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Case Study 1:

Including Mitigation in Screening

Request for Further

Information from Mayo

County Council (Oct 2010):

In relation to the NIS requested,

this should refer to both the

construction and operation

phase of the development. The

AA Screening submitted to the

Planning Authority just refers to

best practise. In this regard, it

is felt that more detail is required

to include both the construction

and operation phase. Following

the precautionary principle

Mayo County Council, being the

competent authority in this

instance, has decided a NIS is

required.



Retail / Commerical Development, Ballinasloe, Co. Galway 
Potential Impacts on the River Suck Callows SPA.

Case Study 2a:

Lack of Adequate Baseline Data

Galway County CouncilôsRequest for Further Information (2008):

The EIS is deficient in respect of its assessment of the likely effects on birds.

No bird surveys were undertaken to determine usage of nearby grasslands and

callows by wintering or breeding birds. The section on birds in the EIS does not

constitute an Appropriate Assessment as is required under Article 6(3) of the

EU Habitats Directive. Further survey and assessment should be undertaken to

determine whether the proposed development on its own, and in combination with

other developments, is likely to have an adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA.



άHavingregardto the nature and limited extent
of the surveyinformation that is includedin the
Environmental Impact Statement relating to
flora and fauna and specificallyrelating to birds
on a nearbysite and the proximity of the site of
the proposed development to the candidate
Special Area of Conservation and Special
Protection Area the Board is not satisfied that
any further expansionof wind turbines on this
site would not have a potentially significant
negative impact on bird habitats and bird
migratory paths in the area. In decidingnot to
acceptthe LƴǎǇŜŎǘƻǊΩǎrecommendationto grant
permission,the Boardconsideredthat it would
not be appropriate to rely on the bird survey
carried out for a nearby site for any further
expansionof the wind farm.έAn BordPleanala
Decision,Sept,2010.

Case Study 2b:

Lack of Adequate Baseline Data



Windfarm Proposal at Tulla, Co. Clare 
within the Slieve Aughty Mountains SPA

ABP decision to refuse was however because:

ñThesite of the proposed development is in an exposed upland area of blanket bog,

adjoining an intact, active bog, Glendree Bog SAC and outside any of the areas

identified as ñStrategicAreasòor ñAcceptablein Principleòin the Wind Energy

Strategy of the current Clare County Development Plan, 2005-2011 (as amended).ò

An Bord Pleanala Reference 08/1950 (Decision Date 8th Oct 2010)

ABP inspectorôsreport recommended refusal because ñéit is considered that an

appropriate assessment of the implications of the proposed development for the

conservation objectives of the Slieve Aughtry SPA must conclude that the proposed

development would adversely effect the integrity of that SPA because the Board

cannot ascertain beyond reasonable scientific doubt that the proposed

development, both in itself and in combination with other projects, would not have

negative effects on the hen harrier population in the area, even if those effects are

unlikely.

Case Study 3:
Difficulties in Assessing Impacts with Certainty



Case Study 4:
Determining Significance of Impacts and Site Integrity




