT DOCUMENT

KEEP THIS DOCUMENT SAFELY. YOU WILL BE REQUIRED TO PRODUCE
THIS ACKNOWLEDGEMENT TO AN BORD PLEANALA IF YOU WISH TO
APPEAL THE DECISION OF THE PLANNING AUTHORITY. IT IS THE ONLY
FORM OF EVIDENCE WHICH WILL BE ACCEPTED BY AN BORD
PLEANALA THAT A SUBMISSION OR OBSERVATION HAS BEEN MADE TO
THE PLANNING AUTHORITY ON THE PLANNING APPLICATION.

PLANNING AUTHORITY NAME Cork County Council
PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE NO. 14/00557
A submission/observation, in writing, has been received from:

Joe Noonan

c/o Noonan Linehan Carroll Coffey
Solicitors

54 North Main Street

Cork

ON 30/10/2014 in relation to the above planning application.
The appropriate fee of €20 has been paid.

The submission/observation is in accordance with the appropriate provisions of
the Planning and Development Regulations, 2001 and will be taken into account
by the Planning Authority in its determination of the planning application.

- Q‘&v-‘bﬁq K I i
AN BORD PEEANALA |
Claire O'Donovan Local A JtE(A)ﬁtTSFJmp“BY
Clerical Officer 09 Fep 2015
Date: 30/10/2014 | :ZR DATED__ rrow
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Concel  Residents
c/o Noonan Linehan Carroll Cof
54 North Main Street

Cork

30-0CT-2014
12:43:24

Receipt Reference:;
Received From:
Billing Address:

Account No.:

Amount Paid (EUR):

Type:

Comments:
Receipt Issued By:
Receipt Date:
Site:

D/N/U:

Invoice Reference:

From Reference
PLG0008203

Cork County Council
County Hall
Cork
Tel - 021 427 6891
VAT Registration No - 0007458M

Receipt : PLG0008203

Header Details
PLG0008203
Concerned Residents

¢/o Noonan Linehan Carroll Cof
54 North Main Street
Cork

POS
7000004

20.00
CHEQUE
Submission 14/557
DWHELTON
30-Oct-2014
0300 : Planning Applications/Submiss
D
9000057341 : CHEQUE
Line Details

To Reference Transaction Date Remarks
9000057341 30-Oct-2014

Submission 14/557

RECEIPT IS ISSUED SUBJECT TO CLEARANCE OF CHEQUE/CREDIT CARD

ISSUED ON BEHALF OF
Planning Applications/Submiss,
Planning Front Office, Floor 1,

Environment : FINPROD

Amount
20.00

TIME

AN BORD PLEANALA

LTR DATED

03 FEB 2015

PL

o,

User : CLODONOVAN
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Michael O'Donovan & Stephanie Larkin
Moneygoff East,
Castletown,
Enniskeane
Co Cork

Planning Department
Cork County Council
Western Division
Norton House

Cork Road
Skibbereen

Co. Cork

23 Oct 2014

Planning application no. 14/557, Substation Compound at Barnidivane, Kneeves, Co. Cork

To whom it may concern,

We the undersigned object to planning application no. 14/557 of a Substation
Compound at Barnidivane, Kneeves, Co. Cork for the following reasons.

e We believe that there is a lack of transparency with regards to the planning

intentions of the applicants. They already have planning permission for a substation.

The increase in structures / buildings in this new application is in our opinion to
facilitate a future change to the original wind farm planning that has been granted
by the authorities. This so called Salami Slicing approach to planning is underhanded
and illegal under European law.

Visual Impact- The site location on a hill top is directly visible from our house being
only a few hundred metres away. This new location is in fact much more visible to
the general public than the original location and cannot be effectively screened in
any way because of the elevation. it will be clearly visible from the main road (R585
Bantry Line)and all the way across towards Newcestown and to a huge amount of
houses in the area. We are firmly against the relocation of the compound as an
Industrial Site of this nature would be an eyesore and an unacceptable blight on the
landscape.

The applicants keep referring to a document that describes the ‘landscape value as being of
the lowest level, being monotonous with only a local level of natural or cultural heritage’ as
if it were a gospel cast in stone. The local in habitants would argue strongly against this
designation, see the website www.coppenheritage.com, when it is possible to stand on the
proposed site and see the mountains of WestCork including the SugarLoaf on the Beara, the
Paps, Reeks and Mangerton to name a few and at night to watch the lights of the Oldhead,







Galley and Mizen Lighthouses while the surrounding area has sites of National Importance
like, Beal na Blath, Kilmichael, Castltownkinneigh Round Tower, Cahervagliar Stone Fort and
Leabaowen Wedge Tomb.

e The proposed compound is huge compared to the original planning. It is now the

size of a football pitch and is totally unsuited to the new location.

¢ The buffer zone map of 1km radiating from the site cleverly puts at least 29
dwellings just outside it, including our own house. This illustrates much of the bias in
the application which at no point is willing to encompass the local community.

e The new site will be visible from the only Designated Walks in the community (see
maps attached). The walks are widely used by locals and tourists alike and local
children cycle the routes and some children ride their ponies along here almost
every day. Apart from the visual impact which will spoil the beauty and spirit of
these walks, the construction phase poses an unacceptable and unnecessary health
and safety risk to the public, especially children who have no voice in this matter.
The statement of a ‘Negligible impact on amenities’ is nonsense.

e [tis our belief that the reasons given for the relocation of the site are spurious and
reflect economic interests rather than the stated restrictions which we failed to see
on examination of the site.

e The local community has worked hard to promote the |

al AfNaBAlR D F{@EMM

and Culture of the area (see notes attached). This develdphikiit goes directl&ygainst

this Community Initiative who see the area as an Amenity for all aﬂdgnot as ~—

FEB 2015
Drved-ond ROM

something to be exploited by a few for whatever reasops.

LTR DAT
We believe that the EIS carried out with regard to birdlife in pa ti’gtllar is

furthermore has been engineered to facilitate the planning ne
would refer the planners to the Scottish National Heritage website and in particular (
www.snh.gov.uk/doc/c278917.pdf) which the applicants claim to have been following as
best practice but on examination it can be clearly seen that they have cherry picked their
guidelines to suit their own agenda. Firstly there was no consultation with the public with
regards any noteworthy birds. This process would have delivered the preparatory
information needed as no reliable data{<5years old exists) which forms a key part of the
basis for identifying target species. If they had done so they would have found that Cuckoo
breeds in some years(2014 being the best in a while) and a rare and declining species in
Cork, that Woodcock winters along the river Bride(red data species, that snipe is a common
breeder( notoriously difficult to survey according to www.birdwatchireland)and that
Kneeves is important during migration and wintering waders especially but also to roving
passerine flocks like Meadow Pippits, Skylarks, Redwings and fieldfares to name but a few.
One of the main reasons that the birds were missed was that the target species were
ludicrously small in number and the guidelines for observation times greatly reduced.
Guidelines also state that observations should cover all seasons( only 2 days in summer and
36 hours in winter were carried out, no Spring or migration periods were observed) and that
the period should be of a minimum of 2-5 years in duration as birds can alternate the use of
traditional sites. The area of the search was also far smaller than recommended. Also no
reference was made to the elevation of the site and the strategic location with regard to the
Gearagh and Bandon river SACs that have many threatened birds commuting back and forth
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(Connectivity of sites). It is not just the habitat that matters and in any case grassland is
favoured by many wading species. The cumulative impact of sites was also ignored.

Signed

The applicants stated in the original windfarm planning that there would be no
more environmental damage to the site and gave assurances of this. Clearly this
proposal is in contradiction of these promises.

The amount of soil etc to be removed from the site is also a concern, where is it
going to go? If put somewhere else on the site will it cause further ecological
damage? The site is above a river which will be put at risk from sedimentary
pollution and possibly other unforeseen contaminants from the site. Does the
development pose a threat to ground water? For these reasons and many more an
EIS is essential.

We would also like to point out that as ordinary tax paying citizens of the state we
do not have access to Consultants to draw up documents supporting our argument.
This costs money. The windfarm which has planning permission is being imposed on
us by the State. It cost us money to object to that. This further application is
imposing further cost on us. The Environmental Reports attached to this application
are provided by the applicants. Therefore, the responsibility is on Cork County
Council and the State to ensure what is being claimed is complete, correct and
unbiased. Any doubt over this should result in refusal of the application. If these
basic principals cannot be upheld then this is not a democratic process but a mere
charade which will leave a physical scar on our landscape for a very long time.

AN BORD PLEANALA
TIME BY

Michael O’Donovan

09 FEB 2015
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gﬁhanie Larkin—-—-FROM
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The Secretary,
Planning Department, AN BORD PLEANALA
Cork County Council, TIME By
County Hall, e ———
Cork. 03 FEB 2015

LTRD

- ATED FROM ,
2nd February 2015 S

Our ref: 26310-14/IN/PW

RE: Planning Register Reference 14/6760
The construction of six wind turbines, with a maximum tip height of up to 131m and
associated turbine foundations and hardstanding areas, 1 no. permanent meteorological
mast up to 90m in height, upgrade of existing and provision of new site tracks and
associated drainage, new access junction and improvements to public road to facilitate
turbine delivery, 1 no. borrow pit, underground electrical and communications cables,
permanent signage and other associated ancillary infrastructure. This application is
said to be ‘intended to replace’ development already granted permission under
PL04.219620 (05/5907) and subsequently extended under 11/6605. This application is
seeking a 10-year planning permission.
Development Address — Lackareagh and Garranereagh, Lissarda, and Barnadivane
(Kneeves) Terelton, County Cork
Applicants — Barna Wind Energy (BWE) Ltd
Our clients — Denis Buckley and others known as Barna Wind Action Group, c/o Denis
Buckley, Moneygoff East, Castletown, Enniskeane, Co Cork

Dear Sir/Madam,

We act on behalf of Denis Buckley and others, known collectively as Barna Wind Action Group, c/o
Denis Buckley, Moneygoff East, Castletown, Enniskeane, County Cork. Our clients wish to make an
observation in relation to this planning application. We enclose the appropriate observation fee of
€20. Please acknowledge safe receipt.

We also enclose a number of petition forms signed by local residents who are part of the community
and who wish to be associated with this observation. We would ask you to note the extent of the
concern in the locality as evident from the number of people signalling opposition to the planning
application.

This is directly relevant to the claim made on behalf of the applicant that this development is in some
way a ‘community partnership model’. This claim is put forward at page 1 of the EIS Non-Technical
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S\ mary. Contrary to that claim, the reality is that the community is not in partnership with the
developer. Some individual property owners may well be in a form of commercial partnership with
the developer, which would be an entirely different relationship.

1. The application is invalid

Remarkably the application is one of a series of at least three applications all dealing with individual
elements of the same project. Based on public statements attributed to the developer, the project is
designed to facilitate still more developments, the details of which are not yet disclosed to the public.

The developer applied on 26 September 2014 for permission for a large substation on the site — see
your file PA Reg. Ref 14/00557. This was subject of an Order to grant permission made by Cork
County Council on 13 January 2015, and that decision will be the subject of an appeal to An Bord
Pleanala.

The developer is also seeking permission for a private road joining the R585 to the L6008 intended
to facilitate the present application.

Finally the developer’s parent company is quoted in the Southern Star (January 10. 2015) as stating
that the greatly enlarged substation is designed to facilitate connections from other potential
windfarms up to 25km distant. No further details are known to the public at this time however.

It is self-evident and undeniable that this is a classic case of project splitting.

The EIA Directive as implemented under domestic legislation obliges a planning authority to assess
the likely significant environmental impacts (including impacts on local residents) of a project. In
these circumstances, no assessment of the project is possible as the extent of the project is unknown.
The project has been split to an exceptional degree: elements of it are spread across multiple
planning applications, three of which are in the public domain so far, and other elements are as yet a
mystery. Those unknown elements involve future windfarm developments and connection works
over a huge area, up to a distance of 25 kilometres in all directions from this site.

Project splitting in the context of wind farm planning applications has been recently considered by
the High Court.

In O Grianna and others v An Bord Pleandla [2014] IEHC 632 the Court quashed a permission
granted in the absence of an EIA of the project in its entirety. Only impacts arising at the site of the
proposed windfarm had been considered. The Board and developer claimed they were not obliged to
consider impacts of the connection route running from the site of the windfarm development to the
national grid, because that was not yet finalised and because the exact nature of the connection was
not yet known. The Court rejected that defence. Both the windfarm and the connection to the grid
were a single project. The entirety of the project had to be assessed at the earliest possible stage. If
the developer had to wait to gather more information on the other element of the project, that was
what he had to do. To do otherwise would be unlawful.

The present application is for a part of a larger project. It is not accompanied by an EIS for the entire
project. The application before the Council is therefore invalid. Itthus cannot be considered by the
County Council. Everything that follows in this observation is sybmigtegd mtﬁg@h%ﬁj’g t

overriding objection. TIME BY
09 FEB 2015
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In' .nclusion on this point we refer to the Planner’s Reports on the Council file regarding the
substation application. We made a written observation dated 29 October 2014 on our clients’ behalf
alerting the Council to the project splitting issue. Nowhere is that issue mentioned, much less
addressed, in the Planner’s reports, the last of which is dated 12 January 2015, one day before the
Council order approving the application was made.

Project splitting is not just a breach of the EIA Directive. It also poses practical problems. This
approach makes it more difficult and more expensive for members of the public to participate in the
assessment of the overall project. Apart from that, there is a serious difficulty for the local authority,
as it 1s expected to make a decision on this application and on associated applications in a very short
time frame, working with limited resources and in circumstances where it simply may not be
possible for it to assess the accuracy and reliability of the claims put forward by or on behalf of the
developer.

We acknowledge those constraints but they cannot be used as a reason for the mandatory legal rules
that govern the assessment of the project to be set aside, lost in the blizzard of technical material or
simply bypassed. The Council has to conduct and publish an EIA, identifying, describing and
assessing the likely significant environmental impacts (including impacts on the people of the area)
of the project. It cannot do so in this case.

2. No reliable planning precedent

The developer places considerable stress on the existence of a planning permission for 14 turbines
and for a smaller substation on the site, which permission was sought in 2005, issued in 2007 and
was extended in 2011.

Subsequent EU Court of Justice and Irish High Court judgements however have found that the
assessment system in place at those times was legally unsound. The legal standards for assessment
were not met, with the result that the 2005/2011 permission should not now be relied on as a valid
planning precedent.

Specifically we refer to the judgement of the Court of Justice of the European Union in Commission
v. Ireland case C-50/09. In its judgment delivered on 3 March 2011 the CJEU ruled that Ireland had
failed properly to transpose the obligations under Article 3 of the EIA Directive. This was because it
had failed to make it obligatory for any single body to conduct an EIA. The Court expressly rejected
the State’s defence that the system then in use was lawful. It was under that system that the site was
approved for 14 turbines.

It follows that no lawful EIA was ever conducted in respect of development for which planning
permission was granted in 2007. The extension fared no better in this context. No EIA was even
claimed to be carried out at the time the Council extended the permission in 2011. Those decisions
must therefore be viewed in the light of current awareness of their legal infirmity. They cannot be
given planning precedent value.

We also rely in the judgment of the High Court in the case of Kelly v. An Bord Pleandla [2014]

IEHC 400 delivered by the Court on 25th July 2014. That judgmen ce again) the
mandatory nature of the Habitats Directive obligations on j annm %QR&iBt_sEm\J Eézﬂloni in

particular to the conduct of Appropriate Assessment. TIME BY J
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T. developer’s EIS and AA Screening Report only address one aspect of what is clearly a larger
project. As well as rendering the present planning application invalid for the reasons described
above, this approach also fails to equip the Council and its Officials to meet the assessment
requirements under the Habitats Directive. If the full project is not considered, then no proper
Appropriate Assessment is possible. For that reason also the Council is legally prohibited from
giving planning permission.

Separately, it is clear from an examination of the planning history that the developer’s predecessor
had originally sought planning permission for a far greater number of turbines at this location. It first
intended to erect 27 turbines in its 2003 application. This was reduced to 23 in an attempt to assuage
planner’s concerns. See the Inspector’s report enclosed. That application was refused by the Board.

The next application was for 18 turbines in 2005. The Board’s Inspector recommended refusal inter
alia on visual impact grounds. See report enclosed. She believed it would adversely affect local
residential amenity. The Board gave permission for 14 turbines, going against that recommendation,
saying that it was satisfied that the reduction in number and size of the turbines had addressed its
reasons for the previous refusal. The present application is said by the applicant to be ‘intended to
replace’ the present permission. (That statement of intent is not legally binding of course and could
change at any time.)

While the number of turbines proposed this time is reduced from the number sought in all previous
applications, their height is dramatically increased from a maximum tip height of 105m to a
maximum tip height of 131m. There is a major consequent increase in bulk, weight, footprint and
foundation mass of the supporting tower, as can be seen in the enclosed illustration. It follows that
the visual impact will be far greater at any given distance. It will in fact be overwhelming in the
locality. Each one of these six turbines is roughly twice the height of County Hall.

3. Planning policy and related issues

Our clients have had the benefit of reading a submission filed with the Council dated 15th January
2015 by Mr Anthony Cohu, C. Arch, Ecological Planning, Landscape & Design, of Borlin, Bantry,
County Cork. We respectfully endorse the content of Mr Cohu’s submission and wish it to be
adopted and considered as part of our clients’ observation to avoid unnecessary repetition here.

The developer places great reliance on selected national policies in relation to renewable energy. He
ignores other fundamental national policies supportive of people in rural Ireland, including the rights
of citizens to respect for their bodily integrity, their family life and their property. Those policy
principles derive from the State’s ultimate policy document, Bunreacht na hEireann. We suggest the
Council should not be as selective as the developer in choosing which policy framework it applies.
And even if it were only to have regard to renewable energy policy, it would have to take account of
the recent step back at EU level from previous policy commitments, as well as considering the
inordinate concentration of wind turbines in County Cork, and the growing awareness of the unsound
economics underpinning the sector in Ireland.

Ireland’s peak electrical power demand at any one time is about SGW. Installed wind power

generation capacity is already about 2GW. There is no need ej i of EU policy on
renewables or in terms of national economic benefit, for increasing the pfofoftion gt}yﬂ g 1

connected to the grid. On power station capacity and other sourcesisughs interconnec oré‘fe&‘ﬁc )
Economist Colm McCarthy pointed out in Cork in October 2014: ——BY,
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"The new gas units were planned before the bust. There is now 3300 MW of modern gas
capacity, plus 880 of peaking plant. Plus 500 MW of new interconnection to Wales. Plus
almost 900 MW at coal-fired Moneypoint. Plus hydro at about 500 MW, plus peat at
about 340, plus oil - the total dispatchable is 7400 MW. Non-dispatchable, mainly wind,
adds 2400, grand total 9800, twice peak demand.’

So notwithstanding the claims made on behalf of the developer, neither Ireland nor Cork actually
need this extra plant generating 6 x 3MW of electricity (and more) in order to meet energy policy
goals.

4. Noise

Cork County Council is aware of serious unresolved noise nuisance complaints in various parts of
the County, which arose despite the Council imposing certain noise conditions on wind turbine
operators. Serious noise nuisance issues have arisen in other parts of the country also. The Planning
Authority is obliged to have regard to that fact when assessing any such development. The steadily
emerging problems of noise nuisance explains in part why the Government felt it necessary to review
Windfarm Planning guidelines issued nine years ago at a time when turbines were smaller and less
extensively promoted, and when their noise signature and its effect was less well understood. The
departmental review is still underway, and is seeking to find new and appropriate measures of
balancing competing interests, particularly focussing on separation distances, noise nuisance and
nuisance from shadow flicker.

We refer to our submission to that review (copy enclosed) and ask you to treat that submission as
part of this observation.

There is patently an emerging problem, with some exceptionally serious consequences in certain
areas. The Council is bound to have regard to that fact when considering assurance put before it by
or on behalf of this developer.

We refer to the enclosed Shirley Windfarm Study in this regard. This was unusual in that it was a
study prepared on an agreed co-operative basis by a team of four independent acousticians, some of
whom had mainly worked for wind turbine promoters, some of whom had worked more often for
residents reporting adverse affects from turbine operation. The study found that noise limits in
vogue currently do not adequately protect the public.

5. Other EIS issues

The EIS is unreliable as a basis for an informed assessment. It makes reassuring claims which do not
stand up to being tested against current scientific knowledge. Noise nuisance is one important
example. Residential property values will be adversely affected. We refer to the enclosed material
from Keane Mahony Smith in this context. That is not acknowledged at all in the EIS but it is a
profound immediate interference with third party property rights.

Another example to illustrate the point is its assessment of impact
picture of the likely impact emerges from the recent scientific st
published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences

. A more realistic objective

dy amyt . (L al,
HgPY g?%v K isfefididsed.

. BY
09 FER 2945

LTR DATED
1 PL ———FRom

.‘\:J 5







T. 2003 EPA Guidelines on Environmental Impact Statements say that an EIS should identify
describe and assess what impacts are likely if all mitigation measures fail. The developer’s EIS does
not do this.

The Council should view each section of the EIS critically and methodically, rendering its own
description and assessment of all relevant environmental effects including effects on residents,

visitors, and workers within the area.

We ask the Council to refuse permission.

Yours faithfully,

Joe Noonan,
NOONAN LINEHAN CARROLL COFFEY
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Neutral Citation: [2014] IEHC 632
THE HIGH COURT
JUDICIAL REVIEW
Record Number: 2014 No. 2014 No.19 JR; 2014 No. 10 COM
IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 50 AND 50A OF THE
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACT, 2000 (AS AMENDED)
BETWEEN:

POL O GRIANNA, GERALDINE UI DHUINNIN, AOIFE NI DHUINNIN, CLIODHNA
NI DHUINNIN,BERNADETTE COTTER, TIM O'CONNELL, CAOIMHGHIN O
BUACHALLA, PADRAIG D. KELLEHER, ALAN KING, XAK AROO
APPLICANTS
AND

AN BORD PLEANALA AN BORp = .

TIME
————BY B.E§E2F_D NT
AND 09 FEB 2085 ]
CORK COUNTY COUNERLDATED
RTY
AND =

FRAMORE LIMITED
SECOND NAMED NOTICE PARTY

JUDGMENT OF MR JUSTICE MICHAEL PEART DELIVERED ON THE 12" DAY OF
DECEMBER 2014:

1. The applicants all live close to an area in County Cork where Framore Limited, the
second named notice party are proposing to erect 6 wind turbines and associated
buildings and infrastructure for which it obtained a planning permission from An Bord
Pleanala (“"the Board”) subject to 17 conditions on the 14th November 2013.

2. Cork County Council (“the Council”) had previously decided to grant permission on
18th June 2013 subject to 28 conditions. The applicants, who had lodged observations
with Cork County Council outlining their concerns regarding noise and visual impact in
July 2012, appealed that grant of permission to An Bord Pleanala, which on the 14th
November 2013 made a decision to grant permission for the development subject to a
number of conditions.

3. This application for planning permission is one which had to be accompanied by an
Environmental Impact Statement (“"EIS”), since the Board was required to carry out an
Environmental Impact Assessment (“"EIA”) under to the provisions of section 172(1) of
the Planning and Development Act, 2000, as amended (“the Act of 2000"), the
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development being one which fell within the scope of Part 2, Schedule 5 of the Planning
and Development Regulations 2001, as amended.

4, In their ‘Abridged Statement of Grounds’ dated 14th February 2014 the applicants
seek a Declaration that in making its decision the respondent failed to carry out a proper
EIA in accordance with the provisions of Section 172 of the Planning and Development
Act, 2000, as amended (“the Act of 2000"), as interpreted in accordance with the
obligations imposed by Article 3 of Directive 2011/92/EU on the assessment of the
effects of certain public and private projects on the environment. A number of different
complaints are made, but, essentially, all (except that related to ‘project-splitting’) are
directed towards establishing that the EIA stated by the Board to have been carried out
is a flawed assessment which is not in accordance with its obligations under the Act.

5. Section 171A(1) defines “environmental impact assessment” as “an assessment,
which includes an examination, analysis and evaluation, carried out by a planning
authority or the Board, as the case may be, in accordance with this Part and regulations
made thereunder, that shall identify, describe and assess in an appropriate manner, in
the light of each individual case and in accordance with Articles 4 to 11 of the
Environmental Impact Assessment Directive, the direct and indirect effects of a proposed
development on the following: (a) human beings, flora and fauna, (b) soil, water, air,
climate and the landscape, (c) material assets and the cultural heritage, and (d) the
interaction between the factors mentioned in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c)”(emphasis
added). The applicants place considerable emphasis on the words “in the light of each
individual case”.

Section 172 contains a number of subsections dealing with th
applicants must provide an EIA to the planning authority or thg BoAid, B@H’B
be, and that either of the latter may seek further information
relevance to the present application is what is provided for in
section 172 which provide as follows:

certain

G

L?g;ﬂ n applucant&y -
09 FEB 2015

"(1G) in carrying out an environmental impact ssesgrent under this

section the planning authority or the Board, as|the case may-be, "SHA ¥
consider — (a) the environmental impact state -
information furnished to the planning authority for the Board pursuan
subsections (1D) or (1E),; (c) any submissions observations validly made
in relation to the environmental effects of the proposed development; (d)
the views, if any, provided by any other Member State under section 174
or Regulations made under that section.

(1H) in carrying out an environmental impact assessment under this
section the planning authority or the Board, as the case may be, may have
regard to and adopt in whole or in part any reports prepared by its officials
or by consultants, experts or other advisers.

(1I) where the planning authority or the Board, as the case may be,
decides to grant consent for the proposed development, it may attach
such conditions to the ground as it considers necessary, to avoid, reduce
and, if possible, offset the major adverse effects on the environment (if
any) of the proposed development.

(1J) when the planning authority or the Board, as the case may be, has
decided whether to grant or to refuse consent for the proposed
development, it shall inform the applicant for consent and the public of the
decision and shall make the following information available to the
applicant for consent and the public: (a) the content of the decision and







any conditions attached thereto; (b) the evaluation of the direct and
indirect effects of the proposed development on the matters set out in
section hundred and 171A; (c) having examined any submission or
observations validly made (i) the main reasons and considerations on
which the decision is based, and (ii) the main reasons and considerations
for the attachment of any conditions, including reasons and considerations
arising from or related to submissions observations made by a member of
the public; (d) where relevant, a description of the main measures to
avoid, reduce and, if possible, offset the major adverse effects; (e) any
report referred to in subsection (1H); (f) information for the public on the
procedures available to review the substantive and procedural legality of
the decision, and (g) the views, if any, furnished by other Member States
of the European Union pursuant to section 174.”

6. The various grounds upon which the applicants rely for seeking an order of certiorari
and a declaration that the Board failed to carry out an EIA in accordance with the
requirements of section 172 of the Act of 2000 are set forth in their Abridged Statement
of Grounds at paragraph E.1 and its various sub-paragraphs.

Failure to comply with obligations in relation to the Environmental Impact
Assessment:

7. The applicants submit that the it is evident from the decision of the Board that in so
far as it purports to have carried out an EIA as required by section 172 of the Act of
2000, it failed to do so “in the light of each individual case” as required by both Article 3
of Council Directive 2011/92/EU (the “EIA Directive”) and as reflected in the definition of
an EIA in section 171A of the Act of 2000 set forth already. It seems to be suggested by
the applicants that instead of correctly examining, analysing and evaluating this
particular case as far as the effect of noise levels on human belngs are concerned, the
Board effectively fettered its discretion by simply applyi
recommended under the 2006 Guidelines. In particulaf thefyNdy@RD WE@RNA i .
deC|S|on |mposed nOISe limits without carrylng out an amsment of t e sngnlﬂcanc of

the vicinity of the proposed turbines.

8. The applicants submit also that in so far as the BoardTmayrhave relle,x_q{é}?on the
assessment carried out by the appointed inspector w q;preparea""ﬁ?por

and agreed with it for the purpose of its own EIA, th
flawed since he did not carry out an assessment of the significance of the increase in
noise over background noise levels at the location of this particular proposed
development. They complain that the inspector, and by extension the Board since it
“generally adopted” the inspector’s report, based his recommendations upon a statement
in the 2006 Guidelines to the effect that noise will not “generally” be a problem where
the separation distance between turbine and house is greater than 500m, and without
having carried out any assessment of the actual anticipated noise impact on existing
houses by reference to background noise levels, and that this constitutes a failure to
comply with the Board'’s obligations under section 172 of the Act of 2000 to carry out an
EIA in the light of the particular case at hand. In so far as it is argued by the Board that
it relied upon the inspector’s assessment and generally agreed with it, the applicants
submit that that report contains no assessment of the significance of the increase in
noise over background noise levels that would affect human beings residing in the
vicinity as a result of noise emitted from the turbines, and therefore there has been no
conclusion reached by the inspector or the Board as to whether the level of increase in
noise would be significant or acceptable, and accordingly there has been no analysis or
evaluation by the Board of the direct effects of the proposed development in the context
of noise impact on human beings, as is required to be carried out by reference to the
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definition of “environmental impact assessment” contained in section 171A of the Act of
2000 already referred to.

9. The applicants also maintain that the inspector made a fundamental error in his
report, and that this error has carried through to the Board’s decision. The error they
allege is in relation to what I shall refer to as Location 2. They say that the inspector
failed to recognise that Location 2 is a ‘low noise environment’ according to the noise
measurements set forth in the EIS. They state that the background noise levels recorded
in relation to Location 2 bring it within the definition of a ‘low noise environment’ for the
purpose of the 2006 Guidelines since the LA90 noise level at that location was measured
at less than 30dB(A). That measurement for Location 2 was recorded at 29dB(A). They
consider that the Board failed to have regard to the correct noise level measurement
(LA90) for the purpose of determining both the background noise levels and the
appropriate noise limits to be applied, and instead, erroneously relied upon what are
referred to as the LAeq measurements in respect of both Location 1 and Location 2. The
LAeq is a measurement which gives an averaged noise level whereas the LA90
measurement gives the noise level found at a location for at least 90% of the period
monitored. The 2006 Guidelines recommend that daytime noise levels for a low noise
environment should be limited to an absolute level within the range of 35-40 dB(A)LA90,
whereas the Board has specified in Condition 12 of the permission that the noise from
the wind turbines should not exceed the greater of 43dB(A) LA90, or 5dB(A) above
background levels when measured externally.

10. The applicants accordingly submit that, in error, noise levels up to the greater of
those two alternatives is permitted, and that either would exceed the 2006 Guidelines
level of 29dB(A) LA90 for Location 2 (low noise environment), and therefore that a
fundamental error has occurred in relation to the EIA carried out by the Board.

11. Complaint is also made about the failure to apply separate noise limits for day-time
and night-time which again is said to be contrary to the Guidelines which state in that
regard “Separate noise limits should apply for day-time and for night-time”. In so far as
the inspector has stated in his report that “/n conditions attached to wind farm
permissions the Board as a matter of practice uses a fixed night time limit of 43dB(A) or
5 dB(A) above background levels (whichever is the greater)”, the applicants submit that
this is contrary to the Guidelines which recommend the 43dB(A) level on its own for
night time noise, and they refer to the fact that in relation to day time levels the
Guidelines recommend “a /ower fixed limit of 45dB(A) or a mai ! ase of 5dB(A)
above background noise at nearby noise sensitive locations” Whici MQWCQ?_ dy~
means it is the lower of the two limits which applies. I TIME EANALA
BY

\

Board’s submissions:
12. In relation to this ground of complaint the Board makes the pointQHgatFiE% zﬂﬁxpert
body, and that it reached its decision following an assessmeht pf BARRST planning and
sustainable development, and having carried out a proper E‘ Apin accorgance WithVits
statutory obligations. In so far as the applicants are saying & failed to carry
out an EIA in relation to this “individual case”, the Board says that this asse = |
manifestly incorrect, and points to the very detailed EIS that was before the Board, as

well as the further information that was sought by the Board and which it received, each
of which addressed, inter alia, the issue of noise in relation to this particular proposed
development. It refers in particular to Request 6 in the Request for Further Information
relating to noise which requested further information under six different separate
paragraphs (a) to (f), the penultimate of which reads:

“(e) the background noise assessments at identified nearest noise
sensitive locations should quantify over 10 minute periods the existing
background noise levels having due regard to wind speed, wind direction
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and rainfall over the same time periods. Wind speed should be measured
at, or derived for, the hub height of the proposed turbines. The applicant
should also clarify the periods of noise data that were excluded from
analysis due to periods of rainfall. Background noise levels as it varies with
hub height wind speed should be quantified separately for daytime,
evening time and night-time periods with sufficient data present in a wind
direction downwind from the proposed turbines to the identified sensitive
locations covering a range of wind speeds from the turbine cut-in speed to
its rated power. Hub height wind speed should be converted to
standardised 10m height wind speed before comparison with predicted
and cumulative noise levels at sensitive locations.”

13. Framore's detailed response of April 2013 to this Request includes a response to the
above request at (e). Relevant to the question of whether the Inspector in his report,
and the Board by generally agreeing with and adopting the inspector’s report, failed to
carry out an EIA because it failed to take proper account of the fact that Location 2
(otherwise referred to as H13) came within the category of a ‘noise sensitive location’ is
part of the response to (e) which appears at page 24 of 62 of that response. It is there
stated:
"The noise impact assessment contained in the EIS concluded that there
was no negative operational impact expected from the Derragh Windfarm
when assessed against the noise limits contained within the Department of
Environment Heritage and Local Government (DoEHLG) 2006 Wind Energy
Guidelines. The predicted noise levels at the modelled noise sensitive
locations (NSLs) or receivers (all dwellings in this assessment) were less
than 40 dB LA90 for fourteen of the eighteen locations, and indeed, as
such, were less than the fixed daytime and night-time fixed limits, At the
nearest NSLs (H1,H13,H14, and H18) all the predicted noise levels were
less than the daytime fixed limit of 45 dB(A) and where baseline
monitoring identified periods of 'quiet background noise’i.e. LA90 levels
less than 30 dB, the predicted levels were less than the 35-40 dB LASO
fixed limit range. The night-time fixed limit of 43 dB(A) was exceeded at
NSLs H13, H14 and H18 for a single modelled wind speed of 8 m/s.

It is worth noting that the exceedance at this wind speed was only 1 dB
greater than the 43 dB LASO limit.

More importantly, these NSLs will never experienced the predicted noise
emission of 43dB(A) at 8 m/s or indeed, the other predicted noise levels at
the other wind speeds. The noise prediction standard, ISO 9613
Attenuation of Sound during Propagation Outdoors, models all NSLs as if
they were downwind of all noise sources at the same time. In reality, the
turbine layout requires a range of wind directiofis fr
westerly through to easterly for the NSLs to be ow% i B"HbEANALA
turbines simultaneously which cannot occur.” [empfigsis added] 2
—___BYy

14. This is a point taken up by Tim Cowhig on behalf of the second naﬁ-lngrEBicmf?rty
(Framore Limited) in his verifying affidavit sworn on 7th Margh 2014 where at paragraph
18, having referred to certain noise level measurements in r IéE%Wi&l@gm%wd
Location 2, and in particular the fact that the LA90 noise levglrat Location 2 was ‘—‘.’
measured at 29dB, he refers to what isstated in the EIS in relati
namely:
"the predicted noise levels are compliant except at 8 m/s wind speed of
where turbine noise is predicted at 44 dB(A) and the limit is 43 dB(A).
While this does indicate that a non-compliance could occur at a wind speed
of 8 m/s (standardised to 10m), it is unlikely that such a non-compliance
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will occur as the predicted noise level assumes all turbines running a
maximum rated power and all upwind of the respective receiver. It is not
possible for receiver H13 [i.e. Location 2] to be downwind of all the
turbines simultaneously due to its location relative to the turbines,
therefore this location will never be subject to the full noise emission at 8
my/s as predicted in the model. Similarly, receivers H14 and H18 will not
exceed 44 dB(A) at 8 to 9 m/s for the same reason.”

15, The Board has submitted, as has Framore Limited, that it clear from a consideration
of all the material which was before the Board including the EIS, the Further Information
received, the submissions made and responses thereto, when taken together, that the
Board’s consideration of this material for the purposes of its EIA was in relation to this
individual development, and that no evidence has been adduced to establish that the
Board has not carried out an EIA in accordance with its obligations. The Board in its
decision has stated that it carried out an EIA. The onus is on the applicants to establish
that this is not a correct statement, and in my view they have failed to do so. There is
ample evidence from within the materials before the Board and in the Board’s own
decision that a proper EIA was carried out..

16. The Board has not erred by generally adopting the inspector’s report for the purpose
of its own EIA. In fact it has not adopted it in its entirety, as can be seen by the variation
in a couple of the conditions. There is no evidence to support the contention made that
the Board erred in relation to its assessment in relation to Location 2 (H13). Even though
the inspector’s report refers to the LAeq measurement and not the LA90, as pointed out
by the applicant, when addressing the level of background noise, and on the face of it
therefore failed to consider Location 2 on the basis that it was a low noise environment
(being less than 30 dB(A) LA90, and even though the inspector’s report was generally
adopted by the Board, it is entirely insufficient to indicate the sort of fundamental error
on the part of the Board which should result in the Board’s decision being quashed, when
all the material is taken into account. The Board was entitled to take into account in its
EIA the matters referred to in paragraphs 13 and 14 for example. It cannot in my view
be said that the Board failed in its statutory duty in this regard by not slavishly adhering
to the Guidelines recommendation in relation to a low noise environment. It was entitled
to see the Guidelines as just that, i.e. guidelines. It is entitled to take other matters into
account in relation to its consideration of the Guidelines, and how to apply them or not
as the case may be, and to agree with what was stated in the EIS, namely that as a
matter of actual fact the levels cannot not be exceeded because as Mr Cowhig has
averred by reference to the EIS and the Franore response to the request for Further
Information: “it is not possible for receiver H13 [i.e. Location 2] to be downwind of all
the turbines simultaneously due to its location relative to the turbines, therefore this
location will never be subject to the full noise emission at 8 m/s as predicted in the
model.”

Having read and considered the material that was before the Board, and
having considered also the affidavits filed by the arties, and considered

regard/ng any of their functions under this Act and plann/ng authorities
shall have regard to those guidelines in the performance of their functions.
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(2) where applicable, the Board shall have regard to any guidelines issued
to planning authorities under subsection (1) in the performance of its
functions.” (emphasis added)

The applicants submit that the Board was therefore required to have regard to the 2006
Guidelines when making its decision, and they say that it failed to do so since it either
disregarded the Guidelines or misinterpreted them, and in either case cannot be properly
said to have had regard to them. They say that the Board failed to have regard to the
Guidelines because (a) it failed to have regard to the specific absolute daytime noise
limit of 35-40 dB(A) recommended in the Guidelines in respect of a “low noise
environment” for the reasons which I have already set forth above, and (b) the Board
failed to have regard to the LA90 noise measurements to which the Guidelines refer as
the relevant descriptor for the purposes of determining both the background noise levels
and the appropriate noise limits to be applied, and instead, relying on the inspector’s
report, the Board relied upon the LAeq noise measurements for Location 1 and Location
2.

13. It is the LA90 measurements which, according to the 2006 Guidelines, are relevant
for determining the existing background noise levels and the existing noise environment.
In that regard, the applicants have referred to page 29 of the Guidelines. Having
discussed the aerodynamic noise (swish) caused by rotator blades passing through the
air, and purely mechanical noise created by the generator, the gear-box and other
mechanical elements within a cover or housing (the nacelle), the advances in design and
technology which have reduced noise emissions, and the effect of higher and lower wind
speeds in masking to a greater or lesser extent (as the case may be) noise caused by
the wind turbines, the Guidelines state as follows:

"Noise impact should be assessed by reference to the nature and character
of noise sensitive locations. In the case of wind energy development, a
noise sensitive location includes any occupied dwelling house, hostel,
health building or place of worship and may include areas of particular
scenic quality or special recreational amenity importance. Noise limits
should apply only to those areas frequently used for relaxation or activities
for \a quiet environment is highly desirable. Noise limits should be
AN BORD PLEAbId ¢

external locations, and should reflect the variation in both
turbine seurce noise and background noise with wind speed. The
TIME " " —g1&sCriptot, which allows reliable measurements to be made without
09 FEB 20150rruptfo from relatively loud transitory noise events from other sources,
should ba used for assessing both the wind energy development noise and
rroWackgrouhd noise. Any existing turbines should not be considered as part
LTRDATED . ofthe préyailing background noise.
PL —~— |
In general, a lower fixed limit of 45dB(A) or a maximum increase of
5dB(A) above background noise at nearby noise sensitive locations is
considered appropriate to provide protection to wind energy development
neighbours. However, in very quiet areas, the use of a margin of 5dB(A)
above background noise at nearby noise sensitive properties is not
necessary to offer a reasonable degree of protection and may unduly
restrict wind energy developments which should be recognised as having
wider national and global benefits. Instead, in low noise environments
where background noise is less than 30dB(A), it is recommended that the
daytime level of the LA90, 10min of the wind energy development noise
be limited to an absolute level within the range of 35-40dB (A).

Separate noise limits should apply for day-time and for night-time. During
the night the protection of external amenity becomes less important and
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the emphasis should be on preventing sleep disturbance. A fixed limit of
43 dB(A) will protect sleep inside properties during the night.

In general, noise is unlikely to be a significant problem where the distance
—-W Nearest turbine to any noise sensitive property is more than 500
AN BOR PPlanrihg guthorities may seek evidence that the type(s) of
TIME turbines proposed will use best current engineering practice in terms of
noise creation and suppression”(my emphasis).

09 FEB 2015

1. I note in passing, and as nofled by Ellen Morrin in her affidavit in support of the

& 8/SEatement FGP@pposition, that the first named applicant, Pol O Grianna, in his

qunding affidavit sworn on his own behalf and on behalf of all the other applicants and
iﬁm paragraph 4 thereof that “the applicants are all
residents in the townlands of Derragh, Eachros, Gortnabinne and Rathgaskig,
Ballingeary, County Cork whose properties are located at distances between 527m and
1800m from the proposed turbine development ...” (my emphasis).

15. Finally under this ground, the applicants submit that where the Board departed from
the 2006 Guidelines, it was obliged to give its reasons for doing so.

16. The onus is on the applicants to establish that the Board failed to have regard to the
2006 Guidelines. In my view they have failed to discharge that onus. Firstly, the
materials before the Board, including the inspector’s report were replete with references
to the Guidelines. Secondly, The Board’s decision itself on page 2 thereof specifically
states that it had regard to those Guidelines. 1 accept of course that a Board cannot
simply in some purely formulaic way recite that it had regard to the Guidelines when
there is clear evidence from the Decision that it cannot have done so, and still be
considered to have complied with its obligations under section 28 of the Act of 2000. But
we are not dealing with such an extreme and improbable situation as that. The Board in
this case has stated that it had regard to the Guidelines, and it is evident from the
materials before it, including the inspector’s report relied upon heavily by the Board, and
the Decision itself, that it did so. The fact that it has not slavishly foliowed the Guidelines
does not indicate that it has not had regard to them as it is required to do.

17. The second limb of the applicant’s ground in relation to section 28 is that the Board
has misinterpreted the Guidelines, and in so far as that is so, should be considered to
have had regard to them. The applicants say that the inspector in his report used the
LAeq measurement for Location 1 and Location 2 instead of the LAS0 measurement, and
that this led to the Board ignoring the Guidelines in relation to the fixing of a noise limit
recommended for a low noise environment in relation to Location 2. In fact it is apparent
from the Board’s decision that it considered the Guidelines when including Condition 12
in relation to any noise sensitive location, and I note that the limit is set by reference to
the LA90 measurement and not the LAeq. I do not regard the fact that the inspector
referred to the LAeq measurement rather than the LA90 measurement as indicating such
a misinterpretation of the Guidelines as to compel a conclusion that proper regard
cannot have been had to the Guidelines. T have dealt with the reality of that issue in
relation to the previous ground considered.

18. The parties have referred to the judgment of Quirke J. in McEvoy v. Meath County
Council {2003] 1 I.R. 208. That was a case where the applicant had sought to quash the
respondent’s decision to make and adopt a development plan for County Meath on the
basis that the council had failed to have due regard to the strategic planning guidelines
for the greater Dublin area as required by law. Section 27 of the Act of 2000 at the
relevant time required the council to have regard to those strategic planning guidelines
when making and adopting its development plan, but Quirke J. held that the phrase
“have regard to” did not require it to rigidly follow the Guidelines, and that it could even
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depart from them for bona fide reasons consistent with the proper planning and
development of its functional area. He also went on to state that “if it had been the
intention of the Ojreachtas that section 27(1) should be construed as imposing upon
planning authorities an obligation to ‘comply’ with regional planning guidelines then the
enactment rendered subs. (2) of the same section superfluous”. Subs. (2) at the time
provided that “the Minister may, by order, determine that planning authorities shall
comply with any regional planning guidelines in force for their area, or any part thereof,
when preparing and making a development plan ...... ”. One can see in relation to the
present case that while the Oireachtas had required that Guidelines be had regard to, it
has not gone further and required that they be adhered to in every respect. It clearly
could have done so if it had so wished. I am satisfied that despite the matters relied
upon and argued by the applicants, it is clear from the evidence that the Board had
regard to the 2006 Guidelines in accordance with its obligations under section 28.

19. The applicants have also argued that the Board’s decision is flawed because neither
the inspector nor the Board gave any reason for departing from the 2006 Guidelines, and
that the Board was obliged to do so. However, I do not consider the Board’s decision
departs in any material or significant way from the Guidelines. I have already held that
the Board is not obliged to slavishly or rigidly follow and apply the Guidelines, and it
follows that it may exercise some discretion in relation to the Guidelines. This is
consistent with the requirement that regard be had to them. But secondly, there is no
statutory obligation on the Board to give reasons for not following a particular guideline
even if it was the situation that they had been departed from. Section 28 imposes no
requirement to give any such reasons. Other sections of the same Act do provide that
where an authority or the Board is departing from a recommendation of a delegated
person such as an inspector, it must include a statement of the main reasons for having
done so - see for example section 34(10(b), and also section 37(2 (c) where the main
reasons and considerations must be given where the Bogard ﬁ%ige@ grant a
€n

permission even though it materially contravenes the dé v_’g'lopm
ME

under section 28 does not go that far.

Project-Splitting: 03 FEB 2015

15. The applicants submit that the Board has failed to da out an EIA in relation to the
overall project of which the construction of the wind tu bﬁé?fﬁ%ﬂ_};ﬁejﬁ%tage, sifice
there is a necessary second phase, namely the works rlePessary to
farm to the national grid. It is submitted by the applicants Hectu
the entire development on the environment should have been the subje
EIA, and that an impermissible ‘project-splitting’ has occurred thereby invalidating the
decision-making process. They make the point that the connection to the national grid is
a fundamental part of the overall development as, without such connection, the wind
farm cannot operate, and that the two stages should be considered as a single project
and be assessed as such on a cumulative basis before it can be seen as complying with
the EIA Directive.

-

16. The EIS submitted with the planning application by the developer made reference at
paragraph 3.1.2 thereof to the fact that a connection to the national grid would in due
course be necessary, including the statement that “it is not possible to determine the
line or form (overhead or underground) of the grid connection at this stage as the design
will be undertaken by ESB Networks”. The applicants say that whatever form the
connection takes, whether overhead or underground, there are inevitable and significant
consequences for the environment, and that the Board was required to consider these
when considering the first stage of the development, in order to avoid the possibility of
‘project-splitting’, which in the applicants’ submission is contrary to both Irish and EU
law. They say that because the EIS did not contain any information as to the
environmental impact of the second stage relating to the connection to the national grid,
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the Board was prevented from giving any consideration to that factor, or the cumulative
effect of both stages of the development, as is required under the Directive.

17. In so far as the Board and Notice Party may argue that the impact of the second
stage can be considered at some later stage and that it was unnecessary for its impact
to be considered by the Board when considering the present application, the applicants
have made the point that it is quite possible that the connection to the national grid
would constitute exempted development under Part 1, Schedule 2 of the Planning and
Development Regulations 2001, as amended, and therefore there may well be no
opportunity available for an EIS to be submitted in relation to the cumulative effects of
the development under challenge and its connection to the national grid, as no further
planning application would be required. They say that it is not sufficient for the
developer in its EIS to simply state that the line and form of the connection is not yet
known, and therefore cannot be assessed, and that the Board ought not to be permitted
to treat the works related to the grid connection as an entirely separate project, but
rather as an integral part of the subject development.

18. The EIS submitted by the developer stated the following regarding the connection of
the proposed turbines to the national grid:

"The grid connection from the proposed turbines will be via underground
cable connections to the on-site substation. The cables will be buried
adjacent to the site tracks where possible. The location of the proposed
substation is shown on Figure 3.1. The developer has a grid connection
offer as part of the Commission for Energy Regulation (CER) Gate 3
processing group. It received a connection offer (DG418 and DG419) on
30th June 2011 from ESB Networks. The connection offer states that the
electricity generated at Derragh Wind Farm will connect to the national
grid at a 110 kV substation at Coomataggart. The grid connection will
operate at 20 kV. It is not possible to determine the line or form
(overhead or underground) of the grid connection at this stage as the
design will be undertaken by ESB Networks. A 20 kV overhead line is
usually constructed with a single wooden pole and does not typically
require steel lattice masts. It is of relatively low impact and does not
normally require planning permission.”

19. The Inspector merely notes in this regard at para. 9.13.9 of his report:
"Having regard to the scale of the project a e need to obtain a
connection to the national grid (something W
of the applicant), it would be appropriate to Ilogﬁgy § grs
permission as sought by the applicant. This sTﬁMEuau&a_/__lg_ [Ee.’at/on to

wind farm applications.”
09 FEB 2015

20. In its submissions, the Board refers to the fact that itladdressed the issue of the

connection to the national grid at Condition 4 of the Board's 'deéi§igh whichrstates: “This i
permission shall not be construed as any form of consentiopla reement to a connTechBﬂ'!

to the National Grid. Reason: in the interest of clarity.” T =~

pleads that the precise grid connection that will be available to it is outside its control

and will be the subject of further consideration, including with regard to its

environmental impact, at some stage in the future when the plans and specifications for

that connection have become clear. The Court has not been provided with any evidence

of any attempt which may have been made to get a design for the grid connection from

ESB Networks, so it can be presumed that there has been no such attempt as vyet.

21. The Board accepts that so-called ‘project-splitting’ must be avoided so as to ensure
that objectives of the EIA Directive are not frustrated. But central to the Board’s
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argument is that in the present case the subject development and the later connection of
that development to the national grid do not constitute one project, but rather are
separate projects in respect of which their respective environmental impacts may be
assessed at the relevant time. It says that when the separate project in relation to the
grid connection becomes the subject of a consent application, the cumulative effects of
that development will be assessed, including by reference to its cumulative effect with
the subject development, and in that way, even if the entire project is considered to be a
single project, the effects of both will be assessed. The Board makes the additional point
that no development requiring an EIA can be exempted development by virtue of the
amendment (by substitution) of section 4 of the Act of 2000 which now provides:

"(4) Notwithstanding paragraphs (a), (i), (ia) and (l) of subsection (1) and
any regulations under subsection (2), development shall not be exempted
development if an environmental impact assessment or an appropriate
assessment of the development is required”.

22. Accordingly, it is submitted, any connection to the national grid would have to be
assessed so that consideration was given to the direct and indirect effects of the
connection to the national grid, both in and of itself as well as cumulatively with the
subject development, and where there was likely to be a significant environmental effect
an EIA would be required under Part X of the Planning and Development Regulations
2001, as amended. It makes the point that if it was not considered that there would,
even cumulatively, be any significant environmental effects from the second phase, then
no environmental prejudice would exist. In this way, it is submitted that the objectives
and provisions of the EIA Directive will be fulfilled in relation to the future connection of
the subject development to the national grid, notwithstanding that at the present time
the plans and details relating to the future connection are not yet known, and therefore
have not as yet been the subject of an EIA.

23. Notice Party (Framore) supports the submissions made on behalf of the Board. It
refers to the fact that where no proposals have yet been formulated by ESB Networks for
the grid connection design, it simply was not possible for it to include a consideration of
same in its EIS, and consequently it was not possible for the Board to assess the
potential environmental impact of the works associated with that phase of the
development. Framore also refers to the Planning Guidelines which at para. 4.3 state in
this regard that “the planning authority should note that it may not be possible, due to
reasons outside the applicant’s control, to provide information on indicative grid
connections at the pre-planning consultation or planning application stage of the wind
energy development”. One should note, however, the context of that statement which
appears from the following paragraph which states: “It is therefore inappropriate for the
planning authority or An Bord Pleanala on appeal to attach conditions to planning
permissions for wind energy developments in regard to the location of the connection to
the grid. In these instances, a separate application for grid ction will be necessary”

[my emphasis]. It refers to the fact that the inspector in hisfrep ?{'&r% AT T E——
connection to the national grid is a matter outside the contrpl o p?érﬁa'ﬁdﬂtng

accordingly by generally adopting the inspector’s report, th Jwﬁlag@g By the
Board in relation to the environmental impact of the connegtion to the natlonal grid-was—!
appropriate, and in accordance with the Guidelines. FEB 2015 i

24. Framore have referred to the Opinion of Lord Hodge in héwgphgggg‘@omt of !
Session, Scotland in Skye Windfarm Action Group Limited v.PHighland Council [20'08‘]“"7
C.0.5.H.19 in support of its submission that where there are two ;
development, even where the second is integral to the overall project, it will not always
be the case that the EIA must encompass the cumulative environmental effects of the
overall project, and that each case must be considered on its own particular facts in

order to decide whether those cumulative effects are such that the matters should be
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considered together. In Skye, Lord Hodge noted that it was not disputed between the
parties that certain ‘borrow pits’ from which aggregate was to be extracted to provide
on-site roads, and for which a separate planning application was lodged, were part of the
overall wind farm project, and that normally their cumulative impact should have been
considered as part of the EIA. However, he went on to state that he was not satisfied
that it was illegal to separate the borrow pits from the assessment of the wind farm,
noting that previous assessments carried out in 2002 and 2006 had not identified any
significant environmental effects of the borrow pits whether considered alone or
cumulatively with the wind farm. In those circumstances he saw “no practical reason for
an environmental impact assessment of the borrow pits other than in the context of the
wind farm application.” He noted that his approach was consistent with the approach
taken by Advocate General Guimann in Bund Naturschutz in Bayern v. Freistaat

Bayern (Case C-396/92) [1994] ECR 1 - 3717, namely that each case will be fact-
sensitive as to whether the case must be considered cumulatively with a related
application.

25. It is worth noting that in Skye the initial wind farm application had included within its
scope certain proposals to excavate stone but that the developer at that point had made
no decision as to the source of material for the construction of the site words. The initial
planning permission granted contained a condition which required the developer, before
the development commenced, to submit detailed proposals for the sourcing of materials
including any necessary planning applications. Thereafter, two separate planning
applications for the borrow pits were lodged, but the developers asked for what is
referred to as a “screening opinion” as to whether the applications for the borrow pits
would require an EIA. The developer was informed that the planning authority “opined
that such an assessment would not be required”. Lord Hodge noted that no challenge
had been taken to that screening opinion. Three years later, a second amended proposal
was lodged by the developer which included an assessment of the cumulative impact of
the wind farm and the borrow pits. In their amended proposal, the developer give a
summary of the cumulative impacts of the wind farm and the borrow pits and concluded
by stating that they had not identified any likely significant cumulative environmental
effects over and above the assessed environmental effects of the wind farm. That
conclusion was not challenged by the petitioners in the case. Lord Hodge in those
circumstances indicated that there had been no breach of the Regulations in relation to
the borrow pits as anybody entitled to do so, had not been deprived of an opportunity to
comment on the environmental assessment in relation to the borrow pits, and he
concluded also that “because of the screening opinion, the borrow pits were not EIA
applications”. But one should note that at paragraph 76 of his opinion, Lord Hodge
stated:

"[76] It is undisputed that the borrow pits formed an integral part of the
wind farm development and Swale Borough Council and BAA plc support
the view that part of a development in such circumstances should not
normally be considered in isolation. But I am not satisfied that it was
illegal to separate the borrow pits from the assessment of the wind farm.
The initial assessment end 2002 and the August 2006 assessment did not
identify any significant environmental effects of the borrow pits whether
considered alone or cumulatively with the wind farm. It is consistent with
Advocate General Gulmann’s approach in Bund Naturschutz that the court
should look at the particular circumstances of each case in deciding
whether a cumulative assessment is needed to fulfil the purposes of the
Directive. While, as Mr Campbell argued, the cumulative effects of the

an environmental impact assessment of the
context of the wind farm application.
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[77] In any event the problem, if such it was, was remedied. Having

received legal advice and reconsidered to the matter, the respondents

appear to have encouraged AMEC to present a cumulative assessment in
resented that assessment. The

the second amended-proposat=
responflents were)@tiieithEnéfefe.to c%sider the cumulative impact of the

wind farm and the borroglvoits before the grant of planning permission to

the wind YéfF.—
09 FEB 2015

FROM
[79] Th |1T§909AI?E3 ations are concer}led with achieving a proper
environiBr /e public have the opportunity to
participate. In this case, in contrast with the circumstances in BAA plc, the
unchallenged conclusion of the cumulative impact assessment was that
the borrow pits would not give rise to any significant environmental effects
beyond those identified in the assessment of the wind farm. I am not
satisfied that there has been any failure to assess cumulative
environmental effects or that democratic participation in the assessment
has been thwarted in any way. The challenge appears to be a technical
one rather than one with substantive content and I am not persuaded that
the technical challenge is justified. The 1999 regulations are not designed
to create an obstacle course for a developer or a planning authority. This
ground of challenge fails.”

26. I consider that the decision in Skye is distinguishable from the present case in so far
as there was in fact an assessment made at an earlier screening stage that there were
no significant environmental impacts deriving from the borrow pits such that a
cumulative assessment was required, and that opinion was not challenged. But Lord
Hodge was able to take comfort also from the fact that the authority requested the
developer to provide a cumulative assessment, and that was provided and considered. I
do not think it is authority for any general proposition that even though one
development is integral to a second there is nothing illegal about separating one from
the other, and thereby avoid a cumulative assessment of significant environmental
effects of both. Each case will have to be considered in the light of its own specific facts,
and as I have said, the Skye facts are very different from the facts in the present case
where it has been stated by the developer, and apparently accepted by the inspector and
the Board, that it was not possible at the time the application was being considered for
the potential environmental effects of the works required in order to make the
connection to the national grid to be included in an EIS and then assessed, as the
route/design for that connection was not known precisely at the time, and in any event it
was a matter outside the control and knowledge of the developer at the time, being a
matter for ESB Networks to determine. Therefore, unlike the Skye case, there has not
been any assessment of the potential environmental impact of that second phase of the
wind farm development at all. There have been some views expressed that it is unlikely
that there would be any significant impact to the environment by the works required for
the connection to the national grid, but it cannot be said that there has been an
assessment as such, since the details have not yet been made available.

27. I am satisfied that the second phase of the development in the present case, namely
the connection to the national grid, is an integral part of the overall development of
which the construction of the turbines is the first part. This is not a case such as in R
(Littlewood) v. Bassetlaw District Council [2008]'s E.W.H. C. 1812 where the
development in question was a stand-alone project within a larger Master Plan
development, the full details of which had not yet been finalised. In that case it was held
that phase 1 was not dependent or reliant upon the completion of any other part of the
master plan, and therefore the cumulative effects of the entire master plan did not need
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to be assessed. The present case is different. The wind turbine development on its own
serves no function if it cannot be connected to the national grid. In that way, the
connection to the national grid is fundamental to the entire project, and in principle at
least the cumulative effect of both must be assessed in order to comply with the
Directive. In this regard the applicants have referred to the judgment of Clarke J.
inArklow Holidays Limited v. An Bord Pleanala and others [2006] IESC 15, albeit a
judgment on the question only as to whether the applicants had established substantial
grounds for their challenge to a decision to grant permission for the development of a
waste water treatment plant, inter alia on the ground that “the environmental impact
statement submitted by the Urban District Council in support of its application for
planning permission omitted from its considerations any potential impact on the
environment of all aspects of the project other than those directly connected with the
waste water treatment plant jtself’. What had been omitted was any assessment of the
environmental impact of certain aspects of the project which were outside the waste
water treatment plant itself, the inspector taking the view in his report that by virtue of
the fact that the rising mains and pumping stations were not located in environmentally
sensitive areas, they were unlikely to have a significant environmental impact and
therefore did not consider that the Board should require a new E.I.S. In deciding that a
substantial ground had been raised in this regard by the applicants, Clarke J. stated:

"It may well have been within the competence of the Board to take the
view that the potential environmental impacts of those aspects of the
project outside the waste water treatment plant itself were much less
significant than those from the plant. It may well also have been within
the competence of the Board to take the view that the impacts that might
be associated with those aspects outside the waste water treatment plant

e not, of themselves, significant. However, what is required to be

: &s@g en
AN BORD PLEAb‘ﬁ"s‘ éved /s the totality of the impact of the project taken as a whole. It is,

TIME

BY__therefore; at least arguable sufficient for the purposes of leave, that

aspects of a project which might not have impacts which would be
09 FEB 201significant in themselves might, when taken on a cumulative basis, and
when added to the impacts of other aspects of the same project, give rise

LTR DATED FROMo an ovetall view that the environmental impacts taken as a whole were

PL

such as should lead to a refusal of development consent or, indeed, the

=== POSIIon of more stringent conditions.”

28. It seems to me that the fact that the developer is at the mercy of ESB Networks as
far as the details of the plans for that connection to the grid is concerned, cannot
absolve the developer from compliance with the Directive in every respect. Presumably
at some future date all of the grid connection details will be ascertained, so that a
decision can be made as to whether there will or will not be any significant
environmental impact either on its own, or cumulatively with the wind turbine
development itself. The question is whether that cumulative assessment, or even a
decision as to whether any such cumulative assessment is required at all, should be
made prior to permission being granted for the first stage of the development (i.e. the
construction of the turbines), or whether the construction of the turbines can be allowed
to proceed, and then in due course when the details of the connection to the national
grid are known, a cumulative assessment of the environment mental impact of both can
be carried out - running the risk from the developer’s point of view, that in the event
that he proceeds with the construction of the turbines, it would be all in vain should
there be a negative cumulative assessment when it comes to considering the connection
to the national grid.

29. If, in the latter event, where a decision is made by the authority to refuse permission
for the connection to the national grid in view of a perceived significant environmental
impact cumulatively, and the first phase had at that stage already been completed and
was ready to be operated once the connection to the national grid was completed, there




§ TR, 1 T R AN s

AJARAT IS OR08 HA
My

S, | S

|
o ’ @08 §31 00
:

_MOST__ aamasy

-
bl

¢ ot ettt R—
W G b e A S
&




would be a significant prejudice to the developer such that it would probably make no
commercial sense to proceed with the completion of the turbines until such time as a
connection to the national grid was guaranteed by a relevant permission. For that
reason, Framore submits that in reality there is nothing to prevent a cumulative
assessment of the environmental impact of the connection to the national grid being
carried out later when the details are known. They point also to the fact that the
planning permission itself, which they have already obtained, makes it clear that the
granting of that planning permission is not to be taken as any assurance that a
connection to the national grid will be permitted. But, it must be borne in mind that
Condition 4 is not a condition which makes the construction of the turbines conditional
upon the consent being given for the connection to the national grid.

30. The applicants on the other hand fear that if the turbines are erected pursuant to the
present permission, it would be more difficult for the authority to refuse permission in
respect of the connection to the grid. In other words, the fear is that Framore would be
seen to have “a foot in the door” such that any objections that the applicants might raise
in relation to the second phase would be less likely to succeed than if the project was
assessed cumulatively now before the developer has invested heavily in phase 1. In this
regard, the applicants also refer to the fact that in the EIA Directive at recital 2 thereof
that is stated:

"pursuant to Article 191 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union, Union policy on the environment is based on the precautionary
principle and on the principles that preventive action should be taken, that
environmental damage should, as a priority, be rectified at source and that
the polluter should pay. Effects on the environment should be taken into
account at the earliest stage in all the technical planning and decision-
making processes” [Emphasis added].

The applicants submit that the “earliest stage” is now, and prior to permission being

granted for phase 1, and that otherwise there a risk that th ments of the

Directive will be avoided by no cumulative assessment of t ov'gfgl ﬁ@ 'E%’TE‘ !
ItS own will'be's i

carried out, particularly where it is probable that phase 2 o

exempted development requiring no planning consent.
31. The respondent in its written submission has stated: 0 9 FEB 2015 _ i
. LTR DATED
"57. For the Applicants” case to have any merit, it mu Sis
that the development and the national grid J itute the one

e

“project” and thus, that such a project has been grante ve
consent in defiance of the EIA Directive because such has arisen prior to a
complete EIA.

58. If, of course, the subject matter development and the future
connection to the national grid are viewed as one project, then it stands to
absolute reason that development consent has not been given for that
project. Indeed, Condition 4 is clear on this.”

32. In that regard, I have already concluded that in reality the wind farm and its
connection in due course to the national grid is one project, neither being independent of
the other as was the case on R (Littlewood) v. Bassetlaw District Council [supra] for
example. The Board’s submissions are very much predicated on the contrary argument,
and on the fact as submitted also by Framore that at this point in time there have been
no proposals formulated by ESB Networks for the design and route of the connection to
the national grid. That argument does not, it seems to me, justify treating phase 1 as a
stand-alone project when in truth it is not. Rather, it points to a prematurity in the
seeking of permission for the construction of the wind farm ahead of the detailed
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proposals for its connection to the national grid from ESB Networks. I appreciate that
Framore have indicated that it simply is not possessed of the necessary information in
this regard and could not include it in its EIS. But that does not mean that given more
time and further contact with ESB Networks it could not be achieved so that it could be
included in an EIS which addressed the impact of the environment of the total project “at
the earliest stage”. It may mean that the developer must wait longer before submitting
its application for planning permission. But it seems to me likely at least that even if a
phase 1 permission is granted with a condition such as Condition 4 contained therein, no
sensible developer would complete phase 1 of the development without having been
granted permission for the connection to the national grid, or without having been
assured that the connection phase is exempted development. In that way, it is difficult
to see any real prejudice to the developer by having to wait until the necessary
proposals are finalised by ESB Networks so that an EIS for the entire project can be
completed and submitted, and so that a cumulative assessment of the likely impact on
the environment can be carried out in order to comply with both the letter and spirit of
the Directive,

33. I will therefore grant the reliefs at D1 and D2 of the Abridged Statement of Grounds
dated 14th February 2014,

AN BORD PLEANALA |
TIME BY

03 FEB 2015

LTR DATED FROM
PL

L e -
M‘_h







THE HIGH COURT
[2013 No. 802 J.R.]

BETWEEN
EAMON (TED) KELLY
APPLICANT
AND
AN BORD PLEANALA
RESPONDENT
AND

ROSCOMMON COUNTY COUNCIL, GALETECH ENERGY
DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED, SKY VALLEY CONCERNED RESIDENTS
GROUP, WIND TURBINE ACTION GROUP SOUTH ROSCOMMON, THE
DEPARTMENT OF ARTS, HERITAGE AND THE GAELTACHT, SKY
VALLEY WIND COMPANY, THE HERITAGE COUNCIL AND THE
COMMISSION FOR ENERGY REGULATION, PAUL DONOHUE, JAMES
FRANCIS FALLON, THOMAS BURKE, MARIA DONNELLY, TOM AND
FIONA FARRELL, LIAM KILDEA SKY VALLEY CONCERNED
RESIDENTS GROUP, THE HERITAGE COUNCIL AND THE COMMISSION

J FOR ENERGY REGULATION N
m@ﬁgﬂm’.‘" A LA i
BY

TIME

N—“_‘
JUDGMENT of Ms. Justice Finlay Geoghegan delivered bn the ZS_U‘ Ql:ﬁf_gg JQLIE I

2014. LT

&Y1%. R DATED FROM |
—-:-—_-—‘———._____‘_“M

1. The applicant, supported by one notice party, namely, the Department of Arts,

Heritage and the Gaeltacht (“the Department”) in this judicial review, seeks, by way
of primary relief orders of certz'o;'ari, to quash two decisions of the respondent to
grant planning permission for wind turbine developments in County Roscommon. The
challenged decisions are:

“(1) A decision made on the 9" of September, 2013, to grant permission for

a development comprising sixteen wind turbines with a hub height of 85m,







rotor diameter of 100m at Croan, Gortaphuill, Mullaghardagh, Dysart,
County Roscommon (Appeal Reference P120.239759 Planning Register
Ref. 10/541) (“Phase 1 Decision”).
(2) A decision made on the 13" of September, 2013, to grant planning
permission for a development comprising nineteen wind turbines with a hub
height of 85m, rotor diameter of 100m and overall height of 135m and 85m
anemometer mass and 110kv substation a Milltown, Skeavally, Tawnagh,
Tobermacloghlin, County Roscommon (Appeal ref. PL20.241069 Planning
Register Ref. 11/273) (“Phase 2 Decision”).
2. Galetech Energy Developments Ltd. (“Galetech™), a notice party, is the
applicant for the planning permissions that are the subject of the Phase 1 and Phase 2
Decisions. It supports the respondent, An Bord Pleanéla (“the Board”) in opposing
the present application.
3. As appears, the applications for planning permission relate to two

developments of wind turbines in County Roscommon. The applicant is resident in

Dysart, County Roscommon, is the Chairman of a group of local residents called the

Wind Turbine Action Group South Roscommon and was an appellat Bﬁ‘ﬂbtbﬁ_ EANALA
1
TIME

Board in relation to each appeal. i —— BY\______
09 FEB 2015
LTR DATED
Background 2 FROM\,
2avihni Vulid \
4, In 2010, Galetech applied for planning permission for a development

comprising 16 wind turbine at Dysart, County Roscommon. In 2011, it applied for
permission for the development of 19 wind turbines at Milltown, Skeavalley, County
Roscommon. The two developments are in the same vicinity and are contended by

the applicant to comprise two phases of the same development. They will be referred







(U8

to as Phase I and Phase 2 in this judgment. Roscommon County Council granted
permissions for the two developments and appeals were made to the Board.

5. The proposed developments are in the vicinity of a number of European sites,
both Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Areas (SPA).

There are ten conservation sites within 10km of the Phase 1 site. These include three
Natura 2000 sites, Loghcroan SAC, Four Road Turlough CSAC and the River Suck
Callows SPA. Those sites have impoﬁént numbers of wetland and water birds,
including Whooper Swan, Golden Plover and Greenland White Fronted Geese, all
Annexe 1 species. Within 15km of the Phase 2 site, there are 14 Natura sites
including the three Natura 2000 sites already mentioned.

6. The Board appointed a Planning Inspeoto; to prepare a repoit on the appeal in
relation to Phase 1, Ms. Kelly. Ms. Kelly reported on 11" March, 2012. She
recommended refusal of planning permission.

7. The Board appointed Ms. MacGabhann as Inspector in relation to the Phase 2
appeal. Ms. MacGabhann reported on 6% F ebruary, 2013. She also recommel.lded
refusal of planning permission.

8. The Board considered each of the appeals at a meeting of the Board held on 8%
August, 2013, and decided by a majority of 4:1 to grant permission for each of the
proposed developments in accordance with reasons, considerations and decisions set
out in the respective written decisions. It is those decisions, and the procedure leading

to them, that are the subject matter of the present application fo udicial review.
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Grounds of Challenge

9: The applicant has delivered a lengthy and detailed statement of grounds.
Pursuant to directions of the Court, it summarised the legal grounds upon which relief
is sought as follows:
“(1) The Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) accompanying the
applications for planning permission were inadequate and did not meet the
requirements of national and European law. The Board erred in law in
considering the statements to be adequate and proceeding to grant
permission.
(2) The Natura Impact Statements (NIS) accompanying the applications
for permission were inadequate and did not meet the requirements of
national and European law. The Board erred in law in considering the
statements to be adequate and proceeding to grant permission.
(3) The Board failed to carry out a proper environmental impact
assessment of the proposed development as is required under Irish and
European law.
(4) The Board failed to carry out a proper appropriate assessment of the
proposed development as is required under Irish and European law.
(5) The Inspectors in each appeal recommended a refusal of permission for
the proposed development, the Board erred. in failing to have any or any
proper regard to these recommendations and in paﬂmmm}?j
doubt expressed in these recommendation. T'ME\..___ BY
(6) The Board failed to properly or at all record its :onclusiogsgof @%13@5

LTR DATED
. 3 . FROM
any or any proper statement of its reasons or consifleyations confrary to \\i
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national and European law.







(7) The Board erred in applying an incorrect test in its purported

appropriate assessment.

(8) The Board’s decision was irrational.”
10. At the hearing, counsel indicated that the applicant was not pursuing grounds
(1) and (2).
11. The Department supports the applicant on his grounds of challenge which
relate to compliance with the requirements of the Council Directive 92/43/EEC (as

“amended) (the “Habitats Directive) and the relevant implementing national

legislation identified in grounds (4), (5), (6) and (7) above.
12. As appears, ﬂ.le primary ground relied upon by both the applicant and the
Department is that the decisions of the Board to grant each planning permission were
made in breach of the requirements of Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive as
transposed into national law by Part XAB of the Planning and Development Act 2000
(as amended) (“the PDA”). The main contention is that the Board, as competent
authority, failed to carry out an appropriate assessment in either appeal in accordance
with Article 6(3) and the decisions of the Court of Justice of the European Union
(CJEU), or to give reasons for the determination made in the course of the purported
appropriate assessments.
13. The applicant pursued ground (3) in relation to the alleged failure by the
Board to carry out an environmental impact assessment as required by Directive

2011/92/EU (“EIA Directive™) as implemented by the PDA.
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Scheme which applied to the challenged decisions taken by the Board to consider
appropriately the Board decisions.

Statutory Framework

15.  The ultimate decisions taken by the Board on the appeals were whether or not
to grant planning permission for the developments that were the subject of each of the
appeals pursuant to s. 37 of the PDA. In taking thbse decisions, by reason of the
nature and location of the proposed developments, there were three separately
identifiable requirements deriving from Statute (in part enacted to give effect to EU
obligations) with which the Board had to comply:

(i) Consideration of what might be termed normal or general planning

requirements under the PDA and compliance with its procedural

requirements; and

(ii) The carrying out of an envi;'onmental impact assessment required by

the EIA Directive as implemented by Part X of the PDA; and

(iii) The carrying out of an appropriate assessment as required by Article

6(3) of the Habitats Directive implemented by Part XAB of the PDA

" ————
“"‘--...,.
including making a determination. AN BORD PLEANALA
TIME By
09 FEB 2015
anni ir LT
Planning Requirements R DATED FROM

L~
16. The Board assigned an Inspector to report to it OW

146(1) of the PDA. The Inspector’s Report must include a recommendation to the
Board, which it is obliged to consider before determining the appeal (s. 146(2)).
17. In accordance with s. 34(10) of the PDA, the Board must state the main
reasons and considerations on which the decision is based. Also, as where, in this

case, the decision on the appeal is different to the recommendation in the Inspector’s







Report, the decision of the Board must “indicate the main reasons for not accepting
the recommendation in the report or reports to grant or refuse permission”.

Environmental Impact Assessment

18.  Where, as on the facts of these appeals, the Board is also obliged to carry out
an environmental impact assessment (EIA), the obligations imposed on it by the EIA
Directive, as implemented, are set out in Part X of the PDA. Section 171A(1) defines
an environment impact assessment, for the purposes of Part X, as:
“An assessment which includes an examination, analysis and evaluation
carried out by . . . the Board . . . in accordance with this Part and
Regulations made thereunder, that shall identify, describe and assess in an
appropriate manner, in light of each individual case and in accordance with
Articles 4 to 11 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive, the

direct and indirect effects of a proposed development on the following:

TIME BY

(a) human beings, flora and fauna;
(b) soil, water, air, climate and the landscap

(c) material assets and the cultural heritage d 09 F EB 2015

LTR DATED
(d) the interaction between the factors mentjoped in paragraphs (& EOJM@N_E

and (c).”

19. Section 172(1H) permits the Board, in carrying out an EIA, to “have regard to
and adopt in whole or in part any reports prepared by its officials or by consultants,
experts or other advisers”. This includes its Inspector’s Reports.

20.  Section 172(17) obliges the Board, when it has decided whether to grant or
refuse consent for the proposed development, to inform the applicant and the public of
the decision and to make the following information available to them:

“(a) The contents of the decision and any conditions attaching thereto;







(b) ah evaluation of the direct and indirect effects of the proposed
development on the matters set out in section 171A;
(c) having examined any submission or observation validly made:
) the main reasons and considerations on which the
decision is based and
(1)  the main reasons and considerations for the attachment of
any conditions, including reasons and considerations
arising from or related to submissions or observations
made by members of the public;
(d) where relevant, description of the main measures to avoid, reduce and,
if possible, offset the major adverse effects;
(e) any report referred to in sub-section (1H);
(f) information for the public on the procedures available to review the
substantive and procedural legality of the decision, and
(g) the views, if any, furnished by other Member States of the European
Union pursuant to s. 174.”
21.  The definition of an EIA as being “an examination, analysis and evaluation”
carried out by the Board and the obligation of the Board pursuant to s. 172(1J)(b) to

make available to the public its evaluation of the direct and indirect effects of the

proposed development on the matters set out ins. 171A are OWW
RD PLEANALA

the matters in dispute. TIME__ 8Y
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22, In these appeals, the third statutory requirement imposed on the Board relates

to its obligations and in particular the carrying out of an appropriate assessment







pursuant to Article 6 of the Habitats Directive as implemented by Part XAB of the

PDA. There is some dispute as to the extent of the obligations imposed and in

particular the nature of the reasons which must be given by the Board.

23.  Whilst the provisions of Part XAB are more detailed than Article 6 of the

Habitats Directive, it was common case between the parties at the hearing that they

are intended to and do impose similar obligations on the Board to those imposed by

Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive as construed by reference to the case law of the

CJEU.

24.  Article 6 of the Habitats Directive, insofar as relevant, provides:
“2. Member States shall take appropriate steps to avoid, in the special
areas of conservation, the deterioration of natural habitats and the habitats
of species as well as disturbance of the species for which the areas have
been designated, in so far as such disturbance could be significant in
relation to the objectives of this Directive.
3. Any plan or project not directly connected with or necessary to the
management of the site but likely to have a significant effect thereon,
either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, shall be
subject to appropriate assessment of its implications for the site in view of
the site's conservation objectives. In the light of the conclusions of the
assessment of the implications for the site and subject to the provisions of
paragraph 4, the competent national authorities shall agree to the plan or
project only after having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the

integrity of the site concerned and, if appropriate, aft Wﬁﬂm&ﬁww.
"BORD PLEANALA
opinion of the general public. TIME BY
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25.

10

4. If, in spite of a negative assessment of the implications for the site and
in the absence of alternative solutions, a plan or project must nevertheless
be carried out for imperative reasons of everriding public interest,
including those of a social or economic nature, the Member State shall
take all compensatory measures necessary to ensure that the overall
coherence of Natura 2000 is protected. It shall inform the Commission of

the compensatory measures adopted.”

As appears Article 6(3) envisages a two-stage process which is implemented

in greater detail by ss. 177U and 177V of the PDA:

26.

There is a dispute between the parties as to the preci

(1) a screening for appropriate assessment in accordance with s. 177U;

TIME
1s required then it must carry out an appropriate a essmem&EM_

(ii) if, on a screening, the Board determines that ar appﬁfi‘iﬁt@@aﬁ ALA }

with s. 177V.

the Board in relation to the stage 1 screening by s.1777U but its resolution is not

strictly necessary in these proceedings. There is agreement on the nature and purpose

of the screening process which is well explained by Advocate General Sharpston in

Case C-258/11 Sweetman at paras 47-49:

| “47. It follows that the possibility of there being a significant effect on the

site will generate the need for an appropriate assessment for the purposes of
Article 6(3). The requirement at this stage that the plan or project be likely
to have a significant effect is thus a trigger for the obligation to carry out an
appropriate assessment. There is no need to establish such an effect; it is, as
Ireland observes, merely necessary to determine that there may be such an

effect.
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48. The requirement that the effect in question be ‘significant’ exists in order
to lay down a de minimis threshold. Plans or projects that have no
appreciable effect on the site are thereby excluded. If all plans or projects
capable of having any effect whatsoever on the site were to be caught by
Article 6(3), activities on or near the site would risk being impossible by
reason of legislative overkill.
49. The threshold at the first stage of Article 6(3) is thus a very low one. It
operates merely as a trigger, in order to determine whether an appropriate
assessment must be undertaken on the implications of the plan or project for
the conservation objectives of the site [. . . ]”
27, The applicant submitted that s. 177U is mandatory and obliges the Board to
carry out a screening and make a formal determination as to whether or not an
appropriate assessment is required in all cases, and that it did not do so in the appeals,
the subject matter of these proceedings. The Board in response does not assert that it
conducted a stage 1 fonnél screening but disputes that it was under an obligation to

carry out a screening and issue a formal determination in circumstances where the

planning applications were accompanied by a Natura impact statement. It referred to
s. 177U(6)(c) and submitted that this is intended to reflect the practical reality of the
situation which pertains in these appeals where the requirement to carry out a full
appropriate assessment had been established before the planning authority.

28.  Sub-sections 177U(1) and (2), in their terms, impose a mandatory obligation

on a competent authority, such as the Board, to carry out screening for appropriate

assessment before consent is given for a proposed developmeft. ’ﬂnsg@hgeptp_@g,ﬂ ALA 1
: : TIME i
insofar as relevant, provide:
09F EB 2015 l
LTR DATED
PL e §




- il u

A LR . ey N s W ST B
% V

AJAGAS G RO UA
ve . A

R o i S S

Jind A% 00
NS g1 BV

e — T % S P

-

A ‘I..".-'M
-



12

“177U. - (1) A screening for appropriate assessment of . . . [an] application
for consent for proposed development shall be carried out by the competent
authority to assess, in view of best scientific knowledge, if that . . . proposed
development, individually or in combination with another plan or project is
likely to have a significant effect on the European site.
(2) A competent authority shall carry out a screening for appropriate
assessment under subsection (1) before-
(@...”
Sub-section (3) permits the competent authority to request information from the
applicant to enable it carry out the screening. Sub-sections (4) and (5) set out the
determinations which may be made by the Board in that screening process in the
following terms:
“(4) The competent authority shall determine that an appropriate assessment
... of a proposed development, . . . is required if it cannot be excluded, on
the basis of objective information, that the . . . proposed development,
individually or in combination with other plans or projects, will have a
significant effect on a European site.
(5) The competent authority shall determine that an appropriate assessment

of ... a proposed development, . . . is not required if it can be excluded, on

ynent

AN BORD PLEANAL A

individually or in combination with other plans o piejects, will havgv'l

03 FEB 205

29. Sub-section (6) then provides for the notification fé{gqugﬁﬂmiauﬁﬁ% by a

competent authority. However, it only expressly requires notification to be given -

the basis of objective information, that the . . . pr
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required. When it does so, it must give notice of the determination, including reasons
for the determination to the applicant, persons who have made submissions or
observations and a party to an appeal. However, sub-section (c) then provides
“paragraph (a) shall not apply in a case where the application for consent for fhe
proposed development was 'accompanied by a Natura impact statement”.

30.  Whilst the above statutory scheme appears in its express terms to impose a
mandatory obligation under sub-sections (1) and (2) on the Board to carry out a
screening for appropriate assessment prior to giving consent for a all proposed
developments, sub-section (6), in its express terms, only appears to require notice of
its determination with reasons to be given to certain persons where it reaches a
positive conclusion that an appropriate assessment is required and then relieves the
Board of giving notice of its determination in circumstances where the application for
consent was accompanied by a Natura impact statement. As I have already observed,
it is not necessary, for the determination of this judicial review application, to decide
the proper construction of these provisions as the Board accepted an appropriate
assessment was required. Itis, however, relevant to the subsequent issues in dispute
in relation to the nature of the full appropriate assessment which must be carried out
and the reasons which must be given therefor, to note that an appropriate assessment
is the second stage of a two-stage process and only arises where the first stage or
screening process has either determined (or it was at least implicitly accepted) that the

proposed development, alone or in combination with other plans or projects, is likely

to have a significant effect on a European site within the meaning of th&/ 1S fEeshpkls NALA |
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set out by Advocate General Sharpston in Sweetman. 0g - —
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provides that “An appropriate assessment carried out under this Part shall include a
determination by the competent authority under Article 6.3 of the Habitats Directive
as to whether ornota. .. proposed development would adversely affect the Integrity
of a European site”. The Board is the competent authority for the purposes of Part
XAB in relation to a planning appeal. If as expressly required by s.177V(1) the
determination to be made as part of the appropriate assessment is to meet the
requirements of Article 6.3 of the Habitats Directive, it follows that the full
appropriate assessment must meet the requirements of Article 6.3 of the Habitats
Directive as construed in CJEU case law.

32. Sub-section 177V(1) also expressly requires the appropriate assessment to be
carried out before consent is given for a proposed development. Further Sub-section
(3) provides that “Notwithstanding any other provision in this Act [and other named
Acts] the Board shall give consent to a proposed development”only after having
determined that the . . .or proposed development shall not adversely affect the
integrity of a European site”. Sub-section (4) then “subject to the other provisions of
the Act” permits consent to be given where modifications or conditions are attached
and the Board has determined that “the proposed development would not adversely

affect the integrity of the European site if it is carried out in accordance with the

O. q E r
) 1ot selevant withe
09 FEB 2015

LTR DATED
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33.  As appears, the respective effects on the decisionfimaking processof tﬁgm 'i%

consent and the modifications or conditions attaching ther

such determination was made in either appeal and 5.177V

issues to be determined.
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of the environmental impact assessment and the appropriate assessment (where both
have to be cairied out by the Board prior to taking its planning decision) are quite

different. In carrying out an environmental impact assessment, the Board is required
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to conduct an examination, analysis and evaluation of and identify the direct and
indirect effects of the proposed developments on the matters specified in section
171A(1). However, the outcome of that examination, analysis, evaluation and
identification informs rather than determines the planning decision which should or
may be made. The Board has jurisdiction in its discretion to grant consent regardless
of the outcome of the EIA though of course it impacts on how it should exercise its
discretion.

34.  In contrast, the Board, in carrying out an appropriate assessment under Article
6(3) and s.177V, is obliged, as part of same, to make a determination as to whether or
not the proposed development would adversely affect the integrity of the relevant
European site or sites in view of its conservation objectives. The determination which
the Board makes on that issue in the appropriate assessment determines its jurisdiction
to take the planning decision. Unless the appropriate assessment determination is that
the proposed development will not adversely affect the integrity of any relevant
European site, the Board may not take a decision giving consent for the proposed
development unless it does so pursuant to Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive. Itis
agreed that the decisions made by the Board herein were not taken pursuant to Article
6(4) of the Habitats Directive. Hence, for the purposes of these appeals, the Board

was precluded from granting consent for the proposed developments unless, having

conducted an appropriate assessment in accordance with Article onstrued by

AN BORD pp g
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proposed development “will not adversely affect the integrity of a European site”







16

have been considered by the CJEU in a number of cases. In Waddenzee (Case C-
127/02) [2004] E.C.R. I-7405, at para. 61 of its judgment, it stated:
“. .. under Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, an appropriate
assessment of the implications for the site concerned of the plan or
project implies that, prior to its approval, all the aspects of the plan or
project which can, by themselves or in combination with other plans or
projects, affect the site’s conservation objectives must be identified in
the light of the best scientific knowledge in the field. The competent
national authorities, taking account of the appropriate assessment of
the implications of mechanical cockle fishing for the site concerned in
the light of the site’s conservation objectives, are to authorise such an
activity only if they have made certain that it will not adversely affect
the integrity of that site. That is the case where no reasonable
scientific doubt remains as to the absence of such effects.”
36.  This formulation as to the nature of the obligations imposed under Article 6(3)
of the Habitats Directive has been affirmed and expanded upon in subéequent
decisions of the CJEU. In Commission v. Spain (Case C-404/09) [2011]1 E.C.R. I-
11853, the CJEU referred again to the obligation to identify the affects of the
proposed development on the European sites conservation objectives “in the light of
the best scientific knowledge in the field” and referred again t(fMast that “no

N N . A ‘. i -‘-“-!-w
reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence of such f%&tgu %?ﬁ@a@léﬁﬁ( NALA

d 100, the CJEU stated PP
an 0, the CJEU stated:
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