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APPEAL DETAILS
DETAIL: First party Appeal against Carlow County Council’s Notification of Decision to Refuse Planning
Permission for development of an up to 7 no. turbine wind farm and associated works within the townlands
of Rossacurra, Cranemore, Kilbrannish North, Bealalaw, Raheenliegh, Aclare, Co. Carlow.
PLANNING REFERENCE: Carlow County Council Planning Ref. 21/13
LOCATION:

Townlands of Rossacurra, Cranemore, Kilbrannish North, Bealalaw, Raheenliegh,
Aclare, Co. Carlow.

APPLICANT:

Coillte CGA, Dublin Road, Newtownmountkennedy, Co. Wicklow, A63DN25
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1. INTRODUCTION
Fehily Timoney and Company, Core House, Pouladuff Road, Cork has been retained by Coillte CGA, Dublin Road,
Newtownmountkennedy, Co. Wicklow, A63DN25 to make this first party appeal against Carlow County Council’s
notification to refuse planning permission for the above referenced development. The notification to refuse
planning permission is dated the 18th March, 2021, a copy of same is provided in Appendix 1 of this letter. A
cheque for the sum of €3,000 made payable to An Bord Pleanála accompanies this first party appeal.
The planning application was refused on three grounds as detailed below:
Refusal Reason No. 1:
Having regard to the location of the proposed wind farm development in the Blackstairs and Mount Leinster
Uplands Landscape Character Area, and the overall size and scale of the proposed development comprising of 7
No. wind turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 178 metres, it is considered that the proposed wind farm
development would have an adverse visual impact on the Blackstairs and Mount Leinster Uplands Landscape
Character Area, with the proposal resulting in very significant landscape visual impacts on designated scenic
route numbers 10, 11, 12 and 16, and designated protected views 1, 4, 24, 29, 30, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41 and 42 as
identified in the County Carlow Landscape Character Assessment within Appendix 6 of the Carlow County
Development Plan 2015-2021.
The proposed development, therefore, would adversely interfere with the character of the landscape and would
contravene the 'County Carlow Landscape Character Assessment and Schedule of Protected Views' within the
Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021. Accordingly, the proposed development, if permitted, would be
contrary to Heritage Policy 1 of the Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021 which seeks to 'Protect
designated Views, Prospects and Scenic Routes in the county as appropriate'. The proposed development is
therefore considered contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.
Refusal Reason No. 2:
The proposed development site is located in close proximity to the Blackstairs Mountains SAC (Site Code 000770)
with indirect upstream hydrological links to the Slaney River Valley SAC (000781) and the River Barrow and River
Nore SAC (002162). The application site and associated study area also contain an area of Annex 1 habitat
identified as 'European Dry Heaths' (4030) which forms part of the National Annex 1 European Dry Heath Habitat
resource. The potential loss of such Annex 1 habitat resulting from the proposed development may affect the
habitat's national conservation status which is protected under the Habitats Directive. Furthermore, the
application documents and EIAR report do not satisfactorily demonstrate that the proposed development will
not adversely impact on Bat populations in the area protected under the Habitats Directive and the Merlin bird
species and other migratory birds protected under the EU Birds Directive.
Based on the foregoing and the information submitted with the application the Planning Authority is not fully
satisfied that the applicant has adequately demonstrated that the proposed development, would not give rise
to ecological and biodiversity impacts on flora and fauna in the area and as such would materially contravene
Heritage Objective 5 of the Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021 which seeks "to support the protection
of habitats and species covered by the EU Habitats Directive ..... " and to "ensure that development does not
have a significant adverse impact, incapable of satisfactory mitigation, on plant, animal or bird species protected
by law. To permit the proposed development on the basis of information submitted would materially contravene
the provisions of the Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021 outlined above, including Heritage Policy 2
"to only authorise development after the competent authority has ascertained, based on scientific evidence that
the plan or project will not give rise to significant adverse direct, indirect or secondary effects on the integrity of
any European Site.
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The proposed development would therefore be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of
the area.
Refusal Reason No. 3
The proposed wind farm site is located in an upland area of the Blackstairs Mountains which is predominately
served by a local road network of restricted width and capacity. Having regard to the site location, and the
condition of the existing road network proposed to access the site during the construction period, it is considered
that the application documents and accompanying Environmental Impact Assessment Report fails to
satisfactorily demonstrate that the local road network is of adequate capacity and design to accommodate the
volume and frequency of HGV traffic proposed along the haul routes during the construction period. Accordingly,
on the basis of the information submitted, the proposed development will likely have a significant adverse
impact on the local road network, would endanger public safety by reason of a traffic hazard and be contrary to
the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.
After careful review by the Design Team our client is now seeking to appeal Carlow County Council’s (CCC)
decision and respectfully request An Bord Pleanála (ABP) to grant planning permission for the development in
the interest of the proper planning and sustainable development of the area and in compliance with national
and local climate, planning and energy policies. There are 4 grounds for appeal as summarised below:
1.

There is an overarching requirement for each County to facilitate renewable energy development in
particular onshore wind energy in order to meet targets in the Climate Action Plan 2019. These
targets are being committed into law under the Climate Action and Low Carbon Amendment Bill
approved by Government in March 2021 and proceeding to Houses of the Oireachtas as priority
legislation. The current wind energy strategy for Carlow County Council identifies limited areas which
are considered suitable for wind energy development, with the subject site location being one of
those areas. If the current proposal does not proceed Carlow County Council would be significantly
deficient in their contribution to onshore renewable energy targets.

2.

The proposed development is considered not to adversely interfere with the character of the
landscape and would not contravene the County Carlow Landscape Character Assessment and
Schedule of Protected Views within the Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021.

3.

There is no evidence of Annex I Habitat on the site and there is adequate survey information available
in the EIAR and NIS to determine the baseline for impacts on birds and bats and conclude that the
proposed development will not adversely impact on Bat populations in the area protected under the
Habitats Directive and the Merlin bird species and other migratory birds protected under the EU Birds
Directive.

4.

The Traffic and Transportation Report by Carlow County Council does not recommend refusal but
requests clarification on some elements of the transportation routes to the site and recommends pre
construction surveys. The use of the local roads as haul routes for the proposed construction period
will not create a traffic hazard and will not have a significant adverse impact on the local road
network. There is significant precedent nationwide for the use of similar Local Roads for Renewable
Energy Developments.

This first party appeal rebuts in full the three refusal reasons outlined in the CCC Notification to Refuse
Permission through the four grounds of appeal as listed above.
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2. DOCUMENTS ENCLOSED
Cheque for the sum of €3,000 made payable to An Bord Pleanála in respect of the statutory first party appeal
fee.
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Appendix 1:

A copy of Carlow County Council’s Notification to Refuse Planning Permission dated
18th March 2021.

Appendix 2:

Detailed Response by Macro Works to Refusal Reason no. 1.

Appendix 3:

Detailed Response to the DAU submission by Fehily Timoney and Company.

Appendix 4:

Results of further ornithological surveys undertaken at the site for summer / breeding
season 2020 by Malachy Walsh and Partners.

Appendix 5:

Road Survey Photographic Record by Fehily Timoney and Company.
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3. GROUNDS FOR APPEAL
This section of the appeal summarizes the Refusal Reasons in italics and responds with our considered response
as to why the refusal reasons should be overturned by An Bord Pleanála and permission should be granted for
the subject development.
In coming to a decision on this appeal we respectfully request An Bord Pleanála to have regard to the
overarching policy requirement to facilitate onshore wind energy development as discussed in detail in Section
3.1 below. In advance of addressing the 3 no. refusal reasons specifically, this first party appeal sets out the
overarching policy support for onshore wind energy and the appropriateness of the proposed site to
accommodate same from a climate, energy and land-use policy perspective.

3.1

Policy Support

3.1.1

Introduction

There is significant national, regional and local climate, planning and energy policy support for the subject
development. A detailed list of the relevant policies are contained in Chapter 4 of the EIAR submitted with the
planning application.
It is noted that the principle of the proposed development at this location is not considered to materially
contravene the Carlow County Development Plan with regard to Carlow County Council’s Wind Energy Strategy.
The Carlow County Council’s planner’s report is broadly positive with respect to the policy support for wind
energy development at this location. In particular the planner’s report notes the following:
“Page 24 of the Wind Energy Strategy indicates that this Landscape Character Area has a low capacity for
wind farming, stating ' The low capacity of Mount Leinster and the Blackstairs is due to its being a unique
scenic and 'wilder ' area of the County. It has been identified as such in the County's Tourism Development
Strategy. However, as it is an extensive area, its capacity to assimilate wind farms would be very much
influenced by the conditions obtaining in specific locations and the degree to which mitigation measures
could minimise visual and environmental intrusion '.
The proposed wind farm site, with a site area of circa 125ha, has been assessed to include lands that are
identified as being 'open for consideration' in the wind strategy map consisting of Kilbrannish Hill,
Cranemore and Tinnarnogney. The application site boundaries and proposed turbine locations are not
completely contained in the 'open for consideration' boundaries as per the Wind Strategy Map (see figure
1 below).
On Page 44 of the Wind Energy Strategy, the document clarifies the position in relation to open for
consideration areas, namely, 'In these instances applications for planning permission will be treated on
their merits. It is likely that such instances may arise only in the Mount Leinster/ Blackstairs area, given the
requirement for adequate wind speeds. '
In addition, it is noted that there is an existing 5 turbine wind farm development located on a separate
nearby site to the southeast of the current application site known as the Greenoge Wind Farm. The
applicant in the EIAR report (Chapter 4, Page 17) points to this setting a precedent for wind farm
development in the area.
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Having regard to all the above, the overall principle of the subject development will therefore be determined
by a number of environmental sensitivity factors including the ability of the landscape to visually absorb
the proposed development in addition to residential and general amenity impacts of the project on the
locality. These will be discussed separately in this report”.
Therefore it is considered that the subject development is acceptable in principle subject to meeting
environmental standards.
We respectfully request An Bord Pleanála to consider the broader policy requirement in providing a balanced
approach to decision making in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area
and in doing so, to consider European and national climate and energy policies in tandem with the
environmental standards that are required to be met for all renewable energy projects. The following sections
(3.2, 3.3, 3.4) seek to address the three refusal reasons which relate to local environmental standards of LVIA,
Biodiversity and Traffic and Transportation. However such impacts must be considered in the context of broader
energy, climate and planning policy requirements. In this regard it is important to examine the following:
3.1.2

EU Governance Regulation and Ireland’s National Energy and Climate Plan (NECP)

Under the EU Governance Regulation 1, Member States had to submit their 2021-2030 draft National Energy
and Climate Plans 2 (NECP’s) by the end of 2018 and final plans by the end of 2019. The Commission has assessed
these both at EU and Member State level. Member States will also need to update their NECPs by the end of
June 2023 in a draft form and by 30 June 2024 in a final form in order to reflect an increased ambition. Member
States are required to report on the progress made in implementing their energy and climate policies, including
their NECPs, for the first time in March 2023 and every two years thereafter. The Governance Regulation is
effectively the piece of EU legislation under which Ireland is held accountable in meeting its de-carbonisation
targets.
It is important to note that Article 4 of the Regulation sets out specific trajectory requirements for renewable
energy share in key intermediate years of 2022, 2025 and 2027. The final version of Ireland’s first NECP set out
specific annual targets for delivery of onshore and offshore wind in order to meet the requirements of Article
4. These intermediate targets will be particularly difficult to deliver and will require early deployment of
onshore wind in particular, as the legislative framework underpinning offshore wind is still under
development. The minimum target for onshore wind in Ireland by 2025 is a total installed capacity for 5900MW,
an increase of approximately 1700MW in the next 5 years. This would need to increase substantially if there is
any delay in the delivery of offshore wind in this timeframe. Given the timelines for grid offer processing,
financing and construction, which can only commence after a successful grant of planning permission, the
delivery of this 2025 intermediate target will depend entirely on the scale of projects consented in the next 12 years. In addition, in a 2025 context, the existing capacity of the transmission grid to accommodate additional
renewables is a critical factor, as explained further below.
3.1.3

Grid Infrastructure

One of the most significant challenges that Ireland will face in delivering on its NECP obligations and meeting
the new legally binding decarbonisation targets identified in the Climate Action Bill 2021, will be integrating
new renewable generation on the transmission system.

1

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32018R1999&from=EN

2

https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/0015c-irelands-national-energy-climate-plan-2021-2030/
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With only 4.2GW installed today, there are already significant parts of the transmission network experiencing
relatively high constraints during periods of high wind 3. This means renewable energy projects in those areas
cannot export power to their full potential during periods of high wind. Adding further renewable generation
capacity in these areas, while necessary to meet overall national targets in the longer term, will be extremely
challenging without further network reinforcements and these are likely to be difficult and potentially slow to
develop and deliver in the near term. It is therefore critically important that quality projects developed in areas
with pre-existing capacity on the transmission grid are allowed to progress to the extent possible in a timely
manner.
Given the relatively low deployment of wind energy to date in Carlow (9MW, 0.2% of the national on- shore
wind energy fleet) 4, the transmission system in this area has good capacity to accommodate additional wind
generation and as such, a project consented in this area would be well placed to contribute, not just to our 2030
targets, but also to the critical and difficult to deliver intermediate targets set out in our NECP in 2025.
3.1.4

Climate Action Plan 2019 – Renewable Energy Targets

The 2019 Climate Action Plan (CAP) provides a roadmap of what must be achieved and requires 70% of all our
electricity to come from renewable energy sources by 2030. This almost doubles our previous target of 40% by
2020. To achieve the 70% target, the CAP earmarks a target of 3.5GW of off-shore wind and almost doubling
of existing on-shore wind from circa 4.2GW (today) to 8.2GW by 2030.
To put the scale of the ambition into context it should be noted that it has taken 20+ years to achieve the current
level of renewable penetration onto the Grid. The challenge is now to achieve twice as much in half the time
and to meet the NECP near term targets in 2022, 2025, etc.
The Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Bill 2021 recently approved by Government commits to an
average 7% per annum reduction in overall greenhouse gas emissions from 2021 to 2030 (a 51% reduction over
the decade) and to achieving net zero emissions by 2050. The 2030 and 2050 target is now set in law and all
public bodies including planning authorities are obliged to perform their function in a manner consistent with
national climate plans and strategies. Every sector must contribute to meeting this target by implementing
policy changes as outlined in the Bill. It is likely that the CAP targets for onshore wind will increase in order to
meet the requirements of the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Bill 2021 and the NECP near term
targets.
As mentioned above, to date in Co. Carlow approximately 9MW of onshore wind has been installed, this
represent only 0.2% of the national installed figure. If our national target of 8.2GW of onshore wind by 2030 is
to be met there is a need for each County to fulfil its renewable energy potential and contribute proportionately
towards national onshore wind targets. Permitting the subject development will contribute up to 38.5 MW of
renewable wind energy to the national grid which represents approximately 0.42% of the national target.
3.1.5

National Planning Framework and the Southern Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy

A key goal and objective of the National Planning Framework (NPF) is identifying how the State can ‘Transition
to a Low Carbon Economy’. Section 1.2 recognises the need for new energy systems and transmission grids in
order to deliver a more distributed, renewable focused national energy system in order to harness the potential
from wind, wave and solar energy sources.

3

https://www.eirgridgroup.com/site-files/library/EirGrid/2020-Qtrly-Wind-Dispatch-Down-Report.pdf

4

http://windenergyireland.com/about -wind/facts-stats
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Similarly the priority of the Southern Regional Spatial & Economic Strategy (SRSES) with regard to the transition
to a low carbon and climate resilient society notes that “Wind energy is currently the largest contributor of
renewable energy and it has the potential to achieve between 11-16 GW of onshore wind and 30 GW of offshore
wind by 2050. The sector can make a significant contribution to meeting national energy demands while
attaining our energy and emissions targets for 2020 and beyond”. Furthermore RPO 99 of the SRSES sets out a
clear objective “to support the sustainable development of renewable wind energy at appropriate locations
and related grid infrastructure in the Region in compliance with national Wind Energy Guidelines”.
3.1.6

Carlow’s Wind Energy Strategy

The Wind Energy Strategy contained as Appendix 5 of the Carlow County Development Plan identifies areas
that are considered ‘preferred areas’ and ‘areas open for consideration’ for wind energy development. The
‘preferred areas’ are located on the eastern extremities of the County and consist of approximately 1.1% of
Carlow’s landcover. The ‘Open for Consideration’ areas are sporadically located within the Mount Leinster and
Blackstairs areas to the east of the County and overall consist of approximately 1.6% of Carlow’s landcover. As
a County, Carlow has comparably very limited areas identified for wind energy development (i.e. ‘Open for
Consideration’ and ‘Acceptable in Principle’). . Therefore it is imperative that wind energy is facilitated in these
areas if Carlow is to meet its obligations in decarbonising the economy and contributing to the NECP, CAP and
Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Bill 2021 renewable wind energy targets. (As discussed more in
Section 3.2 and in Appendix 2 of this appeal the precedent for wind energy in proximity to the subject site
clearly demonstrates that the landscape is robust and has the capacity to absorb wind energy development).
In comparing Carlow to other Counties that have facilitated larger amounts of onshore wind successfully, Carlow
falls well short in its designations for Wind Energy Development. For example, Cork County Council as a
percentage of landcover identifies 60.7% of its landcover as been either ‘Acceptable in Principle’ or ‘Open to
Consideration’ for wind energy development. Clare County Council designates 14.7% of its land cover as being
suitable for wind energy development Therefore, Carlow currently falls well below other Counties in designating
appropriate lands. It is imperative that the lands that have been designated are realised and supported if Carlow
is to contribute in any meaningful way to national wind energy targets. In this context it should be noted that
there is a significant attrition rate associated with designated wind energy lands. Broadly speaking the attrition
rate relates to securing landowner agreements, site specific environmental constraints, set backs from
receptors, slopes, ground conditions etc. In addition, post planning, further hurdles are encountered such as
legal challenges, securing a grid connection offer and finding a viable route to market.
Croaghaun Wind Farm has a site area of 250 hectares and will have an MEC of up to 38.5 MW, this represents
approximately 10% of the lands designated in Carlow for wind energy development (i.e. c. 2500 hectares). The
subject site has to-date ‘passed’ the aforementioned development hurdles and the EIAR submitted with the
planning application clearly demonstrates that the site is suitable for wind energy development. It is imperative
that this site secures planning consent given the relative scarcity of such sites in Co. Carlow and in the context
of the low level of designated lands identified in the County Development Plan. Furthermore, the need to
consent additional onshore wind is particularly acute in Carlow given it is one of the counties best placed to
contribute to the future targets due to the relatively strong transmission grid in this area.
The wind farm will offset in the region of 53,000 tonnes of CO2 annually (as outlined in Section 6.4.4 of the EIAR)
which is double the reduction of carbon that could be achieved if the site were to use a similar turbine to the
N90 that is in use at the adjacent Greenoge wind farm. A previously consented wind farm for the site despite
the similar number of turbines (7 no. turbines) would have only resulted in offsetting a tenth the amount of
carbon as the proposed wind farm thanks to advances in wind technology The proposed wind farm represents
an efficient use of the land with respect to meeting the Carlow’s climate targets.
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Precedent

There is significant precedence in the area for Wind Energy Development. There are four Nordex N60 turbines
and one Nordex N90 located adjacent to the site at Greenoge. Permission was granted in 2008 (PL Ref. 08/527)
for a two-turbine extension to the existing Greenoge Wind Farm this was subsequently superseded by consent
(11/208) for a single Nordex N90 turbine which has been constructed. Permission was granted for a further
single wind turbine 900m east of the site boundary (15/87).
On the subject site permission was granted for a 7 turbine development (Pl Ref. 03/180; ABP Ref. PL01.203283)
in 2003. Whilst this consent has expired, Coillte now proposes to optimize this site by proposing a revised layout
with a tip height which is in line with advancements in turbine technology whilst complementing the aesthetic
of the existing Greenoge Wind Farm development on the adjacent site.
3.1.8

Tourism and Amenity

As well as providing direct positive effects in decarbonising the environment and providing clean renewable
energy sufficient to supply approximately 25,500 households with electricity per year, enough to power all
households in Carlow, the project has direct benefits to Tourism and Amenity.
The wind farm is strategically located adjacent to the South Leinster Way which traverses Coillte property. As
part of the wind farm development it is proposed to upgrade 2.74km of existing forest tracks and paths to a
recreational amenity trail for community use. The proposed upgrades have been selected to compliment a
recreation development concept which is being developed for the Kilbrannish Forest and Croaghaun Mountain
area. This concept plan is being sponsored by Coillte and developed in consultation with Carlow County Council
and the local community. Whilst the subject development will develop 2.74km of trails within the main wind
farm site, if permission is granted and the wind farm is constructed the community benefit fund associated with
the wind farm may lead to further recreation and amenity development in Kilbrannish forest as well as in
Kilbrannish South, Nine Stones, Mount Leinster and the Blackstairs Mountains if desired by the community.
Further details on the recreational and amenity provision are detailed in Chapter 3 – Development Description
and Chapter 11 Population and Human Health of the EIAR.
3.1.9

Community Development

Croaghaun Wind Farm will have an installed generating capacity of up to 38.5 based on a 7 no. turbine layout.
As set out in Chapter 11 of the EIAR Croaghaun Wind Farm if constructed will have a community benefit fund
developed for the project. As part of the Government’s Renewable Electricity Support Scheme (RESS)
Croaghaun Wind Farm has the potential to generate a community fund in excess of €200,000 per annum for
the local community for the first 15 years of operations following the commissioning of the project, and
€100,000 per year for the remaining lifetime of the project. Therefore the development of the site provides an
opportunity to transform the area with significant inward investment.
3.1.10 Conclusion
To conclude, it is clear from the policy objectives as outlined in Chapter 4 of the EIAR with regard to Climate
and Energy policy in addition to national, regional and local planning policy that there is significant policy
support for the subject development. In this regard we respectfully request ABP to consider and balance any
potential local impacts against the need to develop key strategic infrastructure sites to meet the strategic aims
of local, regional and national plans.
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In this context we note ABP’s assessment criteria concerning recently permitted Wind Farms in applying this
approach. In consenting the Moanvane Wind Farm Project (ABP Ref. PL19.301619), the Planning Inspector in
Section 11 of the Planning Report considered the compliance of the project with national policy as an important
factor before outlining the acceptability of impact at a local level, therefore balancing national need against
local impacts, a similar approach was used in ABP consenting the Pinewood Wind Farm Project (ABP Ref.
PL11.248518). Furthermore, the need to consent additional onshore wind is particularly acute in Carlow given
it is one of the counties best placed to contribute to the future targets due to the relatively strong transmission
grid in this area.

3.2

Refusal Reason No. 1

Having regard to the location of the proposed wind farm ……….. and the overall size and scale of the proposed
…… it is considered that the proposed wind farm development would have an adverse visual impact on the
Blackstairs and Mount Leinster Uplands Landscape Character Area, with the proposal resulting in very
significant landscape visual impacts on designated scenic route numbers 10, 11, 12 and 16, and designated
protected views 1, 4, 24, 29, 30, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41 and 42 as identified in the County Carlow Landscape Character
Assessment within Appendix 6 of the Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021.
Response:
Macro Works Ltd. undertook the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) for the planning application
EIAR (the Project LVIA) and include a detailed rebuttal to refusal reason no. 1 as Appendix 2 to this submission.
We respectfully request An Bord Pleanála to have full regard to Appendix 2 in considering this appeal, which
we summarise below.
The first reason for refusal in respect of the Croaghaun Wind Farm planning application relates to landscape
and visual matters; principally, Carlow County Council’s assessment of “very significant landscape visual impacts
on designated scenic route numbers 10, 11, 12 and 16, and designated protected views 1, 4, 24, 29, 30, 35, 36,
38, 39, 41 and 42 as identified in the Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021”. This assessment is directly
based on the findings of a third party report prepared by CAAS Ltd. on behalf of the Council.
For the reasons set out below, which are explained and elaborated on in Appendix 2 the CAAS report cannot be
relied upon in the determination of this application:
1. The CAAS report was not supported by a site visit and the assessment was not undertaken in
accordance with, and in some instances is contrary to, the relevant guidance for Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment as well as the Irish Wind Energy Development Guidelines.
2. The methodology employed in the CAAS assessment is overly simplistic and based principally on
viewing distance with no consideration of context or scheme design. Furthermore, the significance
criteria are inappropriate for the assessment.
3. The CAAS report is factually incorrect with regard to two of the designated views deemed to be ‘very
significantly’ impacted (as translated into the first reason for refusal), which will actually have no
potential visibility of the proposed development. Two other such designations are 13.5km and 17km
away from the site respectively and another will have only a minute view of blade tips. In a confusing
contradiction, other sections of the CAAS report identify several of the same ‘very significantly’
impacted scenic designations from Reason for Refusal 1 as incurring ‘Insignificant’ and ‘Slight’ impacts
and one case a ‘Moderate’ impact.
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4. The CAAS report refers to the adjacent Greenoge Wind Farm as being permitted rather than existing,
which has a major bearing on the receiving landscape, against which, the development is assessed.
5. Despite the clear shortcomings in the CAAS report noted above and in Appendix 2, Carlow County
Council appear to have relied heavily on it in making their determination, translating the findings of
this report directly into Reason for Refusal no. 1.
If the CAAS approach to LVIA for wind energy developments was universally applied there would not be a wind
farm in the country (existing, permitted or proposed) that does not give rise to a host of ‘Very Significant’ visual
impacts.
We submit that the findings of the LVIA assessment contained in Chapter 15 of the EIAR is robust and can be
relied upon and therefore respectfully request An Bord Pleanála to overturn refusal reason no. 1 in its entirety
and grant planning permission for this project.

3.3

Refusal Reason No. 2

The application site and associated study area also contain an area of Annex 1 habitat identified as 'European
Dry Heaths' (4030) which forms part of the National Annex 1 European Dry Heath Habitat resource. The
potential loss of such Annex 1 habitat resulting from the proposed development may affect the habitat's national
conservation status which is protected under the Habitats Directive. Furthermore, the application documents
and EIAR report do not satisfactorily demonstrate that the proposed development will not adversely impact on
Bat populations in the area protected under the Habitats Directive and the Merlin bird species and other
migratory birds protected under the EU Birds Directive.
Response:
3.3.1

Introduction

From reviewing the refusal reason, it would appear that Carlow County Council has four areas of concern with
regard to the impact of the proposed development on Biodiversity and compliance with the Habitat Directive
and EU Birds Directive.
These are as following:
•

Potential loss of Annex 1 Habitat

•

Potential impact on Bat Populations

•

Potential impact on Merlin Bird species

•

Potential impact on migratory bird species.

In reviewing the refusal reason we have also considered the submission on the application from the
Development Applications Unit (DAU).
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From the outset it is submitted that there is no Annex 1 Habitat on site and that the Biodiversity chapter of the
EIAR and the Natura Impact Assessment satisfactorily demonstrates that the proposed development will not
have an adverse impact on Bat population, Merlin bird species and other migratory birds species. There are a
number of other concerns which the DAU raise in their submission and for completeness these are directly
responded to in Appendix 3 of this submission. Appendix 3 also includes responses to other biodiversity issues
raised in the Carlow County Council Planning Report.
3.3.2

Annex I Health Habitat

The refusal reason suggests that there is Annex I habitat on site. It would appear that Carlow County Council
relied on the submission of the DAU where the DAU claim that two areas of the site have been mapped as
Annex I habitat ‘European dry heaths (4030)’. In this context the DAU appear to rely on a 2015 survey of the
areas 5 . The DAU submission focuses on two areas of the site identified as ‘Area A’ and Area B’.

Figure 1:

Locations of Areas A and B sites of the Annex I habitat survey.

In response to the DAU submission, there is no evidence of Annex I Dry Heath (4030) type within the
development footprint of the proposed wind farm. Furthermore it is important to note that the 2015 survey,
contrary to the DAU’s assertion, identifies one area only, ‘Area B’ as Annex I Dry Heath and does not identify
‘Area A’ as Annex I Dry Heath. Furthermore, ‘Area B’ as identified in the 2015 survey, is outside the wind farm
site boundary. We can confirm that surveys undertaken by suitably competent Fehily Timponey and Company
ecologists in June and July 2019 and again in September 2020 confirms that ‘Area A’ and ‘Area B’ do not conform
to Annex I Dry Heath Habitat.
Tubridy, M., Iremonger, S., Hickey, B. & O’Hanrahan, B. (2015) Blackstairs Habitat Mapping and Biodiversity Audit 2015.
Report for the Blackstairs Farming Group

5
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Full details of the survey methodology employed to assess the status of the HH1 Dry Siliceous Heath present
are provided in Section 8.2.5.1 of the EIAR. This methodology followed that recommended by NPWS 6 and the
guidance provided in Section 4 of that document was used to assess the structure and function of the habitat
under consideration.
Section 8.3.5.1 of the EIAR states that the dry heath habitats in areas A and B do not conform to Annex I Dry
Heath (4030) type:
“Overall, the heath habitat was established with no signs of foraging by wild fauna or grazing by farm
animals. The presence of bare ground and limited diversity of moss ground layer and absence of lichens
indicates disturbance of the habitat; likely from past burning/management practices. The presence of
Bracken (both areas) and Bramble (Area B) indicated the succession of the habitat towards scrub.
Both areas of the habitat have different amounts of disturbance and slight differences in their species
composition.
Juniper was not present within the heath habitat and therefore the heath habitat on site cannot correspond
with Annex I ‘Juniperous communis formations on heaths or calcareous grasslands (5130)’ habitat. Whilst
the habitat on site is dry heath, releve results confirms that it does not correspond with Annex I habitat
‘European dry heaths (4030)’ as the habitat contains limited floral diversity with an immature moss ground
layer with lichen completely absent from the ground layer. Also, Bracken (both areas) and Bramble (Area B
only) is invading the habitat and no sign of grazing are found.”
Thus, the Dry Siliceous Heath HH1 habitat recorded in both sites A and B lacked the key indicator species
associated with the Annex I Dry Heaths (4030) habitat type, such as western gorse Ulex gallii. In addition, it is
important to emphasise that every single relevé failed the criteria outlined in Perrin et al. (2014) for an
assessment of ‘good conservation status’ for Annex I Dry Heaths (4030; based on vegetation composition,
vegetation structure and physical structure). For example, every single relevé in both areas A and B lacked the
requisite 3 no. or more bryophytes or non-crustose species of lichens. Also, 70% (21/32) of relevés from both
areas combined had fewer than 2 no. positive indicator species present. Across both sites A and B the
conservation status was ‘Unfavourable bad (>25% of stops failed)’.
The DAU submission also made comments relating to the finding of Erica cinerea, Erica tetralix and Molina
caerulea within ‘Area A’ and ‘Area B’ and suggest that this is representative of wet heath or bog species.
It is acknowledged that Molinia caerulea and Erica tetralix are generally rare or absent in Dry Siliceous Heath
HH1 and that Erica cinerea ought to have been recorded for it to be a pure Dry Siliceous Heath HH1 type 7. It is
also acknowledged that the abundance of M. caerulea and E. tetralix presents similarities with the Fossitt Wet
Heath HH3 habitat type. However, it is highly unlikely that the habitat is pure Wet Heath HH3 type, as no
Trichophorum caespitosum and Juncus squarrosus were recorded during relevé surveys (key Wet Heath HH3
species).
The heath habitats within the study area were mapped based on the dominant habitat type present at the
location namely Dry Siliceous Heath HH1. The species composition for both areas A and B were similar and the
classification of Area B as Dry Siliceous Heath HH1 matches the habitat classification in the Tubridy et al (2015),
‘Blackstairs Habitat Mapping and Biodiversity Audit 2015’ report cited in the DAU response.
Perrin, P. M., Barron, S. J., Roche, J. R., O’Hanrahan, B., Perrin, P. M., Barron, S. J., & Roche, J. R. &. (2014). Guidelines for
a national survey and conservation assessment of upland vegetation and habitats in Ireland. Version 2.0 Citation.
www.botanicalenvironmental.com

6

7

Fossitt, J. A. (2000). A Guide to Habitats in Ireland. The Heritage Council.
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It is acknowledged that the habitat type does form a mosaic to a lesser degree with Wet Heath habitat however
the dominant habitat type remains as being Dry Siliceous Heath HH1.
For completeness and to alleviate any concerns that the habitat represents Annex I Habitat Fehily Timoney and
Company has repeated the assessment for Wet Heath under the criteria outlined in Perrin et al. (2014) for
Annex I habitat ‘North Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix (4010)’. This did not involve an additional site visit,
but a re-assessment of the survey data against a different set of criteria.
As for Dry Heath (4030), the results of this assessment showed that every single relevé failed the criteria for an
assessment of ‘good conservation status’ for Annex I Wet Heaths (4010; based on vegetation composition,
vegetation structure and physical structure). Almost every relevé contained too great a coverage of Agrostis
capillaris and lacked the requisite moss coverage to be of Annex I type. Across both sites A and B the
conservation status was ‘Unfavourable bad (>25% of stops failed)’.
Of key relevance is the 2015 survey referenced in the submission 8, which shows only area B as having been
mapped as Annex I Dry Heath habitat (see Figure 2). According to this paper, area A (the location of turbine T6)
was not classified as Annex I Dry Heath (4030) habitat, which corresponds with the results of the Fehily Timoney
and Company field surveys.
Whilst the 2015 survey maps area B to the west of the development boundary as ‘Dry Heath (4030)’ type, this
area is outside the footprint of the wind farm and according to more recent Fehily Timoney and Company 2019
field assessments, did not contain sufficient indicator species to warrant an Annex I ‘Dry Heath’ classification
(or Annex I ‘northern Atlantic wet heaths’ classification).
Therefore, there is no Annex I Dry Heath habitat within the development boundary of the proposed wind farm.
Clearly, area B (outside the site boundary) was once classified as Annex I ‘Dry Heath’ habitat. It is possible that
since the assessment was made by Tubridy et al., the conservation status of the dry heath in area B has since
declined, probably due to pressures such as burning, which are known to occur in the area. This could have
also affected the floristic composition of area B, which now includes species common with the Wet Heath HH3
type rather than the pure Dry Heath type, as recorded by Tubridy et al. Nonetheless, it must be noted that the
assessment of area B as Dry Siliceous Heath HH1 reflects the classification by Tubridy et al.
As the Dry Siliceous Heath HH1 habitat recorded within the wind farm development footprint does not
correspond to any Annex I habitat type, it also currently has no legal designation. There is also no mechanism
in place or legally binding obligation for the landowner to improve this habitat and it is not located within a
European site. There is also ongoing burning, scrub encroachment and surrounding drainage associated with
forestry activities in the area. Therefore, the “do-nothing scenario” would mean that the heath remains as
lower value and will not naturally revert to good quality without management.

Tubridy, M., Iremonger, S., Hickey, B., Mary Tubridy, H., Clontarf, A., & Fitzgerald, H. (2015). Blackstairs Habitat Mapping
and Biodiversity Audit 2015 A report for the Blackstairs Farming Group. In Blackstairs Habitat Mapping and Biodiversity
Audit.

8
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Figure 2:
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For completeness and referring to the DAU submission with regard to the identification of Polypodium agg.,
this species was erroneously listed in the EIAR chapter section 8.3.5.1 as a moss species. This is a small,
evergreen polypody fern of the family Polypodiaceae and it is now clarified that it is not a moss species. Section
8.3.5.1 of the EIAR should be taken to be addended accordingly.
To conclude, this submission and the Biodiversity chapter of the EIAR, clearly sets out that there are no Annex
I Habitat within the site and therefore we refute Carlow County Council’s assertions in this regard.
3.3.3

Bats

The refusal reason suggests that the application documents and EIAR report do not satisfactorily demonstrate
that the proposed development will not adversely impact on Bat populations in the area protected under the
Habitats Directive. Carlow County Council’s planner’s report suggests that the wind farm may possibly cause
injury or death to a few individual specimens of Leisler’ s bat as it is a high flying species (10m to 70m+) and
that the amount of time for such bats to be hunting at upper height limit cannot be assessed accurately due to
maximum distance by ultrasound detectors. The planner’s report suggests that the operational phase bat risk
is unclear and should be amended and clarified.
In response to this submission, Leisler’s bats are well-known for having a loud, lower frequency call, with
frequencies ranging from 24.7 to 31.4 kHZ9. It is well known that lower frequencies carry further, as they are
less likely to be absorbed by physical barriers, such as vegetation. Therefore, despite the high-flying nature of
Leisler’s bats, our static detectors give a representative picture of Leisler’s activity at the proposed wind farm
site, even at the upper height limit. The original assessment of the operational and residual impact on bat
populations made in the EIAR is therefore based upon best and established proven methodologies.
The extensive bat surveys carried out (activity, static detector, and roost surveys) for the site were for a larger
9 turbine wind farm layout. Therefore, the baseline area covered by bat surveys is larger than the minimum
standard required for a wind farm and the results presented give a robust picture of bat activity at the proposed
development.
Furthermore, the conclusion in the EIAR that bats will incur a slight to imperceptible residual negative reversible
residual impact and in the local context is made considering the quite comprehensive mitigation measure
proposed during the operational phase of the development (see Section 8.6.3.3 of the EIAR). These measures
have centred around curtailment, cut-in speeds and feathering. The extensive suite of mitigation measures was
carefully designed to provide further certainty that the resultant impact of the operational wind farm will be a
slight to imperceptible residual negative reversible residual impact and in the local context.
The Planner’s Report also requests further details on the derivation of the following conclusion:
“In the absence of mitigation, two of the seven turbine locations (T1, T3) are assessed as having a potential
moderate impact to three high risk species recorded within the wind farm (Leisler ‘s bat, common pipistrelle,
and soprano pipistrelle). As such, any impacts on bats prior to mitigation (particularly felling buffers) are
predicted to be Long-term Significant Impact on a Local Level and Reversible”.

Vaughan, N., Jones, G., & Harris, S. (1997). Habitat Use by Bats (Chiroptera) Assessed by Means of a Broad-Band Acoustic
Method. The Journal of Applied Ecology, 34(3). https://doi.org/10.2307/2404918

9
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The first sentence was not intended to be used to derive the conclusion presented in the second sentence. We
clarify this derivation below.
In the first sentence, the point is that potential impacts to Leisler’s bat, common pipistrelle and soprano
pipistrelle from turbines T1 and T3 are at most, moderate. This is shown by the orange squares shown in Table
8-70. For the other five turbine locations the risk to at least one of those three species (based on median Ecobat
activity score) is high. This is shown by the red squares in Table 8-70.
The derivation of the overall impact assessment for bats prior to mitigation comes from the final column of
Table 8-70 of the EIAR for all turbine locations. Thus, the overall potential impact level across Leisler’s bat,
common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and Nathusius’ pipistrelle is low for T1, moderate for T2 and T3 and
moderate-high for turbines T4-T7. As 4 of the 7 turbines are predicted to have a moderate-high impact on bats,
our overall assessment is of a Long-term Significant Impact on a Local Level and Reversible.
Therefore it is concluded that the bat surveys carried out for the site are robust and provide a baseline of
information which is in accordance with best practice in particular the SNH 2019 Guidelines. The efficacy of
these measures is discussed in section 8.6.2.3 of the EIAR. The feathering of turbine blades combined with
increased cut-in speeds have been shown to reduce bat fatalities from 30% to 90% (Arnett et al., 2008 10, 2011 11;
Baerwald et al., 2009 12). The clarification provided above also fully explains the operational bat risk identified
in the EIAR. Furthermore, it is reconfirmed that the EIAR conclusions with regard to residual impacts are
accurate and based on a suite of mitigation measures which are robust and proven to reduce potential impact.
3.3.4

Merlin

The refusal reason suggests that the application documents and EIAR report do not satisfactorily demonstrate
that the proposed development will not adversely impact on the Merlin bird species protected under the EU
Birds Directive. Again Carlow County Council’s decision would appear to rely on the submission from the DAU.
It is important to note that the DAU does not recommend refusal but seeks further clarity on the Merlin bird
species. The DAU suggests that because a pair were seen copulating at VP6, the birds are breeding in the area.
We dispute the above and submit that the assessment of potential impacts to merlin as outlined in the EIAR are
robust and conclusive for the following reasons.
•

Merlin are not breeding within the site of Croaghuan Wind farm or indeed within the conservative (SNH,
2017) 500m buffer surrounding the wind farm.

•

The copulating Merlin observed on the 17th April 2019 was located 525m to the south of the closest
turbine. Therefore, it is outside the flight activity zone (500m) for the proposed wind farm.

Arnett, E.B., Brown, W.K., Erickson, W.P., Fiedler, J.K., Hamilton, B.L., Henry, T.H., Jain, A., Johnson, G.D., Kerns, J., Koford,
R.R., Nicholson, C.P., O’Connell, T.J., Piorkowski, M.D. & Tankersley Jr., R.D. (2008). Patterns of bat fatalities at wind energy
facilities in North America. Journal of Wildlife Management 72, 61–78.

10

Arnett E.B., Huso M.M., Schirmacher M.R., Hayes J.P. (2011) Altering turbine speed reduces bat mortality at wind-energy
facilities. Front Ecol Environ 9(4):209–14. http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/100103.
11

Baerwald, E.F., D’Amours, G.H., Klug, J.B. & Barclay, R.M.R. (2008). Barotrauma is a significant cause of bat fatalities at
wind turbines. Current Biology 18, 695–696.

12
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•

Given the close proximity of the copulation site to VP6 and the results of the monthly Merlin surveys
undertaken, it is likely that if the pair were nesting nearby the nest location would have been further to
the south of the proposed wind farm site. The lack of further sightings during the season would indicate
that the nest may have failed and lack of sightings in 2018 and 2020 would indicate that it was not a
breeding territory during those years.

•

It is important to note that Merlin were only recorded on four occasions over three full summer /
breeding seasons of ornithological surveys undertaken in 2018, 2019 and 2020 for the proposed
development. All four observations were outside the wind farm site.

•

The assertion that Merlin have been under recorded is unfounded and we stand over the impact
assessment completed. Vantage Point surveys were not the only ornithological surveys undertaken.
Three years of dedicated Merlin surveys were also undertaken as part of the proposed assessment.

The results of the Merlin surveys undertaken are detailed in section 8.3.8 of the Biodiversity Chapter and
outlined below:
Vantage Point Surveys Summer Season 2018, 2019
There were two separate sightings of Merlin both occurring in April 2019 at VP 6. On the 17th April 2019 an adult
male and female were both observed flying into and out of forestry to the south of VP6. They were constantly
calling to each other and at times perching on a post located between a field and area of clear fell. Copulation
was eventually witnessed on a field post. On the 20th April 2019 an adult male bird emerged from the same area
of forestry to the south of VP 6 and circled the area. It later perched on a post to the southwest of VP 6 for 7
minutes. Calling between two Merlin was also heard from within the forest. There were no further sightings of
Merlin for the remainder of the season.
Breeding Wader/Raptor Walkover Surveys, Summer 2018, 2019
On 17th April 2019, a Merlin pair seen copulating at VP6 strongly suggested that the birds were breeding in the
area. However, there were no signs of the pair for the rest of the season.
In order to add further robustness we now include at Appendix 4 results of further ornithological surveys
undertaken at the site for summer / breeding 2020 by Malachy Walsh and Partners.
These results were not included in the Biodiversity chapter as they were not available at time of submission of
the planning application. The results of the summer / breeding 2020 surveys in term of further Merlin
observations is outlined below.
“There was a single sighting of Merlin (Falco columbarius) during the summer 2020 vantage point surveys
at Deerpark. The female was observed on the 1st September from VP2 in an area southeast of the VP flying
over forestry and moorland. It moved in a north-northwest direction, mobbing a kestrel briefly while it did
so. The flightline was outside the wind farm site (see Appendix 5 of the Summer 2020 Ornithology Report)
No evidence of breeding merlin was detected on any of the walkover surveys carried out in June 2020.”
The location of the copulating Merlin observed on the 17th April 2019 and referred to in the DAU submission is
provided in Figure 3 below. The location is outside of the proposed wind farm to the east of VP6 directly within
the viewshed of this VP. The closest turbine T5 is located 525m to the north.
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Therefore, it is outside the flight activity zone (500m) for the proposed wind farm. Also, of note is that VP5
located immediately to the east of VP6 covers the lands to the west of the copulation area. A total of three
summers and two winters of vantage point (VP) surveys were carried out with regard to ‘Recommended bird
survey methods to inform impact assessment of onshore wind farms’ (SNH, 2017). The summer/breeding
vantage point surveys were undertaken in 2018, 2019 and 2020. Therefore, this area has been extensively
surveyed for a period of two and a half years. There were no sightings of Merlin at these VPs for the remainder
of the season in 2019 or for the full breeding seasons in 2018 and 2020.
We note the comment in the DAU submission that VP survey on their own can result in the under recording of
the species. It must be noted that extensive walkover surveys were also undertaken along the transect survey
route to detect the presence of breeding raptors including Merlin within 2km of the development site boundary.
A total of 6 monthly visits were undertaken between April and September 2019 by Malachy Walsh and Partners.
The extent of these survey is provided in Figure 3 below. These surveys covered a range of suitable habitats
within the site and also extended to sections of conifer plantation to the east and west of the site. Two nesting
Kestrel and one Buzzard territory were recorded within the study area during these surveys. However, no
evidence of nesting Merlin were recorded during this survey.
Walkover surveys were undertaken again on the 25th June 2020 in three separate areas to detect the presence
of breeding raptors (Merlin) within 2km of the development site boundary (see Figure 4). Walkover surveys
were also undertaken in June 2018 within the same search area (see Figure 5), with no evidence of merlin noted
during these surveys. The 2018 survey recorded three Buzzard territories and one Sparrowhawk nest within the
2km search area but no Merlin nests. The 2km study area surrounding the proposed Croaghaun Wind farm fully
encompassed the site along with extensive sections of conifer plantation to north, east, west and south of the
site. The latter including the location of Merlin copulation in 2019.
Therefore, the assertion that Merlin have been under recorded is unfounded and we stand over the surveys
completed.
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Figure 3: Breeding Raptor Walkover Survey Summer 2019.

Figure 4: Merlin Walkover Survey Areas 2020.
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Figure 5: Merlin walkover surveys within 2km of the proposed development in 2018.
If it is assumed that this single occurrence of copulation greater than 500m south of the proposed wind farm
does indicate a potential breeding attempt and subsequently a breeding territory. Any nest associated with the
2019 copulating behaviour was not located within the Wind Farm site. According to McElheron (2005) male
Merlin were observed to call from 400m away from the nest and copulation can occur at that location.
Therefore, the location of copulation would not indicate that the area in question is a nesting site. Given the
close proximity of the copulation site to VP6 and the results of the monthly Merlin surveys undertaken it is likely
that if the pair were nesting nearby, the nest location would have been further to the south of the proposed
wind farm site. The lack of further sightings during the season would indicate that the nest may have failed and
lack of sightings in 2018 and 2020 would indicate that it was not a breeding territory during those years.
The following is clear from the surveys completed during the breeding season of 2018, 2019 and 2020:
•

Merlin are not breeding within the site of Croaghuan Wind farm or indeed the conservative (SNH, 2017)
500m buffer surrounding the wind farm.

•

With four observations overall during the 3 years of breeding season survey completed, the species is
not regularly using the site for foraging or indeed commuting.

•

The results of the 6 monthly Merlin walkover surveys undertaken in 2019 did not yield any further
records or evidence that the species is utilising or breeding within the proposed Croaghaun Wind site.

Further to this, we point out that mitigation measures have been included for birds (including Merlin) based on
the results of ornithological surveys (Section 8.6.2.3 and Section 8.6.2.8).
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A preconstruction survey is also committed to reconfirm the findings prior to any construction works. To
address any concerns that the DAU may have, we propose to include the following additions to the mitigation
measure identified in Section 8.6.2.8 to account for Merlin (including ground-nesting species and the proposed
amenity loop discussed under those responses):
A re-confirmatory survey (March/April) will be conducted within the proposed development study area
(including proposed turbine locations and proposed amenity loop) to assess any evidence of Buzzard, Kestrel,
Long-eared Owl, Sparrowhawk, Merlin, Hen Harrier, Golden Plover, Curlew, Lapwing, Snipe and Red Grouse
and Woodcock activity or taking up new territories. Should any new nests be recorded, works at these locations
will be restricted to outside the breeding season (April-July) or until chicks are deemed to have fledged (following
monitoring) [additional text in bold].
This re-confirmatory bird survey will also be used to record any evidence of the aforementioned species within
the proposed development study area.
In Section 8.6.3.4 (Operational Phase Mitigation Measures for Birds) of the EIAR we outline a post-construction
monitoring programme. This involves the following components: fatality monitoring, flight activity survey,
wildfowl census, breeding bird and breeding wader survey. This will allow us to monitor the results of any
displacement effects and resulting impacts on breeding success. This programme will be conducted in years 1,
2, 3, 5, 10 and 15 post-construction to allow for annual variation and cumulative effects.
Overall, it is considered that with the implementation of mitigation, the proposed wind farm development will
have Slight-Imperceptible Reversible Residual Impacts, in the local context on Merlin and this finding is based
on suitable scientific evidence which includes robust surveys of the site over 3 years.
3.3.5

Migratory Birds

The refusal reason suggests that the application documents and EIAR report do not satisfactorily demonstrate
that the proposed development will not adversely impact on Migratory birds protected under the EU Birds
Directive. Again Carlow County Council’s decision would appear to rely on the submission from the DAU. The
DAU suggests that additional information is required to assess the potential impact of the wind turbines on
migratory birds such as Greenland White-fronted geese given that they fly at altitudes generally greater than
100m and migratory birds are known to lose height during foggy or overcast conditions, which may bring flocks
previously flying above turbine height into the collision risk zone.
It is submitted to the Board that the bird surveys undertaken are adequate for assessing the potential effects
on general bird migration and passage migrants, having adhered to SNH (2017) guidelines. This is explained
further below. We also include data on passage migrants to underscore the point that they are very unlikely to
be affected by the proposed wind farm.
The DAU suggestion for nocturnal surveys for birds to assess the potential impacts on migrating birds is
extremely excessive and without merit considering the context and location of the proposed development.
With a total of 7 turbines proposed the development would fall within the category of a small wind farm. The
proposed wind farm is located inland in a land locked county with no SPAs within 20km of the proposed
development. Nocturnal surveys to monitor migrating birds is certainly not the standard for the ornithological
surveys of onshore wind farms, they are very much the exception. It is a request that would be expected for a
wind farm development in close proximity to an SPA designed for migrating species rather than a site of this
nature.
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Vantage point surveys were carried out over three summers (2018, 2019 and 2020) and three winters
(2017/2018, 2018/2019 and 2019/2020) across six vantage points. SNH (2017) guidance recommends at least
two years of surveys are carried out, so the survey effort for the proposed wind farm is greater than that
required by the guidance. Each vantage point was surveyed for 36 hours per season as recommended by SNH
(2017) guidance. This includes 6 VPs with 100% coverage of the development site (plus the 500m buffer around
the study area) also encompassing additional lands to the east, west and south of the site. These surveys were
conducted continuously covering every month of the year for a three year period and so would have detected
any diurnal flights from migratory species during the peak migration periods of March/April and
September/October. Furthermore, a proportion of surveys were carried out at dawn or dusk and so a
proportion of species that migrate at night still would have been recorded. This is underscored by the fact that
an additional year of surveys was undertaken. Overall, the impact assessment has not underestimated any
potential effects on migratory birds.
It is also worth noting that hinterland surveys were carried out to identify any nearby areas that might be
important for wintering or breeding target species, especially waterbirds, waders and raptors. Hinterland
surveys were carried out in winter 2017/2018 and in summer 2018, 2019 and 2020. In winter 2017/2018 and
summer 2018 and 2019, surveys focused on the area in a 2 km buffer surrounding the development boundary
(
Figure 6). In the summer of 2020, a hinterland survey was completed within a 5 km radius of the site boundary
(
Figure 7). In winter 2017/2018, driven surveys were conducted. In the summers of 2018, 2019 and 2020,
walkover surveys along transects were conducted within 2 km of the survey area once a month between April
and September.
During hinterland surveys carried out in winter 2017/2018, no particular areas were found to be utilised by
waders and other over-wintering species. However, fields located approximately 4.7 km north-west of the
hinterland survey area, in proximity to the village of Fenagh and the Burren River, were found on occasion to
harbour waders such as curlew and sometimes lapwing.
During summer hinterland surveys carried out in 2018 and 2019, no areas suitable for breeding waders were
recorded. In 2019, buzzard, sparrowhawk and kestrel were recorded during hinterland surveys. However,
these are not migratory species. In the summer of 2020, the lake at Kildavin Quarry located just south of Kildavin
village along the banks of the River Slaney, was the only ornithological area of note within the hinterland of the
proposed wind farm site. Several lakeshore species were observed, most as just one individual - the only group
consisted of four juvenile mallard. A sand martin colony was also present at the quarry while 100 swifts were
recorded in the valley west of VP5. However, no large passage migrants (such as swans or geese) were
recorded.
These hinterland surveys indicate that the habitats surrounding the proposed wind farm are generally not
suitable for passage migrants, such as swans and geese. The nearest I-WeBS site is the Slaney Upper (site code
0P31O) located c.3 km to the east of the proposed wind farm. Species recorded here between 2008-2018
include goosander, Mediterranean gull, black-headed gull, common gull, herring gull, yellow-legged gull and
glaucous gull. Apart from Kilgarvan quarry there are no further I-WeBs site within 15km of the proposed wind
farm.
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Figure 6:
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When considering the potential impacts to migrating birds it must be noted that there are no Special Protection
Areas (SPAs) for birds within 20 kilometres of the proposed wind farm development. The closest SPA is the
Wexford Harbour and Slobs SPA (site code 004076) located 22.3 km southeast of the proposed wind farm and
designated for Berwick’s swan, whooper swan and Greenland white-fronted goose. None of these species have
been recorded during the EIAR bird surveys conducted to date during hinterland surveys or within the wind
farm site.
Berwick’s swans migrate from Ireland to Siberia 13 via Denmark, Poland and Finland. Therefore, they are unlikely
to fly from any of the nearby SPAs over the proposed wind farm, as their migration route takes them east over
the Irish sea. Therefore, they are highly unlikely to incur collision risk from the proposed wind farm.
The Robinson et al (2004) report ‘Whooper Swan Cygnus (Iceland population) in Britain and Ireland 1960/61 –
1999/2000’ notes that Carlow has few wetlands and its primary resource is the River Barrow which runs along
part of the western county boundary. Although Whooper Swans are recorded along this river during the
Robinson study, they generally favour sites further upstream in county Kildare. Very few Whooper Swans have
been recorded in Carlow in recent years 14. The development site is outside the core range of birds wintering at
Wexford Slobs (less than 5km) 15.
Studies on wintering swans for Fijn et al (2012) have found low levels of collision mortality, even in sites with a
high degree of transit flights (n=1664 in one case) through the operational wind farm and relatively high
numbers (>500) of birds regularly present 16. In a review of swan and goose fatalities at wind farms only 2
whooper swans, 3 White-fronted geese and 1 brent goose were recorded as fatalities from monitoring
undertaken at 46 different wind farms across 8 countries 17.
Swans have been shown to exhibit horizontal avoidance as they fly past the outer edge of wind farms16 and
distances of up to 200m have been noted for whooper swans17. In the Netherlands, Bewicks Swans have been
recorded adjusting their flight paths to the presence of turbines during both light and darkness, with no large
deflections or panic reactions recorded and birds were recorded flying around and between rows of turbines16.
For nocturnal flight activity, studies utilising radar on both offshore and coastal wind farms in Europe have
recorded macro-avoidance rates in wildfowl at least as high, or higher at night than during the day, implying
that diurnal avoidance rates are comparable to those in periods of lower visibility 18.

Worden, J., P.A. Cranswick, O. Crowe, G. McElwaine & E.C. Rees. 2006. Numbers and distribution of Bewick’s Swan
Cygnus columbianus bewickii wintering in Britain and Ireland: results of the International Censuses, January 1995, 2000
and 2005. Wildfowl 56: 3-22
13

Robinson, JA, K Colhoun, JG McElwaine & EC Rees. 2004. Whooper Swan Cygnus cygnus (Iceland population) in Britain
and Ireland 1960/61 – 1999/2000. Waterbird Review Series, The Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust/Joint Nature Conservation
Committee, Slimbridge.
14

15

SHN (2016). Assessing Connectivity with Special Protection Areas (SPAs). Version 3. Scottish Natural Heritage, UK.

Fijn, R., Krijgsveld, K., Tijsen, W. s.l. : Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust, 2012, Habitat use, disturbance and collision risks of
Bewick's Swans Cygnus columbianus bewickii wintering near a wind farm in the Netherlands. Wildfowl, Vol. 69, pp. 97-116.
16

Rees, E.C. (2012) Impacts of wind farms on swans and geese: a review. 62, Slimbridge : Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust,
2012, Wildfowl.
17

18

Desholm, M., Kahlert, J. (2005) Avian Collision Risk at an offshore windfarm. s.l. : Biology Letters, Vol. 1, pp. 296-298.
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Best scientific knowledge therefore suggests comparable if not higher avoidance rates by wildfowl during
perceived periods of poor visibility. The presence of aviation lighting is considered unlikely to effect this and
may render turbines more visible.
The majority of Greenland white-fronted geese in Ireland winter at Wexford slobs 19. A recent study tracked the
migratory flight of two Greenland white-fronted geese from Wexford to Greenland. One bird flew north-west
directly to Iceland, while the other flew to Iceland via the Outer Hebrides 20. The mapped route of the bird flying
directly to Iceland traversed Co. Carlow. However, it is noted the GPS device attached to these birds was
programmed to record 1 fix per day, with the first fix following departure being located over the Atlantic Ocean
northeast of Donegal. As such, the intervening period between this first fix and departure was not mapped in
detail. A study of a female in October 2017 tracked a female flying from Iceland to Wexford via Tramore,
Waterford, the Channel Islands, Brest in Brittany and Cornwall before settling in Wexford for the winter period.
Another study which used satellite tracking observed the direct flight to Iceland to be the most commonly used
route 21. The species can climb to altitudes in excess of 3,000 metres (3km) during migration flights and can
cover the distance between Iceland and Ireland in under 17 hours.
In their guidance on avoidance rates for wintering species of Geese in Scotland at onshore wind farms, Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH, 2013) 22 recommend an avoidance rate of 99.8% when conducting collision risk
modelling; and state (pg 13, paragraph 42); “ all the lines of evidence point to a single, consistent conclusion
which is that geese do not collide with wind farms in numbers that are of conservation concern”; and in instances
where familiarity with obstacles is less, such as on migration, the typically high altitudes at which migrating
birds fly imply avoidance, whether intentional or consequential.
Work at the Saint Nikola (Zehtindjiev and Whitfield, 2013) 23 wind farm in Bulgaria, located in an area of high
goose use, where the similar Greater White-fronted Goose (GWFG) Anser albifrons was present, found that
“taking all winters combined it can be 99.9% certain that the avoidance rate of GWFG is over 99.9%, based on
zero mortality..”. In their conclusions the authors also state that the species of geese present (including GWFG)
appear to have a near perfect ability to avoid collision with rotating turbine blades at the wind farm. This is
strong supporting evidence for low risk to geese.
No disturbance to wintering Greenland White-fronted Geese during the operational period is expected. The
subject site does not constitute a constrained feeding area (known foraging areas near SPA’s at which the total
foraging resource is geographically localized or where geese are particularly constrained by disturbance or other
factors 24). The development site is outside the core range of birds wintering at Wexford Slobs (5-8km)15.

19

Fox, T., Francis, I., Noriss, D. and Walsh, A. (2019) REPORT OF THE 2018/2019 INTERNATIONAL CENSUS OF GREENLAND WHITEFRONTED GEESE. Department of Bioscience, Aarhus University/NPWS.

Weegman MD, Bearhop S, Hilton GM, Walsh AJ, Griffin L, Resheff YS, NathanR, David FA. Using accelerometery to
compare costs of extended migration in an arctic herbivore. Curr Zool. 2017; 63:667–74.
20

Fox, A.D., Glahder, C.M. and Walsh, A.J. (2003) Spring Migration Routes and Timing of Greenland White-fronted Geese
– Results from satellite telemetry. Oikos 103: 415 – 425.

21

Scottish Natural Heritage, (2013). Guidance: Avoidance rates for wintering species of geese in Scotland at onshore wind
farms.

22

Zehtindjiev, P. & Whitfield, D.P. 2011. Monitoringof wintering geese in the AES Geo Energy WindPark “Sveti Nikola”
territory and the Kaliakraregion in winter 2010/2011.Bulgarian Academy of Sciences and Natural Research Ltd. report to
AES Geo Energy OOD, Sofia,Bulgaria.
23

24 SNH (2014). Guidance: Assessing impacts to pink-footed and greylag geese from small-scale wind farms in Scotland.
SNH. [Online] February 2014. http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A1204237.pdf.
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Nonetheless, if a widely-used migration route for these species exists over the proposed wind farm, ornithology
surveyors would have detected these species during the course of three years of continuous surveys.
Furthermore, any potential collision risk at night time will be reduced due to aviation lighting mitigation
measures included in Section 8.6.2.9 of the EIAR. These will ensure that night-flying birds can see the turbines.
Therefore it is submitted that given the location of the site and the extensive ornithology survey data available
for the site that there is sufficient information available to conclude that the proposed development is unlikely
to have an adverse impact on Migratory birds which are protected under the EU Birds Directive.
3.3.6

Conclusion

It is clearly set out above that the EIAR and NIS includes adequate baseline data to determine that the proposed
development will not adversely impact on Bat populations in the area protected under the Habitats Directive
and the Merlin bird species and other migratory birds protected under the EU Birds Directive. Furthermore it is
clearly demonstrated that there is no evidence of Annex I Habitat on site. Therefore we respectfully request An
Bord Pleanála to overturn Refusal Reason no. 2 in full in the comfort that the assessments carried out in the
EIAR NIS and further explained and expanded on above are based on suitable and appropriate scientific
evidence.

3.4

Refusal Reason No. 3

The proposed wind farm site is located in an upland area of the Blackstairs Mountains which is predominately
served by a local road network of restricted width and capacity. Having regard to the site location, and the
condition of the existing road network proposed to access the site during the construction period, it is considered
that the application documents and accompanying Environmental Impact Assessment Report fails to
satisfactorily demonstrate that the local road network is of adequate capacity and design to accommodate the
volume and frequency of HGV traffic proposed along the haul routes during the construction period. …….the
proposed development will likely have a significant adverse impact on the local road network, would endanger
public safety by reason of a traffic hazard and be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development
of the area.
Response:
3.4.1

Introduction

The following response addresses the concerns raised in refusal reason No. 3. With regard to the Council’s
opinion that the proposed development will likely have a significant adverse impact on the local road network,
would endanger public safety by reason of a traffic hazard, the applicant disagrees with this opinion for reasons
described herein and would refer to the mitigation measures contained within Chapter 13 of the EIAR and TMP
under Section 4.3.8 of the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). The applicant also outlines
herein some additional mitigation measures that will be implemented during the construction phase to address
the concerns of Carlow County Council.
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It is evident from reviewing the planner’s report and supporting reports from Carlow County Council roads
department, that the proposed haul routes identified in the EIAR to the west of the site are undesirable for use
as construction haul routes. Therefore to address the concerns of Carlow County Council the applicant commits
to and demonstrates that all HGV construction traffic can be adequately facilitated from the East via the N80
and L2026 Barker’s road without any increased adverse impact on that local road network.
This appeal submission clearly demonstrates that the construction of the wind farm will not endanger public
safety by reason of traffic hazard along the L2026. In demonstrating this the following scenarios are considered
in detail.
1. The safe passing of a car and a tipper truck which represents the most common form of HGV associated
with the construction stage;
2. The safe passing of two tipper trucks;
3. The safe passing of cars with longer HGVs such as articulated lorries.
Road width and capacity are considered in the context of the above potential scenarios. Scenario 1 is by far the
most likely scenario that may occur along this road due to the expected frequency of HGV’s leaving the site and
time taken to travel between the site and the N80 at Bunclody. It should be noted that this road is already used
by HGV’s associated with agriculture and commercial forestry activities so the above scenarios are already in
existence, however the proposed development will generate greater potential for such instances which will
need to be adequately managed.
The assessment assumes that truck widths will not exceed 2.8m. Assuming a minimum requirement of 2m
space requirement for a typical car, this results in a minimum passing width requirement of 5m to allow for a
car and truck to pass each other safely. Abnormal sized loads associated with turbine component deliveries will
exceed these widths however these deliveries will occur under strictly managed convoy conditions as described
in Chapter 13 of the EIAR and below, and therefore are not relevant to the above scenarios. In any case the
refusal reason focuses on HGV movements and not the delivery of turbine components.
A supplemental field survey of the L2026 Barkers Road, and the local roads to the west of the site entrance, was
carried out by an FT engineer on the 29th of March 2021 during which 24 no. potential locations along the L2026
where sufficient space exists to facilitate the safe passing of a car and a HGV at a minimum, were identified.
Additional road width measurements were also taken along the route of the L2026 between Bunclody and the
site entrance. Forward visibility was also noted for vehicles travelling along this road to identify potential
danger spots. The survey findings clearly confirm that whilst some temporary inconvenience to local road users
will be experienced, the proposed development will not endanger public safety by reason of traffic hazard. The
use of local rural roads for the construction of wind farms is a common feature throughout the Country and
through the introduction of focused mitigation measures, the safety of road users can be protected and
temporary inconveniences minimised whilst also facilitating the development of renewable energy
infrastructure.
3.4.2

Road Width and Capacity: Abnormal Sized Loads

Whilst the delivery of turbines to the site would not appear to be the main concern of Carlow County Council
we nevertheless demonstrate below for completeness how such components can be delivered to the site and
how the local road network with some temporary modifications is suitable in terms of its width and capacity to
facilitate same.
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In order to provide some context to the construction process for wind farms it should be noted that abnormal
weight loads are not a feature of the turbine delivery vehicles. They are abnormal in dimensions only. All
construction and delivery vehicles for the proposed development will be subject to the standard axle weight
requirements set out under Road Traffic Regulations and therefore the loadings from construction traffic will
not exceed the relevant standards.
The ‘Route Survey Report’ and associated swept path analysis submitted with the EIAR under Appendix 13.1
clearly verifies that the road is suitable in width and alignment to accommodate turbine component deliveries.
Temporary accommodation works on local roads associated with the turbine delivery route (TDR) between
Bunclody and the site are confined to two locations along the L2026 Barker’s Road and the proposed temporary
turning point to the west of the site entrance.
•

POI30: L2026 West of Bunclody – Preparation of local load bearing surface and localised vegetation
trimming. Removal of stone wall. Removal of street furniture;

•

POI43: L2026 Kilbranish – Removal of road signs and telegraph pole. Road widening with localised load
bearing surface to verges. Removal of trees and vegetation, construction of a temporary bridge
crossing;

•

POI52: Proposed Turning Point – Extension of existing car park hard standing to facilitate vehicle
turning. Load bearing surface to existing field. Removal of trees and vegetation.

The above temporary accommodation works, which are assessed as part of the overall project in the EIAR, will
be carried out in accordance with the necessary planning permissions and/or road opening licenses in
consultation with the roads authority.
The L2026 Barkers Road has been used previously to facilitate the construction of the existing Greenoge wind
farm which comprises 5no. wind turbines. The above accommodation works are in line with those carried out
to facilitate the construction of Greenoge wind farm despite the smaller turbine components associated with
that project which have a maximum rotor diameter of 90m (ca. 45m long blades). One of the reasons for this is
that technological advancements in the form of blade lifting trailers has occurred in the interim and has reduced
the overall swept path for larger turbine components.
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As described in the EIAR, turbine blades will be carried on a hybrid trailer to reduce the need for works in
constrained sections of the route. Where constraints are significant, it is possible to raise the scissor lift to a
maximum of 10m in height. This allows loads to be either lifted over height constraints and to reduce the overall
swept path of the delivery vehicle.

Figure 9:

Example Hybrid Carrier Trailer

As detailed in the EIAR, the delivery of turbine components including blades, tower sections and nacelles is a
specialist transport operation with the transport components often carried out during off-peak or night periods
when traffic is at its lightest. This is carried out in consultation with the Roads Authorities and An Garda Síochána
Traffic Corp with special permits generally required. With the assistance of An Garda Síochána Traffic Corp and
with permits in place, the delivery of turbine components to site will not endanger public safety by reason of a
traffic hazard.
3.4.3

Road Width and Capacity: HGVs

The L2026 local road is accustomed also to use by HGV traffic associated with existing forestry activities in the
Kilbrannish and Croaghaun area as well as existing agricultural activities.
A supplemental field survey of the proposed turbine delivery route (TDR) / haul route along the L2026 Barkers
Road, and the local roads to the west of the site entrance, was carried out by an FT engineer on the 29th of
March 2021 in response to reason for refusal no. 3. During the survey 24 no. potential locations where sufficient
space exists to facilitate the safe passing of a car and a HGV at a minimum, were identified to the east of the
site entrance along the R2026 . Additional road width measurements were also taken along the route of the
L2026 between Bunclody and the site entrance. Forward visibility was also noted for vehicles travelling along
this road to identify potential danger spots. The results of the road survey are shown in Error! Reference source
not found.. There are 24no. passing locations identified in total.
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These range from existing passing bays to locations where the paved surface widens sufficiently at a junction
or field entrance, OR where the width of the road was measured at 5m or greater which would facilitate the
safe passing of a car and HGV.
Road widths were recorded along the length of the road at 60 locations. Existing carriageway widths ranged
from 3m to 6.5m.
The distance between passing opportunities was also measured. The average distance between passing
opportunities was recorded as 297m and ranging from 75m at their closest, to a maximum of 1000m along a
very straight section of the road. Along this section of the road forward visibility is at its greatest, this combined
with average carriageway widths of 5m will already facilitate the safe passing of a car and HGV.
It is considered that where the surface width is 5m or greater, two cars or a car and HGV can safely pass each
other (Scenario 1) and where the surface width exceeds 6m, two tipper truck HGV’s can pass each other safely
(Scenario 2). In places, the length of passing locations will not facilitate the passing of two long loads such as
articulated lorries (scenario 3). However, it is considered that this scenario would be a rare occurrence and can
be mitigated adequately through avoidance by adequate timing of such deliveries to site under the traffic
management plan.
In addition to the passing opportunities identified, it is also proposed by the applicant to address any potential
issues associated with two HGV’s meeting head on along the L2026. The applicant commits to positioning
adequately trained personnel with radio communications at strategic locations along the L2026 to ensure no
disruption or hazard is created by such a scenario. These ‘flagmen’ shall be coordinated by, and report to the
Traffic Management Coordinator who shall be responsible for all HGV movements associated with project
construction as identified in the TMP. The exact positioning of personnel and signage shall be carried out in
consultation with Carlow County Council Roads Department.
The passing locations described in Table 3.1 and identified in Figure 10 below are presented as Photographic
records in Appendix 4 of this first party appeal.
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Table 3-1:

L2026 Barkers Road Survey Record

Passing
Location

Location
Passing Type

Lat

Lon

Surface width at
point (m)

Distance From
Previous
Passing
Opportunity

Description and Comments

P1

Estate Entrance

52.656096

-6.659205

>6

NA

Existing estate entrance provides widening of carriageway
surface to allow two vehicles to safely pass.

P2

Driveways

52.655891

-6.66056

>6

90

Sufficient road width at bend to allow two vehicles to pass.
Wide corner and 3 driveways. Road is wider at the corner
(7m) and there is 3 driveways to pull in at.

P3

Laneway

52.655437

-6.661514

>6

85

Laneway entrance provides widening of carriageway surface
to allow two vehicles to safely pass.

P4

Existing Passing Bay

52.654659

-6.662907

5

120

Existing passing bay location. Bay is full of wet 'mud' and not
currently suitable for use. Removal of mud and laying of load
bearing surface would provide passing bay of up to 2.5m in
width.

P5

Hotel Entrance

52.653344

-6.667618

>6

350

Existing hotel entrance provides widening of carriageway
surface to allow two vehicles to safely pass.

P6

Laneway

52.6501

-6.68105

5.3

1000

Laneway entrance provides widening of carriageway surface
to allow two vehicles to safely pass. Existing road
carriageway width exceeds 5m.

P7

Farm Entrance

52.649447

-6.683323

5.3

170

Farm entrance provides widening of carriageway surface to
allow two vehicles to safely pass. Concrete entrance to farm
on southern side of road. Existing road carriageway width
exceeds 5m.

P8

Crossroads

52.645644

-6.695754

>6

950

Sufficient room for vehicles to pass. Crossroads provides
additional room on both sides. Existing road carriageway
width exceeds 5m.

P9

Existing passing bay

52.645399

-6.697275

5.5

100

Gravel on southside provides width of 5.5m and provides
widening of carriageway surface to allow two vehicles to
safely pass.
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Location
Passing Type

Lat

Lon

Surface width at
point (m)

Distance From
Previous
Passing
Opportunity

Description and Comments

P10

Farm gate gravel

52.645279

-6.698505

6.5

75

Existing gravel next to gate. 6.5m includes gravel on north.

P11

Farmyard laneway

52.644925

-6.70311

5

300

Farmyard laneway provides widening of carriageway surface
to allow two vehicles to safely pass.

P12

Gateway

52.64474

-6.705207

5.6

130

Farm Gate with space to pull in on south provides sufficient
space to allow two vehicles to safely pass.

P13

Farmgate w/ gravel

52.644644

-6.706861

>6

110

Farm Gate provides widening of load bearing surface to allow
two vehicles to safely pass. 2.3m of gravel so 7m in the
middle.

P14

Farmgate w/ gravel

52.644529

-6.708202

>6

90

Farm Gate provides widening of load bearing surface to allow
two vehicles to safely pass. 7m wide with gravel.

P15

widening in rd after
bridge

140

Road widens after the bridge to maximum of 5.2m, roads is
narrower on either side of this and 3m wide on the single
lane bridge crossing. Existing road carriageway width
exceeds 5m.

52.644412

-6.710218

5.2

P16

Gravel laneway

52.644036

-6.716149

>6

380

3m of gravel on the south side. Visibility poor crest curve
either side. Passing location will provide safe waiting point if
required for vehicles to observe vehicles approaching over
curve.

P17

Lane and gravel after
corner

52.644176

-6.720992

>6

340

Wide laneway and gravel both on the west. Corner to the
south is 5.8m wide at widest point.

P18

Gravel
carpark

52.646787

-6.724742

>6

340

Gravel entrance on the east with space to pull in on the
straight so forward visibility is good and can pull in in time.

P19

Laneway

52.648307

-6.72727

>6

240

Existing gravel access entrance provides widening of
carriageway surface to allow two vehicles to safely pass. 7m
can be achieved at entrance.

P20

Cul de sac

52.649039

-6.734915

>6

540

Existing paved cul de sac provides widening of carriageway
surface to allow two vehicles to safely pass.

P21-087
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Location
Passing Type

Lat

Lon

Surface width at
point (m)

Distance From
Previous
Passing
Opportunity

Description and Comments

P21

Double Laneway

52.649629

-6.737962

>6

200

Existing laneway entrances provides widening of
carriageway surface to allow two vehicles to safely pass.

P22

Field
w/gravel

52.655034

-6.746677

>6

800

Existing field entrance provides widening of carriageway
surface to allow two vehicles to safely pass.

P23

Field Entrance

52.655264

-6.748004

6

100

Existing field entrance provides widening of carriageway
surface to allow two vehicles to safely pass. Width up to 6m.

P24

Man made passing bay

52.65557

-6.750445

5.6

170

Man made passing bay. Gravel passing bay up to 5.6m wide.

P21-087
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It is submitted that the passing locations along the L2026 between the N80 at Bunclody and the proposed site
entrance location are adequate to facilitate the construction of the proposed wind farm to allow cars and HGV’s
meeting head-on to pass one another safely. Passing locations were based on dimensions required for a large
tipper truck which would represent the worst case for the most common HGV load associated with the
construction of the wind farm, and a car.
Passing locations have been identified to provide adequate capacity to accommodate a large dumper truck and
a car. A 10m long large tipper truck has been assumed for worst case design purposes for this exercise as shown
in the figure below. It has been assumed that this truck width will also not exceed 2.8m. Assuming a minimum
requirement of 2m space requirement for a typical car, this results in a minimum passing width requirement of
5m to allow for a car and truck to pass each other safely.

Figure 11:

Typical Dimensions of Large Tipper Truck

Passing points have been located to avoid interaction with existing roadside drainage.
The number of tipper trucks leaving the site and moving along the L2026 can be monitored during the
construction phase. It is estimated that trucks will take approximately 8 mins to travel along the L2026 from the
site entrance to the N80 (7.4km stretch, average speed of 60km/hr). Staging times to allow trucks to complete
this journey will be implemented with the aim of limiting the number of tipper trucks on the L2026 at any one
time. The implementation of this mitigation measure during the construction phase will be undertaken in
consultation with Carlow County Council and will be included as a requirement of the construction stage traffic
management plan.
3.4.4

Road Network Existing Condition

The refusal reason refers to the ‘condition of the local road network’ as being a concern of Carlow County
Council. The EIAR submitted with the planning application clearly sets out a number of commitments to ensure
that the condition of the local road network will be returned to Carlow County Council in the same if not in
better condition post construction activity.
Section 13.7 of the EIAR and accompanying Traffic Management Plan states that a pre-condition survey will be
carried out on all public roads that will be used in connection with the development to record the condition of
the public roads in advance of construction commencing. A post-construction survey will also be carried out
after the works are completed. The specification and timing of the surveys will be agreed with the roads
authority. Joint surveys (i.e. with the developer and the local authority roads department in attendance) shall
be completed if requested.

P21-087
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The EIAR also states that all roads will be reinstated expeditiously on completion of the construction works.
Roads will be reinstated to their pre-works condition or better and to the satisfaction of the roads authority.
The mitigation measures set out in the EIAR and TMP in relation to protection of the public road network from
damage and soiling associated with the construction works are considered adequate. These measures include:
•

Road Condition Survey: a pre-condition survey will be carried out on all public roads that will be used in
connection with the development to record the condition of the public roads in advance of construction
commencing. A post-construction survey will also be carried out after the works are completed. The
specification and timing of the surveys will be agreed with the roads authority. Joint surveys shall be
completed if the roads authority requests.

•

Road Reinstatement: All roads will be reinstated expeditiously on completion of the construction works.
Roads will be reinstated to their pre-works condition or better and to the satisfaction of the roads
authority.

•

Road Sweeper: Appropriate steps will be taken to prevent soil/dirt generated during the works from
being transported on the public road. When, if necessary, a road sweeper will be used to maintain the
public roads in a clean condition during the construction activities of the project.

Carrying out such road condition surveys immediately prior to commencement of development is appropriate
and the applicant is happy to accept a condition of planning to this effect. The reason why such surveys should
be carried out prior to commencement of development is due to the fact that it can take a substantial amount
of time to achieve the relevant consents for the development and the current applicant seeks permission for a
ten year period. Therefore it could be several years before any works commence on the proposed site and
carrying out such a survey now would be premature.
Planning Authorities usually address the final condition of the roads post construction by either planning
condition and compliance (by license) or by conditions and bonds lodged with the local authority in accordance
with Section 48 (2) (c) of the Act, or through Section 34 (4) (a) of the Act. The proposed development was not
afforded this approach and instead was refused outright without regard to the standard approach utilized
elsewhere across the country by both Planning Authorities and An Bord Pleanála, and the applicant was not
given the opportunity to address these roads concerns prior to refusal.
3.4.5

Volume and Frequency of HGV Traffic Proposed Along Haul Routes

As with any construction development project, the transport of materials onto the site will give rise to increased
traffic and associated impacts. However due to the very nature of construction these impacts will be temporary.
A construction period of 12 - 18 months is expected based on the nature and scale of the proposed works. In
order to assess for worst case in terms traffic volumes per day, a 12-month accelerated construction
programme has been assumed in the traffic impact assessment contained in the EIAR. This results in an increase
of 42 HGV trips per day increasing to 57 HGV trips per day during peak construction. It should be noted that
these figures represent HGV traffic associated with the entire project passing along a single road which is
unrealistic because of the isolated nature of the wind farm construction works and the grid connection cable
works. In reality, the haul roads identified in the EIAR serving the wind farm will experience fewer HGVs. When
excluding the grid connection works (which takes place separately by an independent crew away from the wind
farm site construction, and does not impact the same roads), the average HGV trips reduces to 21 trips per day,
increasing to 32 during peak construction.

P21-087
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Over a typical 10 hour day this equates to just 4 no. HGV trips per hour on average. Even assuming all HGV’s
access the site via the same local road (as opposed to 3no. haul routes identified in the EIAR), the distribution
of HGV traffic associated with the wind farm construction is considered low and will not generate a significant
volume of additional traffic on the existing local road network.
As described previously, it is evident from reviewing the planner’s report and supporting reports from the
Carlow County Council roads department, that the proposed haul routes identified in the EIAR to the west of
the site are considered undesirable for use as construction haul routes. As stated above the traffic impact
assessment assumed a worst case scenario of all HGV traffic travelling on each of the approach roads. This was
a worst case scenario of potential effects but demonstrated that all HGHGV traffic can be adequately facilitated
from the East via the N80 and L2026 Barker’s road without any increased adverse impact on that local road
network.
An alternative to the haul routes for the two quarries identified in the EIAR are as follows:
•

Clonmelsh (Dan Morrissey and Co.): Loads can access the N80 via the Ballybar Upper Road, R448
through Milford and M9 motorway which links with the N80 at Rathcrogue Junction 5; OR directly from
Balybar Upper Road which links with the N80 at Barristown. Loads will then travel south along the N80
to Bunclody turning right before the town centre onto the L2026 Barkers Road.

•

Millford (Kilcarrig Quarries): Loads can access the N80 by travelling north via the R724, R705, R448 and
M9 motorway which links with the N80 at Rathcrogue Junction 5. Loads will then travel south along
the N80 to Bunclody turning right before the town centre onto the L2026 Barkers Road.

The above haul routes would minimise the use of the immediate local road network and eliminate use of the
local roads which approach the site entrance from the west. The proposed routes direct HGV traffic directly
onto the regional, national and motorway road network almost immediately, thereby removing the risk of
increased HGV traffic on the local roads to the west of the site. The local road linking the Clonmelsh quarry to
the regional and national routes is frequently used by HGV’s accessing the quarry and is adequate in terms of
capacity and design to facilitate the expected type and frequency of HGV’s that will be generated by the
proposed project.
As described in Chapter 13 and Chapter 9 of the EIAR, it was confirmed following intrusive site investigations
that bedrock for construction of the onsite access roads and hardstands will be sourced from the site borrow
pit and that surface course stone shall be imported from local quarries only. An assumption was also made for
the importation of structural fill material for turbine foundations. Intrusive investigations were undertaken at
the proposed borrow pit location, at selected proposed turbine locations and at the proposed HDD road
crossing location on the proposed grid connection route to confirm the rock type. The site investigations
comprised the excavation of 17 no. trial pit to a maximum depth of 2.8m BGL and 6 No. rotary boreholes to a
maximum depth of 15m BGL.
In addition to the above, a key design feature of Croaghaun Wind Farm is the repurposing of existing forestry
roads to form the internal wind farm access tracks for the project. This significantly reduces the requirement
for the importation of road construction materials from external sources.
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Endangerment of Public Safety Through Traffic Hazard

With regard to the Council’s opinion that the proposed development would create a significant adverse impact
on the local road network, the applicant disagrees with this opinion for reasons described herein and would
refer to the mitigation measures contained within Chapter 13 of the EIAR and TMP under Section 4.3.8 of the
CEMP.
The key central mitigation against the endangerment of public safety is an adequately designed Traffic
Management Plan (TMP). Construction traffic will require regular access to the site at varying times throughout
the construction phase. The purpose of the TMP is to put in place procedures to manage traffic effectively on
site and in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project, to ensure the continued movement of traffic on the
public roads and to minimise disturbance during transportation of materials particularly oversized loads. The
correct implementation of the TMP will ensure that appropriate procedures are in place to minimise any effects
on the safety and movement of the general public.
As described in the EIAR, the TMP shall be finalised following the appointment of the contractor for the main
construction works and the turbine supply contract.
The contractor will liaise directly with the County Council in relation to the plan and any concerns/requirements
they have will be incorporated into the plan. The contractor will also liaise with other local authorities, as
necessary, along the final turbine delivery route. The necessary permits (including standard permits) will be
applied for and obtained from the relevant local authorities.
As described in the EIAR, a dedicated Traffic Management Coordinator will be appointed for the project and
shall be responsible for maintaining regular contact with An Garda Síochána, the local County Council, the
statutory bodies and the client concerning traffic control, interference with services and co-ordination of
crossings. The Transport Officer will contact the relevant bodies in relation to method statements prior to the
work taking place. The Traffic Management Coordinator will be responsible for ensuring that the Traffic
Management Plan will be implemented in full.
In addition to the measures contained within Chapter 13 of the EIAR and TMP, the applicant proposes the
following additional mitigations which will form part of the TMP: It is submitted that these mitigation measures
in addition to those contained in the EIAR will adequately address Carlow County Council’s concerns with regard
to the impact of construction activity on local roads and the potential impact to public safety.
•

HGV traffic associated with the proposed development will be adequately facilitated from the East only
via the N80 and L2026 Barker’s road without any further adverse impact on the local road network.

•

Signage: Clear signage relating to the development, both temporary and permanent, will be provided
for accessing the site.
o

•

P21-087

Clear signage shall be placed at strategic locations along the L2026 Barkers road in advance of
locations where forward visibility is limited such as road bends in agreement with the Council.

In addition to the passing opportunities identified, it is also proposed by the applicant to address any
potential issues associated with two HGV’s meeting head on along the L2026. Adequately trained
personnel with radio communications shall be positioned at strategic locations along the L2026 to
ensure no disruption or hazard is created by such a scenario. These flagmen shall be coordinated by,
and report to the Traffic Management Coordinator who shall be responsible for all HGV movements
associated with project construction as identified in the TMP. The exact positioning of personnel and
signage shall be carried out in consultation with Carlow County Council Roads Department.
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The number of tipper trucks leaving the site and moving along the L2026 will be monitored during the
construction phase. It is estimated that trucks will take approximately 8 mins to travel along the L2026
from the site entrance to the N80 (7.4km stretch, average speed of 60km/hr). Staging times to allow
trucks to complete this journey will be implemented with the aim of limiting the number of tipper trucks
on the L2026 at any one time. The implementation of this mitigation measure during the construction
phase will be undertaken in consultation with Carlow County Council and will be included as a
requirement of the construction stage traffic management plan.

•

It is submitted that with the above mitigation measures in place, the proposed development by reason of
construction traffic on the public road will not endanger public safety by reason of traffic hazard.
3.4.7

Proper Planning & Sustainable Development of the Area.

Refusal reason no. 3 suggests that the project is not in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable
development of the area due to the temporary construction impacts on the local road network. It is submitted
that this is an unbalanced approach to decision making, any proposed negative traffic impact would be
temporary in nature and therefore the proposed development cannot be said to be contrary to the proper
planning and sustainable development of the area especially in the context of European, National and local
carbon reduction policies.
Construction activities to facilitate the renewable energy project are not permanent works and should not be
considered to be contrary to planning and sustainable development, especially in the context of the Climate
Action Plan which the proposed development complies with. The proposed development is for the provision of
renewable electricity infrastructure and is necessary in conjunction with other projects to address the overall
net reduction in Carbon production through offsetting the use of fossil fuels. The use of “planning and
sustainable development” in this context is contrary to national climate policy which is a priority for Ireland to
achieve its 2030 objectives and contrary to its meaning.
The Bruntland Commission provides the following definition of “Sustainable Development” as development
that "meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs."
It is our contention that the proposed development will require temporary road works to facilitate a wind farm
development which is aimed at meeting the needs of current and future generations.
To refuse a development such as a wind farm in the face of numerous international, national and local policies
on climate change based on the temporary impact of roads which could have been accommodated by condition
or bond is not in relation to the very definition of “sustainable development.” By refusing planning permission
for wind farm development, it is submitted that CCC is not upholding its own strategic aim.
Carlow County Council’s own strategic aim which is to “
“Promote and support the development of the renewable energy resource of the County including in
particular from wind, waste material, solar, hydro and biomass energy, subject to normal planning and
environmental requirements”.
“Facilitate, promote and achieve a balance between responding to Central Government policy on
renewable energy and enabling energy resources within the plan area to be harnessed in a manner which
is in accordance with the principles of proper planning and sustainable development and in accordance
with Article 6 of the Habitats Directive”

P21-087

www.fehilytimoney.ie

Page 42 of 46

CLIENT:
PROJECT NAME:
SECTION:

Coillte
Croaghaun Wind Farm
First Party Appeal

We wish to draw the Board’s attention to the Inspector’s report of Cloncreen Wind Farm (ABP Ref. 19.PA0047):
“the construction phase of the development would give rise to additional traffic and, in particular,
abnormal loads on the road network in the vicinity. This would have some impact on local residents and
give rise to some inconvenience. Similarly, issues such as dust generated during this phase of the
development are noted. The construction phase, however, is a short-term phase and I do not consider that
the development would generate such inconvenience for local people on the basis of traffic or dust as to
justify a refusal of permission on these grounds. Normal good construction codes of practice would be a
pre-requisite.”
Temporary works such as construction traffic, should not be sufficient reasons for refusal of a proposed
development.

3.4.8 Precedent
There are three excellent precedent consented wind farm examples of the employment of planning conditions
to address potential construction impacts on local roads pursuant to Section 48 (2) (c) and Section 34 (4) (a) of
the Act, as follows:
Moanvane Wind Farm (Offaly Co. Co. 17/335 / ABP Ref. 301619-18)
Moanvane wind farm is a wind development with up to 12 turbines, an electrical substation, a recreational
amenity trail, parking, and cabling not dissimilar to the proposed development. Of relevance to this appeal are
planning conditions 13, 14 and 16 of the permitted development.
Condition 13 of Offaly County Council’s Notification of Decision to Grant relates to the requirements for a full
pavement analysis of the turbine delivery route from the junction of the R420 and R402 up to the site entrance
on the L1013; a structural assessment of culverts and bridge crossings along the route in terms of load bearing
capacity; a full pavement analysis of the concrete and aggregate haul route; where necessary, undertake the
necessary pre-strengthening works; and that any damage caused to the roads shall be repaired to at least its
previous condition and to the written satisfaction of the Planning Authority.
Condition 14 of the Notification of Decision to Grant, conditions the applicant to carry out a pavement analysis
evaluation survey on the L1013-1, L1013-2, L5034-1 and L5042-1.
Condition 16 also requires that a pre-condition survey of cable routes be surveyed and that any damage caused
to the road or adjacent properties shall be repaired to its previous condition, or where this is not possible, to
an equivalent or better condition; works to be carried out in accordance with NRA Specification for Road Works;
reinstatement of local and regional roads to be in accordance with ‘Guidelines for the Opening, Backfilling and
Reinstatement of Trenches in Public Roads’ (The Purple Book); after temporary reinstatement of the trench, a
full width overlay to be provided; and a defects period of 2 years shall apply.
The requirements of Conditions 13, 14 and 16 were requested in this instance to ensure that there was no risk
to public health and safety in terms of the local road network during the construction phase and that the
integrity of the road was maintained.
Carlow County Council did not impose these rigorous conditions and instead chose to refuse the application.

P21-087
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It is our contention that all concerns in relation to road surface condition indicated in refusal no. 3 could be
addressed through the imposition of similar planning conditions as those listed for the permitted Moanvane
Wind Farm.
This application was the subject of a Third Party appeal to ABP where ABP upheld Offaly County Council’s
decision and granted permission attaching Condition no. 14 which in essence incorporates all the above
conditions imposed by Offaly Co. Co. in its Notification.
Cappawhite Wind Farm, Tipperary County Council Reg. Ref. 11/6; ABP Ref. PL23.239594
The Cappawhite Wind Farm development comprised a 14 wind turbine extension to approved Cappawhite
Wind Farm, (South Tipperary Reg. Ref. P07/364) to include access tracks, an enlargement of the approved
electrical transformer station comprising a single storey control building and substation, anemometer masts,
borrow pits and all associated site works. The development was granted by An Bord Pleanála on 8/5/2012. Of
note in the decision is the text from Condition 22.
Condition 22 states:
“Prior to commencement of development, the developer shall lodge with the planning authority a cash
deposit, a bond of an insurance company, or other security to secure the satisfactory reinstatement of the
structure of the public roads on the haul routes coupled with an agreement empowering the planning
authority to apply such security or part thereof to such reinstatement. The form and amount of the security
shall be as agreed between the planning authority and the developer or, in default of agreement, shall be
referred to An Bord Pleanála for determination.”
In relation to the subject development Carlow County Council could have sought a cash bond under the
provisions of Section 48 (1) and (2) of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 (as amended) to ameliorate any
potential damages to the surrounding road infrastructure during the construction phase of the proposed
development but chose to refuse planning permission.
We respectfully require ABP to address any roads concerns that they may have through applying a condition of
planning that will require the applicant to consult with Carlow County Council in determining the most
appropriate measures to be carried out to ensure that no long term impacts on the public roads are
experienced.
Drehid Wind Farm, Kildare County Council Reg. Ref. 11/6; ABP Ref. 306500-20
Drehid Wind Farm development comprises of a 12 no. wind turbine development, electrical substation and
ancillary development including the laying of an underground cable on the public roads. Kildare County Council
refused permission for this development on reasons relating to traffic hazard and the inadequacies of the public
road serving the development to cater for the delivery of turbines and construction traffic.
Of particular note here are Section 10.7, 10.8 and 10.9 of the Planning Inspector’s Report where it is stated:
The Transport Section reviewed the additional information and recommended refusal on the grounds of
inadequate roads infrastructure. I consider this issue is, essentially, an aspect of construction phase
management.
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Applicants for permission are, generally, not in a position to carry out works outside the application site
and the present applicant will have to liaise with the road’s authority and/or Garda Siochana traffic
management to facilitate the construction process. This is not a unique situation and insufficient reason to
refuse planning permission.
Additionally, the applicant makes the point that an alternative to amendments to the public road layout
are available, for instance, raising the turbine components to the vertical from the transport trailers.
The second point in the planning authority’s refusal reason is a general point about the suitability of roads
infrastructure in the area. ……. Where works are necessary at the Johnstown Bridge roundabout these can
be a matter of agreement between the developer and the planning authority and the reimbursement of the
planning authority in accordance with the provisions of section 48 (2)(c) of the Act. I conclude that this road
is adequate to accommodate turbine delivery and other construction related traffic.
The planning authority’s engineering advice references specifically the inadequacy of the Derrymahon
road/L5025. This is more problematic than the R402 and is without a median line or public footpaths.
Nevertheless I consider that it is adequate to accommodate short term construction traffic and that a
condition requiring the applicant to make a financial contribution under section 48(2)(c) is an appropriate
mechanism to make good any damage to the Derrymahon road/L5025 arising from the construction or
turbine delivery phases of proposed development. Where haul routes for aggregates are damaged the
proposed bond condition set out in the draft order below will allow the roads authority to apply some or all
of the bond monies to remediation of the wider road network.
Therefore it is not unusual for wind farm developments by nature of their location to utilise narrow country
roads for construction access and for such impacts to be considered temporary in nature and therefore not
significant.
3.4.9

Conclusion

Section 3.4 above clearly demonstrates that the local road network is sufficient in width and capacity to
accommodate the delivery of turbines to site and to accommodate the relatively low levels of HGV movements
to site during the construction process. A site survey was undertaken to demonstrate that inconveniences to
local road users can be minimised through the identification of 24 locations along the haul route from Bunclody
where opportunities exist for local cars and or HGV’s to pass safely where road widths are narrow.
In addition, the applicant commits to additional controlling measures by providing ‘flagmen’ at strategic
locations along the route so that inconveniences caused to local road users where two HGV’s meet can be
controlled and minimised.
Furthermore to provide extra assurances to Carlow County Council that the impact of HGV’s to local road users
will be minimised, the applicant commits to monitoring the number of tipper trucks leaving the site and moving
along the L2026 and implement staging times with the aim of limiting the number of tipper trucks on the L2026
at any one time.
It is submitted that with the controlling measures in place as outlined in the EIAR and supplemented with further
controlling measures as identified in Section 3.4.6 above, the proposed development will not endanger public
safety by reason of traffic hazard.
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4. CONCLUSION
We respectfully request An Bord Pleanála to have full regard to this submission in the context of this first party
appeal against Carlow County Councils Notification to Refuse Permission for three reasons. This submission has
clearly demonstrated that the grounds for refusal are unfounded and that the refusal reasons can be rebutted
in full.
We respectfully request that An Bord Pleanála overturn Carlow County Council’s decision and grant planning
permission for the 7 no. turbine development in recognition that the site is appropriately designated for wind
energy and the contribution that the development can make to meeting our legally required targets for onshore
wind by 2030 and our critical nearer term interim targets as explained in detail in Section 3.1 above.
Furthermore the EIAR and NIS submitted with the planning application and the information submitted in this
first party appeal clearly demonstrates that the proposed development will not have a significant negative
impact on designated and scenic views in the area, will not have a significant impact on habitat in the area or
the bat and bird populations in the area including migratory bird species . It has also been clearly set out that
the proposed development will not endanger public safety by reason of traffic hazard and the local roads are
sufficient to cater for the volumes of traffic expected during the construction phase.
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APPENDIX 2
Detailed Response by
Macro Works to Refusal Reason
No. 1

Landscape and Visual Statement
In respect of a First Party Appeal
To An Bord Pleanála
Croaghaun Wind Farm
By Macro Works, April 2021

Executive Summary
The first reason for refusal in respect of the Croaghaun Wind Farm planning application relates to
landscape and visual matters; principally, Carlow County Council’s assessment of “very significant
landscape visual impacts on designated scenic route numbers 10, 11, 12 and 16, and designated
protected views 1, 4, 24, 29, 30, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41 and 42 as identified in the Carlow County
Development Plan 2015-2021”. This assessment is directly based on the findings of a third party report
prepared by CAAS Ltd. on behalf of the Council.
For the reasons set out below, which will be elaborated on within the context of this appeal statement,
the CAAS report cannot be relied upon in the determination of this application;
1. The CAAS report was not supported by a site visit and the assessment was not undertaken in
accordance with, and in some instances is contrary to, the relevant guidance for Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment as well as the Irish Wind Energy Development Guidelines.
2. The methodology employed in the CAAS assessment is overly simplistic and based principally
on viewing distance with no consideration of context or scheme design. Furthermore, the
significance criteria are inappropriate for the assessment.
3. The CAAS report is factually incorrect with regard to two of the designated views deemed to
be ‘very significantly’ impacted (as translated into the first reason for refusal), which will
actually have no potential visibility of the proposed development. Two other such
designations are 13.5km and 17km away from the site respectively and another will have
only a minute view of blade tips. In a confusing contradiction, other sections of the CAAS
report identify several of the same ‘very significantly’ impacted scenic designations from
Reason for Refusal 1 as incurring ‘Insignificant’ and ‘Slight’ impacts and one case a ‘Moderate’
impact.
4. The CAAS report refers to the adjacent Greenoge Wind Farm as being permitted rather than
existing, which has a major bearing on the receiving landscape, against which, the
development is assessed.
5. Despite the clear shortcomings in the CAAS report noted above and in the main text

below, Carlow Co. Co. appear to have relied heavily on it in making their
determination, translating the findings of this report directly into Reason for refusal
No. 1.

1

If the CAAS approach to LVIA for wind energy developments was universally applied there would not
be a wind farm in the country (existing, permitted or proposed) that does not give rise to a host of
‘Very Significant’ visual impacts.

1.0

Introduction

This landscape and visual statement is prepared in response to a first party appeal against Carlow
County Council’s decision to refuse planning permission for the proposed seven turbine Croaghaun
Wind farm (Planning Ref. 21/13). The decision to refuse consists of three reasons, with the first of
these relating to landscape and visual impacts. As Macro Works Ltd. undertook the Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) for the planning application EIAR (the Project LVIA), the appeal
statement relating to Reason for Refusal no. 1 has also been prepared by Macro Works.
Statement of Authority and Background
This Landscape and Visual statement is prepared by Richard Barker, Principal Landscape Architect at
Macro Works Ltd. Relevant experience includes Landscape and Visual Assessment of over 120 Wind
Energy Developments in Ireland including more than 10 SID projects.

2.0

Reason for refusal:
Reason for refusal no. 1 Having regard to the location of the proposed wind farm
development in the Blackstairs and Mount Leinster Uplands Landscape Character Area,
and the overall size and scale of the proposed development comprising of 7 No. wind
turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 178 metres, it is considered that the proposed
wind farm development would have an adverse visual impact on the Blackstairs and
Mount Leinster Uplands Landscape Character Area, with the proposal resulting in very
significant landscape visual impacts on designated scenic route numbers 10, 11, 12 and
16, and designated protected views 1, 4, 24, 29, 30, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41 and 42 as identified
in the County Carlow Landscape Character Assessment within Appendix 6 of the Carlow
County Development Plan 2015-2021.
The proposed development, therefore, would adversely interfere with the character of the
landscape and would contravene the 'County Carlow Landscape Character Assessment
and Schedule of Protected Views' within the Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021.
Accordingly, the proposed development, if permitted, would be contrary to Heritage Policy
1 of the Carlow County Development Plan 2015-2021 which seeks to 'Protect designated
Views, Prospects and Scenic Routes in the county as appropriate'. The proposed
development is therefore considered contrary to the proper planning and sustainable
development of the area”.

3.0

Response to Reason for Refusal No. 1

Upon review of Reason for refusal no. 1 (RFR 1) and the Carlow County Council Planner’s Report
(Planner’s Report), it is apparent that Carlow Co. Co. relied heavily on an LVIA report prepared
by an independent consultant, CAAS Ltd, particularly in respect of impacts on scenic route and
scenic view designations. For this reason, the principal focus of this appeal statement will be the
findings of the CAAS report and it will highlight the reasons why this alternative assessment cannot,
and should not, be relied upon in the determination of this appeal.

2

Terms of Reference / Methodology of the CAAS Assessment
The most important point to make about the introductory sections of the CAAS report is not so much
what it is based on, but what it acknowledges it is not based on. It is not based on any “guidelines or
standards” nor any “field evaluation”. Notwithstanding overarching EIA Guidance for all
environmental disciplines, any LVIA for onshore wind farm developments in Ireland should be
undertaken in the context of the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA 2013) 1, which are the industry standard in Ireland and the UK for the past two decades as well as the
landscape sections of the ‘Wind Energy Development Guidelines’ 2 . First hand and project specific
familiarity of the receiving landscape (through fieldwork) is also the prerequisite for robust LVIA or
the critique thereof. Furthermore, there is no indication of the qualifications or LVIA experience (wind
farms or otherwise) of the author of the CAAS report or that they themselves are familiar with the
landscape of the study area.
In paragraph 7 of the ‘Methodology’ section of the CAAS report it states that “one of the most critical
parts of the assessment is the determination of the degree of significance that are assigned to any
specific impacts. This is particularly important for landscape and visual impacts, where effects can have
a high degree of subjectivity – that can vary from individual to individual”. Whilst that is undoubtedly
the case, the purpose of the GLVIA – 2013 is to provide a framework within which, professional
judgements of landscape and visual significance can be made on the basis of balancing the sensitivity
of receptors against the magnitude of impacts – a process not followed in the CAAS assessment, which
appears to jump directly to its significance judgements on the basis of distance and visibility alone.
The significance graph at Figure 1 of the CAAS report is very similar to that used by Macro Works in
the project LVIA except that in the Macro Works report, and in accordance with GLVIA – 2013, the
potentially confusing and multifarious term ‘significant’ is not used as a category. The term
‘Substantial’ is used instead and hybrid sub-categories are provided to account for the nuanced nature
of LVIA. A note below the significance graph in the Macro Works report ensures that the reader is
aware that significance judgements of “‘Substantial’ and above are considered to be significant
impacts in EIA terms”. In summary, any difference in the significance graphs does not account for the
variation in significance judgements between the project LVIA and the alternative CAAS assessment.
Under the Figure 1 significance graph, CAAS provided a series of textual definitions to accompany the
significance categories. Whereas the standard approach for LVIA specialists is to use generic terms
that will be applied across the spectrum of development types, CAAS instead have applied wind farm
specific definitions that read much like the summary comments made later in the report. Thus, it is
not clear which was determined first – the assessment, or the criteria for the assessment.
The CAAS significance criteria also employs a very binary and unrealistic approach whereby ‘High’
magnitude combined with ‘High’ sensitivity results in ‘Very Significant’ impacts and Medium + Medium
= Moderate significance etc. This makes no provision for the more frequent scenario of a ‘High’
receptor sensitivity being balanced by a ‘Low’ magnitude of impact, thereby resulting in a balanced
significance judgement of, for example, ‘Moderate’. The rigid, binary approach used by CAAAS may go
some way to explaining why it arrived at such high significance judgements in instances where the
proposed turbines are either clearly visible (irrespective of sensitivity) or are potentially visible to any
degree from a designated scenic view (irrespective of magnitude).
Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) and Landscape Institute (UK) ‘Guidelines for Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment – 2013 (GLVIA – 2013)
1

Department of Environment Heritage and Local Government Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2006 – draft revised
2019)

2
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In taking the binary approach to significance determination, CAAS also diverge from the GLVIA-2013
and LVIA best practice by combining receptor sensitivity criteria with magnitude of impact criteria –
LVIA consultants, almost without exception, use separate assessment criteria tables for ‘sensitivity’
and ‘magnitude’. The rationale for this is explained in the excerpt below from Figure 6.1 of the GLVIA2013, which clearly shows that the two components of the assessment (sensitivity and magnitude)
follow separate paths/processes before being combined only at the end to determine significance.

Figure 1 – Excerpt from GLVIA 2013 (Figure 6.1) showing that receptor sensitivity and impact magnitude are
assessed independently of each other before combining to determine significance.

‘The Applicant’s Description of Landscape Effects’ section of the CAAS Assessment
This section of the CAAS report analyses the effects assessment of the project LVIA and generally
concludes that the assessment material provided (incl. visibility mapping and photomontages) and
indeed the effects assessment are ‘appropriately comprehensive’. This term is used with the caveat
that “no assessment of landscapes impacts over a wide area could be reasonably expected to be
comprehensive or exhaustive. Undoubtedly there will be ‘worse’ individual views than those shown –
but this is not an obstacle to making an informed determination because this depends on the
significance of the totality of the effect”.
It is agreed that LVIA is a ‘representative’ rather than comprehensive / exhaustive form of assessment,
but for the sake of the robustness of the assessment, it is important to try and obtain worst-case views
of the development from within the public realm with regard to distance and visual exposure, whilst
also seeking to best represent views from sensitive receptor locations. Even though the CAAS report
acknowledges the viewpoint set to be ‘appropriately comprehensive’, it is not accepted that there will
‘undoubtedly be worse individual views’. This is illustrated by VP24 and VP25, which are both from a
designated scenic route and have open visibility of the turbines from distance of 390m and 710m
respectively i.e. considerably closer than the nearest residence, which is nearly 1km away from the
nearest turbine. For context, the project LVIA assessed ‘Substantial-moderate’ impacts at both VP24
and VP25, but did not consider the visual impact to be significant as the principal viewing direction –
northwest across the plains – was not impeded.
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The final paragraph of this section of the CAAS report confirms that the main issue of divergence
between their assessment and the project LVIA is the determination of significance.

‘General Significance of Effects on Landscape and Settlements’ section of the CAAS
report
As a precursor to the response to this section of the CAAS report, it should be noted that the DOHLG
Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2006) set out clear guidance through illustration, text and
procedures for the design / visual assessment of wind farms in Ireland. This detailed process and
guidance reduces the subjectivity for this type of development. In all visual assessments carried out
by Macro Works we strive to provide independent and transparent analysis in this challenging area of
planning, which is often considered to be wholly subjective. The above guidelines have provided the
backdrop to LVIA for wind energy developments in Ireland for many years. However the analysis
conducted on behalf of the council fails to follow or even reference these guidelines.
This section of the CAAS report begins by describing the very simplistic basis of their ‘alternative’ visual
impact assessment, that have little resemblance to industry best practice.
It states that “an object will appear to be very large or dominant at distances of less than a multiple of
about 10 – 15 times the height of the object. So, a 180m high turbine is likely to be perceived as being
increasingly dominant at distances of between 1.8km and 2.7 km”. No source reference is provided in
respect of this generic statement, so it is unclear whether it is universally accepted or even relevant
to wind turbines in an upland rural context. There is no way, for example, that a slender
meteorological mast could appear very large or dominant from even twice its height dimension away
- let alone 10-15 times.
Irrespective of the source of the CAAS ‘rule of thumb’, as viewing distance becomes the sole
determinant of the CAAS assessment of visual impact significance, it literally represents LVIA ‘by
numbers’ almost without consideration of landscape context and viewing scenario. This is further
confirmed by the premptive statement that “the evaluation of the likely effects of this development is
guided by the general observation that routes and features at distances from a turbine closer than 2
km are likely to be very significantly affected”.
Visual prominence / the relative visual dominance of the proposed turbines is, of course, a key aspect
of any project visual assessment undertaken by Macro Works, but it is not the entire basis for the
assessment and it is not based on viewing distance alone. The other key aspect of the visual
assessment is the context of the scene and how the turbines integrate or contrast with it. This is
determined by how the turbines sit within the underlying landform and landscape pattern, co-exist
with other natural and man-made elements within the view and whether the turbine layout results in
visual clutter and disharmony or is seen in a clear and legible manner. Such factors are not simply
based on professional gut instinct - for wind energy developments in Ireland, they are based on the
DOHLG Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2006) and specifically, the 40 pages of text and
illustrations that constitute Chapter 6 - ‘Aesthetic Considerations in Siting and Design’. The same
chapter of the Guidelines also sets out instances and landscape settings in which large developments
and tall turbines are an appropriate design response (e.g. broad landscape contexts) and where the
clearer view of turbines might be preferably to a lesser, but more cluttered and confusing view of
them. This long established and considered approach to wind farm siting / design and assessment
clearly contradicts the simplistic CAAS approach of close and clear = very significant.
It is noted, but far from accepted, that on the basis of viewing distance, the CAAS assessment results
in 8 no. very significant impacts and 6 no. Significant impacts. This is well in excess of the project LVIA
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which determined 3 no. ‘Substantial-moderate’ impact significant judgements, which are considered
to be just below the threshold of a ‘significant’ impact in EIA terms. Again, there is no reference in the
CAAS assessment to the receptor sensitivity or impact magnitude judgements that have been
combined to determine their significance judgements, only a prior acceptance that the project LVIA
had judged these constituent effects accurately. Furthermore, there is no discussion of the visual
context of each view in terms of landscape setting, existing elements or the legibility of the turbine
layout etc. The absence of these key ‘aesthetic’ assessment components serves to further undermine
the basis of the CAAS assessment, which only appears to be based on viewing distance / levels of
screening.
It is also important to note that the Draft Revised Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2019)
promote a 4 X tip height setback of turbines from nearest residential receptors in the interests of
maintaining residential amenity. Thus, at 178m tip height, the appropriate setback for these turbines
under the draft revised guidelines would be 712m (well exceeded by the proposed development). If
the basic premise of the CAAS assessment; that turbines within 2km will result in ‘Very Significant’
impacts and within 3km ‘Significant’ impacts) was consistently applied, every proposed wind farm in
the country would be refused planning permission and few of the existing developments are likely to
have been granted.

‘Interactions and cumulative effects’ section of the CAAS Report
This section of the CAAS report is brief and does not arrive at any particular conclusions. However, it
is the first time that the presence of other wind farms, in the same landscape context that is deemed
by CAAS to be inappropriate for such development, is acknowledged within the report. It simply states
that “the proposed development would, if developed, constitute an extension and intensification of an
existing/permitted land use”. The report is not clear whether this comment relates to the immediate
context or that of the 20km radius study area and this is important in light of another subsequent
statement, described below.
In a separate section of the CAAS report (7.4 - Other considerations) is a confusing standalone
sentence: “A similar windfarm has been permitted nearby that will give rise to similar landscape and
visual impacts over a similar area”. The reality is that there are 13 existing wind farms in the study
area, which are barely acknowledged in the CAAS report and only one permitted development that
consists of a single turbine nearly 8km away to the northwest at Monaughrim. The concern here is
that having not undertaken a site visit or acknowledged the influence of the adjacent Greenoge Wind
Farm on the existing landscape character, CAAS appear to have assumed Greenoge was permitted,
but not yet constructed. Notwithstanding that we would have expected this point to have been picked
up by Carlow County Council on review of the CAAS report (even to seek clarification), the major
implication is that CAAS have considered the proposed turbines to be the first introduction of wind
energy development onto the ridgeline at Croaghaun rather than the intensification of a long
established and characteristic feature of the receiving landscape. This could go some way to explaining
why the CAAS report has otherwise inexplicably determined that this is an inappropriate location for
wind energy development.

‘Conclusion’ section of the CAAS Report
The CAAS report concludes by acknowledging that the information provided in the project LVIA is
sufficient to determine the associated impacts and that the although the magnitude and extent of
effects has not been underestimated – the significance of impact has.
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To illustrate divergence from relevant guidance (GLVIA - 2013) it should be noted that the CAAS report
states that the significance and magnitude of impacts (two different things) varies on account of three
factors;
1. Sensitivity of the receiving environment
2. Distance from the development
3. Exposure to the development
The relevant combination of factors (according to GLVIA-2013) to determine the significance of both
landscape impacts and visual impacts is;
1. The sensitivity of the receptor (based on multiple factors outlined in paragraphs 6.30 – 6.37)
2. The magnitude of the impact (based on multiple factors outlined in paragraphs 6.26 – 6.28 &
6.38 – 6.41)
Under the heading ‘Significance and Sensitivity’, which only exacerbates the confusion surrounding
the term ‘significance’ in this report (because this time it relates to the ‘importance’ of receptors),
CAAS highlight that this area contains sensitive receptors. These include the village of Myshall as well
as routes and views that have been designated for protection in the County Development Plan. The
site also lies adjacent to the South Leinster Way. None of these receptor types is by any means unique
to this study area, which extends to over 1250 sq/km and if the presence of such receptors was
considered to preclude wind energy development, there would not be an existing or permitted wind
farm in the country.
In respect of the South Leinster Way, there are numerous examples of wind farms occurring in the
immediate vicinity of sections of long distance way-marked walking routes. A useful precedent is the
Boggeragh Wind Farm II (Planning Ref: 10/08067) for which the An Bord Pleanála inspector stated
in relation to the Blackwater Way:
“The proposed development will involve the introduction of large structures into the
landscape at a relatively near distance along part of the route. However, in the context
of the assessment in relation to visual amenity and landscape above, I do not consider
that the impact of the proposed development would significantly affect the recreational
value of the walking route. I have no objection to the proposed development in this
respect.”
In respect of Myshall, two representative viewpoints were selected for the project LVIA (VP11 and
VP12) and the view of blade tips of several turbines above the intervening ridgeline was deemed to
result in Slight-imperceptible significance of impact in both instances. CAAS actually concurred with
these judgements assigning them ‘Insignificant’ impacts in their comparative assessment table.
Confusingly, VP12 (representing Scenic View SV39) was then cited as being ‘very significantly’
impacted in their conclusions, which were subsequently translated into Reason for Refusal 1. This
highlights a major concern relating to the CAAS report findings and the fact that Carlow County Council
went on to refuse the proposed development on the basis of ‘very significant’ impacts at no less than
fifteen designated routes and views. It is considered critical that this issue is thoroughly addressed, so
each of the Very Significant impacts from the CAAS report conclusions / RFR 1 are detailed in Table 1
below.
Table 1 – Carlow Scenic Route / View designations considered by CAAS to incur ‘Very Significant’ visual impacts
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Scenic Route / View (Carlow
CDP ref)
SV1: Kildavin (Southwest) –
Valley of River Slaney and
Blackstairs. Route of South
Leinster Way
SV4: South of Tullow (east) –
Typical Rolling Farmland
SV24: Moyle (280-320) –
Burren River Valley
SV29/30: Leighlinbridge
(south and north) – River
Barrow
SV35: Ballymoon Castle
(south) – Heritage Site
SV36: Swing Cross (east) –
Panorama across central
plain to Blackstairs
SV38: Immediately north of
Shangarry Cross (east)

Representative
VP in Project
LVIA
VP17

Project LVIA Judgement and justification

VP2

Distance to nearest turbine 13.54km. Distant brief
view of the turbines, Slight-imperceptible significance
Distance to nearest turbine 17.13km. Scenic view
oriented in the opposite direction to the proposed
development which is to the southeast, Slightimperceptible significance
Proposed turbines will not be visible from here Imperceptible significance

VP1

VP3

Distance to nearest turbine 4.92km. Clear and legible
view of turbines, Moderate-slight significance

VP8

Due to proximity between SV35 & SV36 one
representative VP was chosen. Distance to nearest
turbine 10.5km. Turbines revealed to varying degrees,
Slight-imperceptible significance

VP9

Distance to nearest turbine 4.57km. Proposed turbines
appear in a clear and legible manner and are deemed
to have a sub-dominant visual presence, Moderateslight significance
Distance to nearest turbine 2.73km. Partial view of
blade tips between a gap in dense vegetation, Slightimperceptible significance
One viewpoint chosen to represent both SV41 and 42.
Distance to nearest turbine 2.99km. Clear and legible
view of turbines that present with a co-dominant to
dominant visual presence. Scenic designation is to the
west, view of turbines is to the northeast. Substantialmoderate significance
Clear view of turbines at close distance, Substantialmoderate significance. However, much of the visual
amenity of this route stems from views of the
Blackstairs to the south, turbines only visible to the
west/north
Scenic route not relevant as it is located outside of
ZTV pattern i.e. no visibility of turbines

SV39: Myshall (from
entrance) – Adelaide
Memorial Church
SV41: South of Carrol’s Cross
(west) Panorama across
Central Plain
SV42: The Nine Stones (west)

VP12

SR10: Mount Leinster Drive
(L2060) Blackstairs

VP25

SR11: Slievebawn (L3011)
Panorama of Blackstairs and
Plain
SR12: (L3011) Blackstairs

None required

SR16: South Leinster Way
(L3005) Scenic views in all
directions of uplands

VP24 & VP29

VP29
VP29

VP23

View of up to 4 of the proposed turbines afforded
from a distance of 2.43km. Moderate-slight
significance
Clear near distant views of the proposed turbines that
present in a prominent manner. Substantial-moderate
significance

As can be seen from Table 1, the application of Very Significant visual impacts to this broad swathe of
scenic designations is completely unreasonable by any measure of environmental assessment and
relevant LVIA methodology. Particular attention is drawn to scenic views SV29/30 near Leighlinbridge
and scenic route SR11 – Slievebawn where there is no visibility of the proposed turbines. Also, from
SV4 and SV24 the nearest turbines are 13.54km and 17.13km away respectively and the latter is
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identified for views in the opposite direction. Though much closer to the site, the view from VP12 in
Myshall reveals only a partial glimpse of several blade tips. Not only are these judgments difficult to
rationalise, they are inconsistent with CAAS own ‘rule of thumb’ that it is only receptors within 2-3km
with clear views of the turbines that will experience Very Significant impacts. Of equal concern is that
Carlow County Council translated the CAAS assessment of effects at these 15 scenic designations
directly into Reason for Refusal 1.
The contradiction and inconsistency in CAAS’ application of ‘Very Significant’ impacts CAAS is
reinforced in a diagram (Figure 9) to summarise effects. In this, they lasso the viewpoints within
different distance bands to highlight varying levels of significance. This highlights the overly simplistic
‘distance-based’ approach to the assessment and also highlights inconsistencies within the report that
were translated into reason for refusal 1. It does this by providing numerous examples of scenic
designations used in Reason for Refusal No. 1 on the basis of ‘Very Significant’ impacts where they
have actually applied ‘Slight’ or ‘Insignificant’ judgements. These include VP1 (SV24), VP2(SV4), VP3
(SV29/30), VP12 (SV39) and it is also noted that VP8 (SV35 & SV 36) is shown to have a ‘Moderate’
impact on Figure 9 rather than the very significant impact cited in the RFR 1.
Following Figure 9, the CAAS report confirms the rudimentary nature of the desk-based assessment
they undertook by stating:
“The impacts vary in degrees of severity that depend, principally, on the distance from the
projects and the degree of visual screening that is provided by the elevated lands to the
south. The significance of the impact also varies because some areas are formally valued
for scenery and recreation, while other areas already contain and have views of a wide
range of man-made development.”

‘Compliance’ Section of the CAAS report
This section of the CAAS report ties back its conclusions to the policy context of the Carlow County
Development Plan. Given the assessment conclusions it is unsurprising that the proposed
development is not considered, by CAAS, to comply with Development Plan policies. The key policy
contravention relates to Heritage Policy 1, which seeks to 'Protect designated Views, Prospects and
Scenic Routes in the county as appropriate'.
It is fully accepted that there will be some near significant (Substantial-moderate) impacts for three of
the scenic designations in the Carlow County Development Plan (SV41 & 42 and SR10). However, for
the reasons provided in the project LVIA, the proposed turbines are not considered to unduly interfere
with the principal viewing directions of these scenic designations – out over the plains to the
northwest for the SV41 and SV42 and down valley /cross valley to the south for SR10. Both the CAAS
report and the subsequent Reason for Refusal 1 generated by Carlow County Council applies Heritage
Policy 1 rigidly and without the discretion it actually allows (ie. protect…. as appropriate). Citing 15
scenic designations as being Very Significantly impacted when several of these have no view of
turbines, or views well in excess of 10km, suggests that any visibility of turbines is deemed to
contravene Heritage Policy 1. The fact that the policy in question finishes with the words “as
appropriate” broadens the level of discretion that can be applied considerably. It is considered that
discretion should be applied in this instance and there is strong rationale to do so. In this regard, it is
considered that the view of the proposed development on the northernmost transitional step of the
Blackstairs Mountains, framing but not intruding upon the key viewing directions of the scenic
designations in question epitomises the balance of protection and development that needs to occur
in this age of renewables.
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3.7

Conclusion

For the reasons provided throughout this LVIA appeal statement, it is considered that Reason for
Refusal 1, which is a direct translation from the conclusions of the CAAS report, is not based on best
practice LVIA and the associated guidelines for LVIA and the development or Wind Energy
Developments in Ireland. It includes reference to ‘Very Significant’ visual impacts at several scenic
designations that will not have any visibility of the proposed turbines or are well beyond 10km of the
site.
The CAAS report includes almost no reference to the landscape and visual setting and the fact that
wind energy developments are already a characteristic feature of not only the immediate site context,
but also the wider study area. Instead, the basis of the CAAS assessment is simply viewing distance
and screening levels. Considerable work was undertaken at the design stage of this project to reduce
visibility at key receptors where possible (e.g. Myshall Village) and to optimise the layout when it is
openly visible (e.g. Nine Stones scenic view) in accordance with the Wind Energy Development
Guidelines. Such efforts are irrelevant in the context of the CAAS approach to LVIA for wind energy
development.
If the CAAS approach to LVIA for wind energy developments was applied consistently, all wind farm
proposals would inevitably give rise to numerous very significant impacts that are likely to translate
directly into reasons for refusal, as has occurred here. This approach would be a general acceptance
that very significant visual impacts from wind farms will always occur and LVIA would then become an
irrelevant / non-differentiating factor when determining wind energy development applications,
thereby providing little incentive to optimise siting and design to minimise visual impact, as was the
approach for the proposed Croaghaun Wind Farm.
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Detailed Response to the DAU
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APPENDIX 3: Comments on DAU submission and Carlow County Council Planning Report.
Introduction
The following 9 issues were raised by the DAU in its submission and by Carlow Co. Council in their
submissions and are responded to in this Appendix.
Please note text quoted from the EIAR, NIS and the CEMP are presented in Italics. Additional text, (in
the interest of providing further clarity) where appropriate to the EIAR, AA and NIS is included in bold.

1) Terminology in relation to Mitigation proposed in chapter 10 of the EIAR and in the NIS.
Submission
The submission by the DAU states:
“Mitigations proposed in chapter 10 of the EIAR and in the NIS preface some actions with
“recommended” and “proposed”, and are scattered across text, such that it is not clear the
exact mitigations that will proceed.”

Response
The use of the word proposed in this context means that the measures are ‘proposed’ only insofar as
the project is ‘proposed’ prior to obtaining planning permission. Therefore, it can be confirmed that
all mitigation measures detailed in Chapter 10 will be implemented if the project proceeds, as
indicated by the use of the affirmative phrase ‘will be’ which also prefaces the mitigation measures.
‘Recommended’ prefaces reference to a mitigation measure in only one instance within Chapter 10,
in the case of Silt Protection Controls (SPCs) in 10.6.4 Proposed Watercourse Crossings. This is within
section 10.6 Proposed Drainage and refers to the specification for a mitigation measure rather than
whether the measure will be implemented. This specification can be understood to be prescribed. To
clarify this further, we confirm Silt Protection Controls (SPCs) will be implemented at the location of
the drain crossings. These SPCs will consist of a minimum of silt traps containing filter stone and filter
material staked across the width of the swales and upstream of the outfall to any watercourse.
The other instances (also under 10.6.4 Proposed Watercourse Crossings) refer to the size of cross
drains and to the Forest Service (2000) guidance document “Forestry and Water Quality Guidelines”,
and as such do not preface any references to mitigation measures.
Similarly, the use of ‘proposed’ in the NIS also means the mitigation measures are ‘proposed’ insofar
as the project is ‘proposed’ prior to obtaining planning permission. The introductory section also
prefaces the list of mitigation measures with the following statement:
‘The following mitigation measures, which incorporate the recommendations arising from
consultation with IFI (letter dated 21st September 2020), will be implemented in order to avoid or
reduce potential adverse effects on the integrity of the Slaney River Valley SAC (000781), River
Barrow and River Nore SAC (002162) Blackstairs mountain SAC (000770) and Lower River Shannon
SAC (site code 002165) having regard to these sites conservation objectives.
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These mitigation measures will ensure that the proposed Croaghaun Wind Farm will not have a
significant effect on any European Sites alone or in combination with other plans or projects,
industries and/or land management practices in the surrounding landscape as detailed in section
6.’
This affirmative statement supersedes the use of the phrase ‘proposed’, which in this context is used
only in relation to the outcome of planning decisions. As such, it can be confirmed that all mitigation
measures detailed in the NIS will be implemented if the project proceeds.
The word ‘recommended’ in the NIS mitigation measures section is used only where references to
guidance documents and standards are made and does not preface any actual mitigation measures.

2) ECoW
Submission
The submission by the DAU states:
“The provision of an Environmental Clerk of Works (ECoW) is welcomed but the Department is
concerned that roles and duties have not been clearly and adequately defined and it is not specified to
what extent or duration the ECoW’s involvement will be The Department recommends that Carlow
County Council seek clarity in relation to the roles and responsibilities of the ECoW. Clarification is also
required as to whether this is the same person as the Ecological Clerk of Works described in the
Biodiversity Chapter and in the Construction and Environmental Management Plan (Appendix 3.1).”
Response
For clarification, both an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) and an Environmental Manager will be
appointed.
The Environmental Manager will be suitably qualified candidate (competent in the implementation
and management of environmental mitigation measures for wind farms) who will ensure the effective
implementation of and compliance with environmental mitigation measures set out in the CEMP, EIAR
and NIS. The Environmental Manager will be awarded the authority to stop construction activity in the
event of non-compliance with said mitigation measures.
The ECoW will advise on compliance with mitigation measures, with a particular focus on ecological,
water quality concerns, and designated sites. The ECoW will also undertake water qaulity monitoring,
supervision, delivery of toolbox talks and surveys as required.
As such, there is some overlap between the two roles, particularly in the area of water quality which
is both a specific ecological concern and a general environmental one.
Hower, the two roles are distinct; the Environmental Manager is responsible for ensuring
environmental mitgation measures are adhered to, as well as the ovserseeing the day to day operation
of water control and management, while the ECoW will focus on on ecological mitigation measures
and the protection of designated sites.
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The ECoW role is clarified below:
Meaning of acronym – ECoW stands for ‘Ecological Clerk of Works’.
Number of positions – The ECoW and Ecological Clerk of Works referred to in the NIS, Biodiversity
Chapter and CEMP all pertain to the same role: Ecological Clerk of Works.
Roles and responsibilities of ECoW:
•

The primary role is to advise on compliance with the environmental mitigation measures
prescribed in the EIAR and NIS, particularly in relation to biodiversity, water quality river and
land pollution and protected species. By translating mitigation requirements written in the
EIAR, NIS and CEMP into practical measures on the ground, through the management of
positive communication between the various parties on site.

•

To ensure that all staff are fully aware of the ecological and environmental sensitivities of the
site and their responsibilities through the delivery of daily toolbox talks and fortnightly
environmental and ecological protection group meetings. These meetings provide an
important tool ensuring that information is disseminated successfully around the project
team, providing a forum for open discussion of environmental problems arising on site and
enabling common goals to be agreed.

•

Preparation of compliance reports for the client and stakeholders.

•

Preparation of advisory reports for site management and staff.

•

Preparation of monthly reports highlighting ecological and environmental concerns on site
and measures taken to resolve them.

•

Minimise impacts on sensitive habitats, rare and protected flora and fauna
Establish and monitor exclusion zones in line with derogation licenses from NPWS
Managing the implementation of Invasive species measures onsite.

•

The ECoW must have a good understanding of environmental legislation relevant to
constructing onshore wind farm projects and experience working on onshore wind projects.

•

At times of high construction activity and works in sensitive areas, two ECoWs will be present
on site to manage the workload and to ensure effective communication.

Extent and duration of ECoW involvement:
•

ECoW will be involved from the outset of the project, to be appointed prior to any preparatory
activities being undertaken onsite.

•

Will undertake baseline water quality sampling (biological and physico-chemical) prior to any
other project activities.

•

Will supervise pre-construction measures including invasive species eradication, installation
of silt traps and settlement ponds, and will ensure wastewater disposal measures are
complied with.

•

The ECoW will monitor all construction-stage mitigation measures for the duration of the
construction period. Daily inspections shall be carried out during tree felling, road
construction, cable laying (wind farm site), grid connection installation and substation
construction. Weekly inspections will be carried out during all other phases.
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•

Any activities specifically requiring supervision such as TDR upgrades will require dedicated
supervision in addition to regular inspections.

•

The ECoW will conduct a programme of water quality monitoring throughout the construction
phase.

•

Water quality monitoring will continue until 3 months following completion of the wind farm
development (to cover period when bare soils are revegetating).

•

If required, the ECoW will make further recommendations and continue monitoring until such
time as they are satisfied that all ecological and environmental concerns have been robustly
addressed.

•

The ECoW will prepare a post-construction report.

3) Water Quality
Submission
The submission by the DAU states:
“In the EIAR (chapter 10 p50), monthly water quality monitoring is mentioned; monitoring will need to
be far more frequent, in particular for suspended solids parameters. Mitigation measures to be
adopted to avoid and minimise discharges and the monitoring to take place and response plans in the
event of exceedance of stated values, should be clear and specific. Monitoring should extend
considerably beyond landworks and response capacity must be in place for any subsequent discharge
events.”
Response
A suite of measures to avoid and minimise discharges including drainage attenuation, settlement
ponds, silt fencing, silt traps, removal and treatment of standing water, secure storage of stockpiled
material, timing of works to avoid heavy rainfall, and procedures for the use of hydrocarbons and
cement are prescribed in the NIS mitigation measures and in Section 10.7 of the Hydrology chapter,
with additional measures included as insertions within this document.
It is also noted that the CEMP (Section 4.3.5.) includes comprehensive list of emergency response
measures, including:
•

Refuelling of plant and fuel bowsers during construction will be carried out at the primary
refuelling station which will be located at the main temporary site compound. The station will
be fully equipped for a spill response and a specially trained and dedicated environmental and
emergency spill response team will be appointed before commencement on site.

•

Emergency drip trays and spill kits will be kept available on site for use in emergencies to
ensure that any spills from vehicles are contained and removed off site. Each refuelling station
will be fully equipped for a spill response and a specially trained and dedicated environmental
and emergency spill response team will be appointed before commencement on site.

•

In the case of water pollution in addition to the Local Authority, Inland Fisheries Ireland will be
informed immediately.

•

In the event of an accidental spillage from leaking or damaged fuel lines, the spillage will be
cleaned up with absorbent material e.g. sand or turf mould and placed in a designated bunded
location while awaiting removal offsite to a licensed facility.
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•

In the event of an emergency, the settlement ponds will provide a temporary holding area for
any accidental spills on site as it will be possible to block off the outflow from these ponds for
a limited period.

•

Following an accidental break out of silt, emergency measures will be put in place. During the
construction period an emergency facility will be provided with sand bags to block off the
outlet in the sedimentation ponds to prevent discharge from the sedimentation ponds in the
event of a break out of the silt.

•

Additional silt fencing will be available on site for use in emergencies.

•

The drainage engineer will be contacted if there is an accidental spillage or break out of silt on
the site.

The additional measures below are included to provide further clarity on the already proposed
mitigation measures in the EIAR, NIS and CEMP. These clarifications should be read in this context
and do not alter the assessment of residual impacts or findings included in the EIAR and NIS.
For example, the following insertions in bold would fit into the EIAR as follows and are also committed
to in the NIS and CEMP.
10.7.1 Proposed Mitigation Measures for the Construction Stage
If monitoring indicates maintenance is required, settlement ponds will be drained using a tanker
and accumulated solids will be removed. The water and sediment will be disposed in a manner and
at a location which will not result in the siltation of watercourses and will be supervised by the
ECoW.
Works will not resume until the ECoW has confirmed the continued effectiveness of the runoff
attenuation and sediment control measures following heavy rainfall.
The above response capacity will remain on standby post-construction until the ECoW has confirmed
the site has revegetated to a level where excessive levels of siltation (as determined by the stated
parameters) are no longer likely.
Concrete operations shall be carried out in accordance with the CEMP which is located in Appendix 3.1.
All of the mitigation measures detailed above will ensure that the water quality status of the receiving
waterbodies is not affected by the project.

Water Quality Monitoring Programme
A monitoring programme will be established to ensure that water quality is maintained. The details of
this programme are outlined below. This programme will ensure that designed measures are working,
and water quality is not affected.
Baseline sampling will be undertaken prior to construction works. During construction, routine
sampling will be undertaken on a weekly basis, and continue up until 3 months following completion
of the wind farm. If required, the ECoW will make further recommendations and continue
monitoring until such time as they are satisfied that all ecological and environmental concerns have
been robustly addressed.
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Monitoring points will be established at locations immediately downstream of works, and also at
locations further downstream corresponding to baseline aquatic ecology surveys, in addition to
other locations as necessary to be determined by the ECoW.
The Environmental Manager and ECoW will be on-site during construction to monitor water quality.
Should the measured parameters during construction be higher than the pre-construction levels,
construction will be stopped, and remediation measures will be put in place immediately.
Water samples will be taken during ground disturbance works and will include measurement of the
parameters provided in Table 10-12. Parameters listed in table below were measured at the preconstruction phase as mentioned in Section 10.3.4.
Daily visual inspections of the site drainage network, silt traps, settlement ponds and watercourses
within and around the site will be carried out. Visual evidence of elevated sediment levels in
receiving watercourses will trigger emergency measures requiring cessation of works until levels
have reverted, and are confirmed by further testing to be within stated parameters and/or the
source of siltation has been identified and isolated.
A tanker and spill kits will be available on standby to assist in the containment of silt in case of an
emergency.
Additional monitoring will be undertaken following periods of heavy precipitation to ensure
attenuation and silt arrest measures remain effective.

4) Temporary Works
Submission
The submission by the DAU states:
“Temporary accommodation works along the Turbine Delivery Route includes culverting and piping
of open drains. It must be explicitly stated in the EIAR that such culverts and pipes will be removed
and the timeframe for the removal of culverts and pipes should be given. They should be installed in
such a way as to avoid any impacts on removal.”
Response
These additional measures included below are to address the issues raised by DAU only, and do not
alter the assessment of residual impacts and findings of the EIAR and NIS.
The following insertions are made to the EIAR:
8.1.4 Turbine Delivery Route (TDR)
The location and nature of proposed temporary accommodation works are described in further detail
in Chapter 13, Traffic and Transportation. It is noted that all areas where temporary accommodation
works are proposed will be fully reinstated following delivery of turbine components. Key elements
of the temporary accommodation works for the delivery of turbines are summarised in Table 8-2 of the
EIAR.
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The following insertions are made to the NIS:
2.5 Turbine Delivery Route (TDR)
It is noted that all areas where temporary accommodation works are proposed will be fully
reinstated following delivery of turbine components.

5) Buffer Zone Maintenance
Submission
The submission by the DAU states:
“Wind turbine vegetation free buffers must be kept open by mechanical means only. Given the
location of the proposed development, in the upper reaches of river catchments, chemical control
methods must not be used.”

Response
Proposed vegetation free buffers correspond to bat buffers only in the proposed development. The
use of physical management only, without the use of toxic substances is prescribed to achieve this in
Chapter 8; see: 8.6.3.3 Bats - Buffer zones (page 311).
The following insertions in red relating to this submission are made to the EIAR:
8.6.3.3 Bats
Buffer zones
The vegetation-free buffer zones around the identified turbines will be managed and maintained
during the operational life of the development.
Due to mitigation by design, turbines will be sited at a suitable separation distance from trees and
trees or vegetation are to be removed to ensure a woodland-free buffer zone.
The immediate surroundings of individual turbines will be managed and maintained so that they do
not attract insects (i.e. the concentration of insects in the wind turbine vicinity should be reduced as
much as possible, but not such that insect abundancies affected elsewhere on the site). This will be
achieved through physical management of habitats without the use of toxic substances, i.e. by
mechanical means only.
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6) Inclusion of River Barrow and River Nore SAC in cumulative impact section discussing
nationally designed sites
Submission
The submission by Carlow County Council states:
“ The River Barrow and River Nore SAC should be included in the list of relevant SAC's for cumulative
impacts as the site boundary includes this catchment.”
Response
The inclusion of the River Barrow and River Nore SAC is not required in the EIAR Biodiversity Chapter
because cumulative impacts to the River Barrow and River Nore SAC are considered in the Appropriate
Assessment Screening Report and Natura Impact Statement.
The Biodiversity chapter cumulative assessment includes pNHAs within 10km. This cumulative
assessment discusses European sites in the context of pNHAs overlapping large areas or the entirety
of European sites, those sharing the same name and site code as corresponding SACs, and only those
within the zone of influence.
The biodiversity assessment makes reference to the European sites listed - Blackstairs Mountains
SAC/pNHA (000770) and Slaney River Valley SAC/pNHA (000781) only in the context of their
correspondent pNHAs, Blackstairs Mountains pNHA and Slaney River Valley pNHA which are the
subject to the assessment. The inclusion of the SAC title for each site and summary of the NIS findings
is to demonstrate the pNHAs and SACs overlap in potential zones of influence and to note that the
pNHAs could be subject to the same effects identified in the NIS (prior to mitigation).
It is noted that one pNHA, Cloghristick Wood (000806) is overlapped by the River Barrow and River
Nore SAC. This pNHA was identified and assessed separately as part of the group of pNHAs within
10km. Cloghristick Wood pNHA is a terrestrial site over 20km downstream of the proposed grid
connection (via the Burren and Barrow) which will not be affected by changes to water quality.
The presence of a further two pNHAs downstream along the Barrow, Clohastia pNHA (000830) and
the Barrow River Estuary pNHA (000698) is noted. However, the instream distance between these and
the closest upstream part of the grid connection is sufficient to preclude any effects (c. 51km and c.
66 km respectively).
A further 20 pNHAs are present in various parts of the River Barrow and River Nore SAC, however
none are downstream of the proposed project and are not within the Zone of Influence of the project.
In conclusion, the cumulative effects section of the Biodiversity chapter examining designated sites is
concerned with the assessment of national sites, and reference to European sites is in the context of
overlapping areas within zones of influence and where similar effects to those identified in the NIS for
European sites could occur for pNHAs.
Therefore the inclusion of the River Barrow and River Nore SAC is not required in this section.
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7) Amenity trail / Loop - Disturbance Impacts to nesting bird species
Submission
The submission by the DAU states:
“ The Department is concerned in relation to the impacts of amenity provision on ground nesting birds
within the site. The Department is concerned that the recreational disturbance impacts of proposed
formal establishment of this recreational amenity have not been assessed. Studies have shown that
recreational disturbance can lead to the avoidance of certain areas by birds, which can then impact on
breeding success and survival 1. Breeding density, hatching success and pre-fledging survival of groundnesting bird species can be significantly reduced.”
Response
Any disturbance related impacts on ground-nesting birds relating to the proposed amenity loop are
likely to arise during the operational phase of the wind farm.
A key point to underscore is that the existing walkway is currently in use. Thus, it is highly likely that
birds present at the site have already habituated to human presence. While there may be increased
footfall, this is highly unlikely to have an appreciable effect on ground-nesting bird species. Therefore,
we stand over the assessment of potential impacts to bird as a result of the proposed development
including the proposed amenity loop. Below we re-iterate the mitigation measures currently included
and assess the effect of the proposed amenity loop on ground nesting birds.
Mitigation measures have been included in the EAIR for nesting birds (including ground-nesting birds)
based on the results of ornithological surveys. Section 8.6.2.3 of the EIAR (Mitigation Measures by
Avoidance or Design) states that:
The area of the proposed works will be kept to the minimum necessary, including all site clearance
works, to minimise disturbance to habitats and flora. In this case, the footprint of the proposed
development has been kept to the minimum necessary, including the use of layout design methods
including existing roads and stream crossings to minimise excavation works.
No disturbance to habitats or flora outside the proposed development area will occur. All works
will be restricted to the immediate footprint of the development, which will be wholly within the
development site boundary and kept separate from any key areas for biodiversity.

The following is stated in Section 8.6.2.8 of the EIAR (Construction Phase Mitigation Measures for
Birds):
Subject to other environmental concerns (e.g., run-off), the removal of vegetation and scrub as well as
trimming of trees along the TDR will be undertaken outside of the bird breeding season (March 1st to
August 31st inclusive).

1

Liley, D. et al. (2010) Welsh Seasonality Habitat Vulnerability Review. Footprint Ecology / CCW
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Toolbox talks will be undertaken with construction staff on disturbance to key species during
construction. This will help minimise disturbance.
Preconstruction surveys in Section 8.6.2.8 of the EIAR have been committed to, so as to reconfirm the
findings prior to any construction works. The following amendment is to be included to account for
ground-nesting species and the proposed amenity loop:
A re-confirmatory survey (March/April) will be conducted of all areas of construction to assess any
evidence of Buzzard, Kestrel, Long-eared Owl, Sparrowhawk, Merlin, Hen Harrier, Golden Plover,
Curlew, Lapwing, Snipe and Red Grouse and Woodcock activity or taking up new territories. Should
any new nests be recorded, works at these locations will be restricted to outside the breeding season
(April-July) or until chicks are deemed to have fledged (following monitoring).
This re-confirmatory bird survey will also be used to record any evidence of the aforementioned
species near the proposed amenity area, allowing an assessment to be made as to the importance of
this area for ground nesting birds.
In Section 8.6.3.4 (Operational Phase Mitigation Measures for Birds) of the EIAR a post-construction
monitoring programme is outlined. This involves the following components: fatality monitoring, flight
activity survey, wildfowl census, breeding bird and breeding wader survey.
This will allow the monitoring of any displacement effects and resulting impacts on breeding success.
This programme will be conducted in years 1, 2, 3, 5, 10 and 15 post-construction to allow for annual
variation and cumulative effects.
The following is also to be inserted into Section 8.6.3.4:
To minimise the potential for disturbance to ground-nesting birds near the proposed amenity loop,
signage will be erected instructing walkers to keep dogs on leads during the breeding bird season
(March to August inclusive).
This insertion does not alter the assessment of residual impacts or findings included in the EIAR and
NIS.
In terms of assessing the impacts of the proposed amenity loop on ground-nesting birds, a quotation
from one of the papers referenced by the submission (Showler et al., 2010) 2:
“The level of [disturbance-related] impact is highly variable between species and dependent upon
locality and the disturbances involved. As such, proposed restrictions on access must take into account
sensitivity and vulnerability to disturbance on a species-by-species basis, and site characteristics.”
As shown in Figure 5-1 (Habitat Map) from the EIAR, the proposed amenity loop is located almost
entirely within conifer plantation (WD4) with small sections near recently-felled woodland (WS5) and
grassy verges (GS2). Also, a small section of the north-eastern section of the loop passes near to a
mosaic of dry heath HH1 and wet heath HH3 habitat outside the development footprint.

Showler, D.A., Stewart, G.B., Sutherland, W.J. & Pullin, A.S. 2010. What is the impact of public access on the
breeding success of ground-nesting and cliff-nesting birds? CEE review 05-010 (SR16). Collaboration for
Environmental Evidence: www.environmentalevidence.org/SR16.html.
2
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Thus, in assessing the operational impacts of this amenity provision, ground-nesting bird species that
were recorded in the vicinity of the proposed loop are the most vulnerable (see Section 8.3.8 in the
EIAR; Description of Avifauna in the Existing Environment).
The species most likely to be affected by disturbance impacts from the amenity provision is woodcock,
which has been recorded roding near the car park near turbine T3 and the clear-felled area near
turbine T5, which passes very near to the proposed loop. No other ground-breeding waders have
been recorded breeding onsite and no nightjars were detected in any of the surveys. No hen harrier
winter roosts or nests (breeding) were recorded during bird surveys, precluding the possibility of any
direct or indirect impacts on this species from human presence at the proposed loop. No other target
species recorded breeding onsite are ground-breeders and are therefore unlikely to be materially
impacted by the proposed loop.
To address the submission, we have assessed the impact following the format of Section 8.5.2.5
(Disturbance and Displacement section of Operational Impacts on Avifauna) of the EIAR:
Displacement and disturbance
Potential disturbance/displacement effect may come from the amenity loop located within the west
of the proposed development boundary. Scientific studies have shown that there may be recreational
disturbance, leading to the avoidance of certain areas by birds, which can then impact on breeding
survival and success (Showler et al, 2010). Dog walking (particularly when the dog is let off the lead)
is one mechanism that can lead to disturbance of ground-breeding bird species.
While this walkway is currently operational, there is the unlikely potential that increased footfall due
to enhancement of the amenity area could have an increased effect on breeding ground-nesting birds.
Table 8-1:

Disturbance effect of amenity loop on target species

Key Receptor (Sensitivity)
Black-headed Gull (High)

Operational Direct Impact
Character
Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Significance without mitigation
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; Species sensitivity is High, overall
effect significance is Very Low (Criteria:
Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
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Key Receptor (Sensitivity)
Buzzard (Low)

Common Gull (Medium)

Operational Direct Impact
Character

Significance without mitigation

Disturbance: No buzzards
were recorded breeding
within the main wind farm.
They are also not groundnesters, so any effects from
the proposed amenity loop
are likely to be
imperceptible.

Disturbance:

Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Disturbance:

Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible, species sensitivity is Low, overall
effect significance is Very Low (Criteria:
Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered an Imperceptible
Long-term Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).

Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; Species sensitivity is Medium,
overall effect significance is Very Low
(Criteria: Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).

Cormorant (Medium)

Curlew (High)

Disturbance: Single bird
observed flying over site
suggests any impacts will be
low. No breeding birds were
recorded during surveys, so
there is no potential for
them to be negatively
affected by the proposed
amenity loop.
Disturbance: Only one
observation of the species
during surveys and no
breeding recorded within
the study area, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; Species sensitivity is Medium,
overall effect significance is Very Low
(Criteria: Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects Negligible, species
sensitivity is High, overall effect significance
is Very Low (Criteria: Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered an Imperceptible
Long-term Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
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Key Receptor (Sensitivity)
Golden Plover (Very High)

Goshawk (Medium)

Operational Direct Impact
Character
Disturbance:
No breeding birds were
recorded during surveys, so
there is no potential for
them to be negatively
affected by the proposed
amenity loop.

Disturbance:
No breeding birds were
recorded during surveys, so
there is no potential for
them to be negatively
affected by the proposed
amenity loop.

Great Black-backed Gull
(Medium)

Hen Harrier (Very High)

Significance without mitigation
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; species sensitivity is Very High.
Overall impact is Low (Criteria: Percival
2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
Disturbance:
Magnitude effects is assessed as Negligible,
species sensitivity is Low, overall effect
significance is Very Low (Criteria: Percival,
2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered an imperceptible
long term impact (Criteria: EPA, 2002).

Disturbance:

Disturbance:

No breeding birds were
recorded during surveys, so
there is no potential for
them to be negatively
affected by the proposed
amenity loop.

Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; Species sensitivity is Medium,
overall effect significance is Very Low
(Criteria: Percival 2003).

Disturbance: No breeding
birds and no winter roosts
were recorded during
surveys, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
Disturbance:
Magnitude effects is assessed as Negligible,
species sensitivity is Very High, overall effect
significance is Low (Criteria: Percival, 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered an Long-term
Imperceptible impact (Criteria: EPA, 2002).
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Key Receptor (Sensitivity)
Herring Gull (High)

Operational Direct Impact
Character
Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Significance without mitigation
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible, species sensitivity is High, overall
effect significance is Very Low (Criteria:
Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact
(Criteria: EPA 2017).

Kestrel (Medium)

Kingfisher (Very High)

Lesser Black-backed Gull
(Medium)

Disturbance: Kestrels were
recorded breeding within
and surrounding the main
wind farm. They are not
ground-nesters, so any
effects from the proposed
amenity loop are likely to be
imperceptible.

Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys and there is no
suitable habitat near the
loop, so there is no potential
for them to be negatively
affected by the proposed
amenity loop.
Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; species sensitivity is Medium,
overall effect significance is Very Low
(Criteria: Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; Species sensitivity is Very High,
overall effect significance is Low (Criteria:
Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible, species sensitivity is Medium,
overall effect significance is Very Low
(Criteria: Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
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Key Receptor (Sensitivity)
Long-eared Owl (Low)

Merlin (Very High)

Operational Direct Impact
Character
Disturbance: Long-eared
Owl can have urban
associations which indicates
tolerance to disturbance;
noise disturbance are
unlikely to deter nesting
birds and foraging birds.
Their tolerance to
disturbance and the fact
they are not ground-nesters
suggests that there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.
Disturbance: There was no
evidence of breeding onsite.
On 17th April 2019, a merlin
pair seen copulating at VP6
outside the flight activity
survey area to the south of
the wind farm. However,
there was no evidence of
breeding recorded during
the remainder of the 2019
season or during surveys in
2018 and 2020. In Ireland
merlin tend to nest largely in
tree nests of other species
(e.g. old corvid nests) as
they shift from traditional
nesting grounds in heather.
The lack of evidence of the
species breeding within the
wind farm site and the fact
they are largely not groundnesters suggests that there
is no potential for them to
be negatively affected by
the proposed amenity loop

Significance without mitigation
Disturbance:
Magnitude effects is assessed as Negligible,
species sensitivity is Low, overall effect
significance is Very Low (Criteria: Percival,
2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered an Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA, 2002).

Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; species sensitivity is Very High.
Overall impact is Low (Criteria: Percival
2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered a Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
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Key Receptor (Sensitivity)
Peregrine Falcon (Very
High)

Red Grouse (High)

Operational Direct Impact
Character
Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys and they are not
ground nesters, so there is
no potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Significance without mitigation
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; species sensitivity is Very High.
Overall impact is Low (Criteria: Percival
2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; Species sensitivity is High, overall
effect significance is Very Low (Criteria:
Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA 2017).

Red Kite (Medium)

Snipe (Medium)

Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Disturbance:
Magnitude effects is assessed as Negligible,
species sensitivity is Medium, overall effect
significance is Very Low (Criteria: Percival,
2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered an Long-term
Imperceptible Impact (Criteria: EPA, 2002).
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible, species sensitivity is Medium,
overall effect significance is Very Low
(Criteria: Percival 2003).
The proposed impact of disturbance will be a
Long-term Imperceptible Impact (Criteria:
EPA 2017).
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Key Receptor (Sensitivity)
Sparrowhawk (Medium)

Stock Dove (Medium)

Woodcock (High)

Operational Direct Impact
Character
Disturbance: The species
was also observed to be
breeding on the outer edge
of the site. However, they
are not ground-nesters and
so there no potential for
them to be affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Disturbance: No breeding
birds were recorded during
surveys, so there is no
potential for them to be
negatively affected by the
proposed amenity loop.

Disturbance: As a nocturnal
species, it is unlikely to be
affected by noise/visual
intrusion. Only a single
woodcock was recorded
near VP4 in winter
2019/2020. VP4 is located
at remove from the
proposed loop. Three
observations of woodcock
flying over VP5 (two
observations were of roding
or displaying male birds)
were made in the summer
of 2019. VP5 is near
turbines T3 and T5 and the
proposed loop. During a
breeding wader survey in
2019, a calling male was
observed flying near VP2, at
remove from the proposed
loop. During a dedicated
woodcock survey, this
species was recorded roding
and flying near the carpark
at turbine T3 and the clear-

Significance without mitigation
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible, species sensitivity is Medium,
overall effect significance is Very Low
(Criteria: Percival 2003).
Magnitude Imperceptible; overall
significance considered Long-term
Imperceptible Impact
(Criteria: EPA 2017).
Magnitude of effects is assessed as
Negligible; Species sensitivity is Medium,
overall effect significance is Very Low
(Criteria: Percival 2003).
Magnitude; overall significance considered
Long-term Imperceptible Impact (Criteria:
EPA 2017).
Disturbance:
Magnitude of effects is assessed as LowMedium, species sensitivity is High, overall
effect significance is Low-High (Criteria:
Percival 2003).
Magnitude Not Significant - Slight;
overall significance considered Long-term
Not Significant-Slight Impact (Criteria: EPA,
2017).
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Key Receptor (Sensitivity)

Operational Direct Impact
Character

Significance without mitigation

felled area near turbine T5.
This is in proximity of the
proposed amenity loop. This
bird is a ground-nester and
so they are therefore
susceptible to disturbance
from walkers and dogs.
However, breeding was not
confirmed (almost all
observations were of birds
flying over the site) within
the main wind farm site and
near the proposed amenity
loop. Consequently, any
disturbance effects are
highly likely to be minor.

8) Clarification - Barrow sub-catchment
Submission
The submission by Carlow County Council states:
“ The main wind farm site is also included in the Barrow sub-catchment and Section 8.1.2 should be
amended to reflect this.”
Response
This point has been made in Section 8.1.2 (The Main Wind Farm Site) of the EIAR:
The Burren_020 sub basin forms part of the Barrow Catchment (catchment id: 14), whilst the other
four sub basins form part of the Slaney and Wexford Harbour catchment (catchment id: 12). No
turbines are planned in Burren_020 sub-basin.

9) Quantify hedgerow removal along TDR
Submission
The submission by the DAU states:
“ In relation to hedgerow removal along the turbine delivery and grid connection routes, the
Department recommends that further information, detailing the amount of hedgerow removed and
the amount of hedgerow replanted, must be provided. This is in order to ensure that there is no-netloss of biodiversity as a result of the development in accordance with the National Biodiversity Action
Plan 2017-2021.”
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Response
It is stated that any hedgerow removed will be reinstated in-situ within the Residual Impacts Section
of the EIAR (Section 8.7.3; Residual Impacts on Habitats and Flora):
Not all land take is permanent as modifications along the turbine delivery route will be reinstated and
felling areas will become different habitats rather than being lost within the development footprint.
Any hedgerows to be re-instated will utilise locally sourced native species which shall minimise residual
impacts.
The total hedgerow that will be temporarily lost along the grid connection route is c. 64 m. This will
be fully reinstated and so there will be no net loss of hedgerows.
The majority of the works along the turbine delivery route involve trimming of hedgerows and no
removal of hedgerows. Areas where vegetation clearance will occur will be at location no. 46, 48/49
and 52. Location 52 will involve the clearance of scrub only. For Locations 46 and 48/49, mostly grassy
verge and scrub will be removed; however, for the purposes of assessing a worst-case scenario, it is
assumed 170 m of hedgerow will be partially removed. This will be fully reinstated and so there will
be no net loss of hedgerows.

Page 19 of 19

CONSULTANTS IN ENGINEERING,
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE
& PLANNING

APPENDIX 4
Results of further ornithological
surveys undertaken at the site for
summer / breeding season 2020
by Malachy Walsh and Partners.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND
Coillte are currently preparing an EIAR for Croaghaun Wind Farm (referred to here as Deerpark) in
County Carlow. As part of baseline environmental studies, Malachy Walsh and Partners (MWP) was
commissioned to conduct a suite of bird surveys across the site in order to investigate current and
likely usage by avian species, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

A winter bird survey in 2017/18
A breeding bird survey in 2018
A winter bird survey in 2018/19
A breeding bird survey in 2019
A winter bird survey in 2019/20
A breeding bird survey in 2020

This report presents the findings of bird surveys conducted over the summer 2020 period at Deerpark,
a Coillte-owned site located at Bunclody, County Carlow. Previously completed reports present the
findings of the preceding surveys. The report has been informed by both field and desk-top studies.
Relevant mapping, including the site location and site boundary, were provided by Coillte at the
commencement of the project.
1.2 STATEMENT OF AUTHORITY
The summer 2020 surveys were managed and co-ordinated by John N. Murphy. Field surveyors were
John N. Murphy and Shane Cully (BSc.). This report has been prepared by Úna Williams (BA. MSc.) and
Hazel Dalton (BSc.), ecologists with Malachy Walsh and Partners, with the assistance of John N.
Murphy, the Project Ornithologist, and Monica Kane (BSc. MSc.), the Project Manager.
The reliability of the survey work is dependent on the observers used to collect the underlying
information. Using appropriately skilled and experienced observers is therefore essential. Individual
surveyor profiles outlining surveyor competencies, expertise and previous experience are included in
Appendix 1.
1.3 SITE LOCATION
The study area is located in east County Carlow close to the Carlow-Wexford border, approximately
19km south-east of Carlow and 4km west of Bunclody town. The site is accessed via the L2026 Local
Road heading west from Bunclody (see Figure 1 below).
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Figure 1: Location of proposed Deerpark wind farm in County Carlow

2

METHODOLOGY

2.1 DESK-STUDY
A desktop study was carried out prior to the commencement of bird survey-work. This provided the
opportunity to gain an understanding of bird populations using the area through an investigation of
the habitats present and previous species records. Available ornithological data was reviewed
including:
•
•
•
•
•
2.1.1

Review of online sources: National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS), National Biodiversity
Data Centre (NBDC)
Review of Bird Atlases: (Sharrock, 1976; Lack, 1986; Gibbons et al., 1993; Balmer et al., 2013)
Review of Birds of Conservation Concern in Ireland (BoCCI) 2014-2019 (Colhoun & Cummins,
2013)
General ornithological information (www.birdwatchireland.ie)
Irish Bird Reports and the journal Irish Birds, published by BirdWatch Ireland
Desk-Study Results

2.1.1.1 Previous Species Records
The entire study area lies within the 10km hectad S85. For this area, the NBDC on-line mapping tool
was used to generate an excel file of all bird species for which past records exist1. This list was then
1

Source: https://maps.biodiversityireland.ie/Map [Accessed:13/10/2020]
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checked for species which are either of conservation concern (Colhoun & Cummins, 2013) and/or are
afforded a higher level of legislative protection in an Irish or European context i.e. under the Wildlife
Acts or the EU Birds Directive. The resulting species list was then checked against the ‘Bird Atlas 200711: The breeding and wintering birds of Britain and Ireland’ (Balmer et al., 2013) to determine their
breeding and wintering status within the area. The Bird Atlas (2007-2011) is the most recent and
comprehensive work on the distributions of breeding and wintering bird populations in Ireland.
The following table (Table 1) outlines all species which have been previously recorded in the relevant
hectad S85 and which are either of conservation concern and/or are afforded a higher level of
legislative protection in an Irish or European context, including their wintering and breeding status.
Table 1: Bird Atlas (2007-2011) status of species previously recorded in the 10km hectad S85

Conservation/Protection Status

Species Name

Winter Atlas
‘07-11

Breeding
Atlas ‘07-11

Whooper Swan

Present

Absent

BoCCI Amber-listed/Annex I EU Birds
Directive

Little Egret

Present

Absent

BoCCI Green-listed/Annex I EU Birds
Directive

Woodcock

Present

Confirmed

BoCCI Red-listed

Red Grouse

Present

Absent

BoCCI Red-listed

Sparrowhawk

Present

Probable

BoCCI Amber-listed/Fourth schedule of the
Wildlife Acts 1976-2012

Common Buzzard

Present

Confirmed

BoCCI Green-listed/Fourth schedule of the
Wildlife Acts 1976-2012

Kestrel

Present

Confirmed

BoCCI Amber-listed/Fourth schedule of the
Wildlife Acts 1976-2012

Long-eared Owl

Absent

Confirmed

BoCCI Green-listed/Fourth schedule of the
Wildlife Acts 1976-2012

Short-eared Owl

Present

Absent

BoCCI Amber-listed/Annex I EU Birds
Directive/ Fourth schedule of the Wildlife
Acts 1976-2012

Northern Lapwing

Present

Absent

BoCCI Red-listed

Eurasian Curlew

Absent

Probable

BoCCI Red-listed

Black-headed Gull

Present

Absent

BoCCI Red-listed

Herring Gull

Present

Absent

BoCCI Red-listed

Great Black-backed Gull

Present

Absent

BoCCI Amber-listed

Lesser Black-backed Gull

Present

Absent

BoCCI Amber-listed

Common Goldeneye

Present

Absent

BoCCI Red-listed

Common Pochard

Present

Absent

BoCCI Red-listed

Northern Shoveler

Present

Absent

BoCCI Red-listed

Eurasian Teal

Present

Absent

BoCCI Amber-listed

Eurasian Wigeon

Present

Absent

BoCCI Red-listed

Tufted Duck

Present

Absent

BoCCI Red-listed

Goosander

Present

Absent

BoCCI Amber-listed

Great-crested Grebe

Absent

Probable

BoCCI Amber-listed

Little Grebe

Present

Confirmed

BoCCI Amber-listed
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Conservation/Protection Status

Winter Atlas
‘07-11

Breeding
Atlas ‘07-11

Common Sandpiper

Absent

Probable

BoCCI Amber-listed

Common Snipe

Present

Possible

BoCCI Amber-listed

Cormorant

Present

Absent

BoCCI Amber-listed

Mute Swan

Present

Probable

BoCCI Amber-listed

Meadow Pipit

Present

Confirmed

BoCCI Red-listed

Grey Wagtail

Present

Probable

BoCCI Red-listed

Yellowhammer

Present

Confirmed

BoCCI Red-listed

Whinchat

Present

Possible

BoCCI Red-listed

Species Name

Other species for which past records exist but which are included in older Bird Atlas datasets are
outlined in the following table (Table 2). The breeding and/or wintering status of each species and
conservation/protection status is outlined along with the relevant dataset from which the record has
been obtained on-line2.
Table 2: Bird Atlas (1968 – 1972) status of other species previously recorded in the 10km hectad S85

Species

Status

Dataset

Conservation/Protection Status

Hen Harrier

Probable

The First Atlas of Breeding Birds in Britain
and Ireland: 1968-1972.

BoCCI Amber-listed/ Annex I EU
Birds Directive/Fourth schedule
of the Wildlife Acts 1976-2012

Kingfisher

Probable

The First Atlas of Breeding Birds in Britain
and Ireland: 1968-1972.

Annex I EU Birds Directive/
BoCCI Amber-listed

Corncrake

Probable

Ring Ouzel

Possible

The First Atlas of Breeding Birds in Britain
and Ireland: 1968-1972.
The First Atlas of Breeding Birds in Britain
and Ireland: 1968-1972.

BoCCI Red-listed
BoCCI Red-listed

2.1.1.2 Special Protection Areas (SPAs)
The European Union Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds, known as the Birds Directive
(Directive 2009/147/EC) requires Member States to designate legally protected areas for the
conservation of endangered or migratory species of birds, as listed on Annex I of the Directive. These
areas are called Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and since 1994 all SPAs form part of the Natura 2000
network of protected sites. The EU Birds Directive is implemented in Irish law under the European
Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011.
An on-line search for Special Protection Areas (SPAs) within the greater surrounding area was
conducted to help identify potential ‘connectivity’ between the site and SPAs and assess whether
pathways exist through which the proposal could impact on qualifying interest species, as
recommended in the guidance document ‘Assessing Connectivity with Special Protection Areas (SPAs)’
(SNH, 2016). Within this guidance document, the core foraging ranges from nest-sites and roost-sites
are published for both the breeding and winter seasons for those bird species which are frequently
encountered when considering wind farm development proposals. SNH recommends that typically
the core foraging range should be used when determining whether there is connectivity between the
proposal and qualifying interest species (SNH, 2016). Overall, core foraging ranges during the breeding
2

Source: https://maps.biodiversityireland.ie/Map [Accessed: 19/10/2020]
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season range from 0.5km to 10km for species such as hen harrier, red kite, goshawk, merlin, peregrine,
golden plover, dunlin and curlew, with maximum recorded distances of up to 18km recorded for
goshawk and peregrine (SNH, 2016).
An on-line search for SPAs within a 20km radius of the site was conducted. The on-line search
determined that there are no SPAs within a 20km radius of the site boundary.
Given that there are no SPAs designated for sensitive breeding species located within the core or
maximum foraging ranges for such species, as outlined above, it is considered that there is no potential
for connectivity between the site and any breeding qualifying interest target species populations.
2.1.1.3 Ramsar Sites/Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas
The Convention on Wetlands, also known as the Ramsar Convention, is an intergovernmental treaty
which aims to conserve and protect wetlands and their resources around the world3. The desk-top
review concluded that there are no Ramsar sites within 20km of the site boundary.
The Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas (IBAs) Programme, overseen by Birdlife International, aims
to identify, conserve and protect those areas throughout the world considered to be of the greatest
significance to bird populations4. The desk-top review concluded that there are no IBA sites within
20km of the site boundary.
2.2 IDENTIFICATION OF TARGET SPECIES
The results of the desk-top study and reconnaissance surveys were used to identify those bird species
which were considered likely to occur. Of these, target species were then identified and formed the
main focus of the bird surveys.
Target species are typically those species which are afforded a higher level of legislative protection or
which are considered to be more sensitive to potential impacts from wind farm developments by
virtue of their behaviour (SNH, 2017). Target species should be restricted to those likely to be affected
by wind farms (SNH, 2017), and when drawing up the target species list for Deerpark, the SNH (2017)
guidance was referred to. This guidance outlines important sources of potential target species,
modified where appropriate to ensure relevance in an Irish context. Additionally, SCI species for SPAs
located within a 20km radius of the site were considered. The target species list was drawn from:
•
•
•
•

Annex I of the Birds Directive
Special Conservation Interests (SCI) of Special Protection Areas (SPA) within 20km radius of
site, and in this case, there are no SPA’s or IBAs within 20km of the site boundary
Species protected under the fourth schedule of the Wildlife Acts 1976-2012 (buzzards,
eagles, falcons, harriers, hawks, kites, osprey, owls)
Red-listed birds of Conservation Concern (Colhoun & Cummins, 2013)

The following table (Table 3) outlines those species for which past records exist within the hectad S85
identified during the desk-top study (Section 2.1.1.1, above) and which meet one or more of the target

3

http://www.ramsar.org/ [Accessed 19/10/2020]

4http://www.birdlife.org/worldwide/programmes/important-bird-and-biodiversity-areas-ibas

[Accessed 19/10/2020]
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species selection criteria as outlined above. The conservation status/level of protection afforded to
each species is also included.
Table 3. Target species for which previous records exist in relevant hectad S85

Target Species

Conservation/Protection Status

Hen Harrier (Circus cyaneus)

BoCCI Amber-listed/ Annex I EU Birds Directive/Fourth schedule of
the Wildlife Acts 1976-2012

Short-eared Owl (Asio flammeus)

BoCCI Amber-listed/Annex I EU Birds Directive/ Fourth schedule of
the Wildlife Acts 1976-2012

Sparrowhawk (Accipiter nisus)

BoCCI Amber-listed/ Fourth schedule of the Wildlife Acts 19762012

Common Buzzard (Buteo buteo)

BoCCI Green-listed/ Fourth schedule of the Wildlife Acts 1976-2012

Kestrel (Falco tinnunculus)

BoCCI Amber-listed/ Fourth schedule of the Wildlife Acts 19762012

Long-eared Owl (Asio otus)

BoCCI Green-listed/ Fourth schedule of the Wildlife Acts 1976-2012

Northern Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus)

BoCCI Red-listed

Eurasian Curlew (Numenius arquata)

BoCCI Red-listed

Whooper Swan (Cygnus cygnus)

BoCCI Amber-listed/Annex I EU Birds Directive

Woodcock (Scolopax rusticola)

BoCCI Red-listed

Red Grouse (Lagopus lagopus)

BoCCI Red-listed

Black-headed Gull (Larus ridibundus)

BoCCI Red-listed

Wind-farm sensitive species meeting the criteria outlined above which were not identified as
previously occurring within the general area during the desk-top study such as peregrine, merlin and
golden plover were also included as target species where recorded.
As outlined above and set out in SNH (2017), target species typically comprise those species which are
afforded a higher level of legislative protection and should be restricted to those likely to be affected
by wind farms. Therefore, only red-listed species have been included as target species, unless the
species meets one of the other target species selection criteria e.g. Annex I, outlined above. However,
to ensure other species which may be sensitive to wind farms were not missed during surveys all other
species of gull, wader, duck, goose, swan, cormorant and heron were included as secondary species.
According to SNH (2017), it is generally considered that passerine species are not significantly
impacted by wind farms. While they were not therefore included as either target or secondary species,
their presence was recorded in order to provide a complete picture of bird usage of the site.
2.3 CONSULTATION
Informal consultation was carried out over the phone between Mr. John N. Murphy (project
ornithologist) and local NPWS rangers and birdwatchers familiar with the area, regarding the presence
of red grouse and other species in the area. He was informed that red grouse are known to occur on
Mount Leinster in Co. Wexford and further south-west of the Deerpark site at Kilbrannish, Co. Carlow.
2.4 FIELD SURVEYS
Initial walkovers of the site were carried out to enable the identification of suitable survey locations.
As stipulated by the client, Coillte, all surveys were undertaken within Coillte-owned land or on public
roads.
11
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Field surveys were undertaken to gather detailed information on bird distribution and flight activity in
order to predict the potential effects of a wind farm proposal on birds. The field surveys comprised
vantage point watches, and distribution and abundance surveys which included:
•
•
•
•
2.4.1

Transect/point count surveys
Merlin and golden plover walkover surveys
Woodcock and nightjar nocturnal walkover surveys
Hinterland survey
Vantage Point Surveys

2.4.1.1 Selection of VP Locations
Vantage point surveys were carried out with regard to ‘Recommended bird survey methods to inform
impact assessment of onshore wind farms’ (SNH, 2017).
Vantage point (VP) surveys were carried out by suitably qualified personnel over a six-month period
(April to September 2020, inclusive). The overall aim of these surveys was to quantify the level of flight
activity and its distribution over the flight activity survey area and to determine bird usage of the site.
The flight activity survey area was taken to be that area encompassing the potential development area
and 500m beyond the development boundary as potential collision risk, habitat loss and displacement
could affect birds outside the proposal site (see Figure 2, below). Vantage points are ideally located
on elevated areas, or other areas, which provide clear views over the survey area. Achieving maximum
visibility over as much of the site as possible is important for these surveys.
According to SNH (2017) vantage points should be located so as to allow full coverage of the flight
activity survey area such that no point is greater than 2km from a VP. In order to minimise observer
effect on bird behaviour VPs should ideally be located outside the survey area but should be located
as close as possible. SNH (2017) stipulates that where VPs are located within the survey area they
should not be used simultaneously with other VPs which overlook them to minimise potential
observer effect on birds.
With regards to Deerpark, VP locations were selected so as to provide maximum site coverage. Several
factors limited selection of VP locations including the forested nature of the site and the undulating
topography of the landscape. VP selection also had to take the clients’ stipulation that all surveys were
to be undertaken on either Coillte-owned land or public roadways into consideration which limited
availability of potential VP locations.
Locating some of the VPs within the survey area achieved best visual coverage of the site given the
limiting factors outlined above. Observer influence on bird behaviour was not apparent to surveyors
during any of the VP surveys carried out. This was reflected in the flight paths recorded for the various
target and secondary species with birds regularly recorded flying in relatively close proximity to
surveyors with no obvious alterations in flight paths observed. Only one of the VPs located within the
survey area (VP2) is overlooked by another VP (VP3). However, there was no temporal overlap in VP
surveys conducted at either of these locations over the course of the summer survey period.
Six vantage point locations were surveyed over the summer 2020 season. These continued on from
the same vantage points used during the previous survey periods outlined in Section 1.1, above. The
12
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location of each VP using Irish Transverse Mercator (ITM) grid co-ordinates are provided in Table 4
below. Figure 2, below, details the location of each vantage point within the site. Figures illustrating
the extent and site coverage of each VP’s viewshed are provided in Appendix 2. Full details on
individual VP surveys including survey dates, times and weather conditions can be found in Appendix
3.
Table 4. Deerpark Vantage Point locations

VP No.

ITM Grid Co-ordinates

1
2

686588, 657138
685532, 657551

3
4

684773, 657714

5
6

684550, 658058
683154, 656704
683366, 656645

Figure 2: VP locations and Flight Activity Survey Area (development boundary plus 500m buffer)

2.4.1.2 Viewshed Analysis of VP Locations
Viewshed analysis was undertaken for each VP location to determine visual coverage of the survey
area (taken to encompass the site and the flight activity survey area). Viewsheds were set to observer
height of 2m showing a view of everything over 25m height. Viewsheds encompassed a 2km radius
with 3600 view. Each viewshed was then cropped to an 1800 arc showing the relevant direction of
view. Viewshed analysis determined that, based on the VP locations selected, visual coverage of
approximately 86.5% of the survey area was achieved. The factors limiting visual coverage of the site
have already been outlined in Section 2.4.1, above. Figures to illustrate the viewsheds of each VP and
the extent of site coverage are provided in Appendix 2.
13
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The main part of the survey area not visually covered by the VP viewsheds comprises the northwestern and north-eastern corners of the flight activity survey area. These areas comprise mainly
mature forestry and agricultural land (see Figures in Appendix 2 for viewshed coverage). These areas
were partially encompassed by walked transects and point count surveys which were conducted on a
monthly basis throughout the survey period (see Section 2.4.2.1, below for further details). See
Figures in Appendix 2 for transect route and point count locations).
2.4.1.3 Flight Data Recording
During VP surveys the flight behaviour of target species was recorded. Based on the precautionary
principle, flight behaviour of secondary species was also recorded but was subsidiary to recording of
target species (SNH, 2017). At the moment of each species observation the following information was
recorded:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The time the bird was detected
The flight duration (seconds) within various flight height categories (0-20m, 20-100m, 100180m and >180m)
Sex and age of the bird(s) (adult/juvenile), where possible to determine
Type of activity/behaviour such as hunting, flying, displaying etc
Estimation of actual flight height
Habitat(s) where the bird was observed
Weather conditions at time of sighting including wind speed, direction, degree of visibility.

Once an initial sighting was made, each target or secondary species was watched until lost from view.
Flight paths were recorded at time of observation including instances where birds travelled to or were
seen outside of the flight activity survey area; such that all flight activity within the broader landscape
was encompassed. Flight paths were mapped in the field on OSI 1:25 000 mapping.
Details on flight behaviour for each individual target/secondary species observed, including a unique
map identifier code which corresponds to a mapped flight path, are provided in tabulated format in
Appendix 4. Target species flight path maps are presented in Appendix 5. Summaries and monthly
peak counts of all non-target species of conservation concern recorded during VP surveys are provided
in Appendix 6.
2.4.2 Distribution and Abundance Surveys
Distribution and abundance surveys were carried out to record numbers and distributions of breeding
birds using the site that might be affected either directly or indirectly by the proposal (e.g. collision
risk, habitat loss, displacement effects).
2.4.2.1 Transect and Point Count Surveys
A transect survey is a survey along a defined route within the survey area. The overall aim of the
transect surveys was to assess general breeding bird distribution throughout the site and gather
supplementary data on bird usage of the various habitats present. Transect surveys were completed
each month between April and September 2020. All bird species seen or heard, typically within 100m
of the transect route, were recorded, although the topography of the landscape often allowed for
detection of birds at greater distances. The transect route was selected to provide representative
coverage of all habitats, both open and closed, occurring within the site e.g. clearfell forestry,
14
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young/mature forestry, scrub etc. The transect route followed an existing forestry access track which
runs through the site.
Birds were also surveyed using point count methodologies. Point counts were conducted during each
monthly transect survey. A total of 25 point count locations were surveyed during each individual
transect survey. Point count locations were sited at approximately 500m intervals along the overall
length of the designated transect route. All birds seen or heard during this period were recorded.
A map showing the transect survey route and point count locations within the Deerpark site is included
in the Figures in Appendix 2. Details on each transect survey carried out including survey date, time
and weather conditions can be found in Appendix 7. Tabulated results of peak counts for all species
recorded during monthly transect and point count surveys are provided in Appendix 8.
2.4.2.2 Additional Breeding Season Surveys
Three transect surveys were undertaken to detect evidence of breeding activity by
crepuscular/nocturnal species, specifically woodcock and nightjar. The transects were carried out at
night and started no earlier than 21.30 continuing until approximately midnight. One survey was
completed in each of the months May, June, and July 2020. The transect survey route was primarily
in the mid-western section of the development site between PC3 and VP2, through non-native conifer
forestry. The transect route map is shown in the Figures in Appendix 2.
Walkover surveys were undertaken on 25th June 2020 in three separate areas to detect the presence
of breeding raptors (merlin) and waders (golden plover) within 2km of the development site boundary.
Any sightings of target species exhibiting potential breeding behaviour were investigated to determine
breeding status. Refer to Figures in Appendix 2 for a map illustrating the three survey area locations.
Finally, on the 26th June 2020, a hinterland survey was completed within a 5km radius of the site
boundary to ascertain the suitability of the surrounding habitats for target species, particularly birds
of prey, and whether large assemblages of birds (e.g. wildfowl, waders) occurred regularly in the
locality. The route driven for this survey is shown in the Figures in Appendix 2.
Results of each of these additional abundance and distribution surveys are provided as tables in
Appendix 8 and as Figures in Appendix 2, while details including survey date, time and weather
conditions can be found in Appendix 7.

3

EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

3.1 SITE DESCRIPTION
The study area encompasses the townlands of Bealalaw, Rossacurra, Aclare, Cranemore, Ballypierce,
Deerpark Old, Kilbrannish North, Deerpark New, Kilbrannish South and Raheenliegh5. The site forms
part of the Electoral Divisions (ED’s) of Myshall (CSO Area Code 01035), Cranemore (CSO Area Code
01023) and Clonegall (CSO Area Code 01021). Population data available on-line from the latest

5

https://maps.biodiversityireland.ie/Map [Accessed 19/03/2020]
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national census indicates that these ED’s had a combined total population of 2,697 persons resident
in 20166.
The site comprises an upland area which forms part of the Blackstairs Mountain range, which runs
roughly north-south between the counties of Carlow and Wexford. The site encompasses Croaghaun
Mountain (507m), which is one of the highest hills in the range. Mount Leinster, the highest peak at
847m, is located approximately 4km to the south. The ‘South Leinster Way’ transects the site running
in a north-east south-west direction.
The dominant habitat type throughout the overall site is mature non-native conifer forestry occurring
in mosaic with areas of second rotation forestry and clearfell. Areas of heath and bog occur in the
north-western corner and eastern section of the site, and the dominant land-use extending away from
the area comprises improved agricultural farmland. Internal forestry access roads are located
throughout the site. According to Corine Landcover (2012) mapping, the study area comprises mainly
‘Coniferous forests’ with areas of ‘Peat bogs’, ‘Transitional woodland scrub’ and ‘Land principally
occupied by agriculture with significant areas of natural vegetation’7. Soil cover is categorised as
‘Loamy over shale bedrock’ with ‘Poor’ drainage. Sub-soils comprise ‘Bedrock at or close to the
surface’. Underlying bedrock is described as ‘Palaeozoic, Lower-Middle Ordovician’ age bracket.
The vast majority of the site, extending north and eastwards from Croaghaun Mountain, is
encompassed within the ‘Slaney_SC_050’ sub-catchment and is drained by several watercourses
including the Rossacurra Stream, Clashavey River, Old Deerpark Stream, New Deerpark River,
Kilbrannish North River, Kilbrannish South River, and another unnamed stream which drains the
eastern section of the site. The western corner of the site forms part of the ‘Barrow_SC_090’ subcatchment and drains via the Reheenliegh River. A review of the River Waterbody WFD Status (20102015) of these watercourses determined that all have a status of ‘Moderate’, except for Deerpark New
which has been assessed as ‘Good’ and both the Kilbrannish North and Kilbrannish South Rivers which
have been assessed as ‘High8. The site overlies the ‘Ballyglass’ groundwater body (Code: IE_SE_G_011)
described as ‘Poorly productive bedrock’. The Ground Waterbody WFD Status 2010-2015 of this
waterbody is ‘Good’.
A farm keeping gamebirds was identified less than 1km from the site boundary north of VP4 in the
townland of Rossacurra.

6

http://census.cso.ie/sapmap/ [Accessed 19/03/2020]
https://gis.epa.ie/EPAMaps/ [Accessed 19/03/2020]
8 https://gis.epa.ie/EPAMaps/ [Accessed 19/10/2020]
7
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BIRD SURVEY RESULTS

A comprehensive list of bird species recorded within the study area over the course of all summer
2020 surveys is provided in Appendix 9.
4.1 VANTAGE POINT SURVEYS
The following target and secondary species were recorded during the vantage point surveys carried
out at the Deerpark site during the summer 2020 period (Annex I species are highlighted in bold):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Merlin
Buzzard
Kestrel
Sparrowhawk
Lesser Black-backed Gull
Great Black-backed Gull
Snipe

4.2 VANTAGE POINT SURVEY RESULTS
The following sub-sections summarise sightings of all target species and secondary species recorded
during vantage point surveys at Deerpark during the summer 2020 period. Tabulated summaries of
these target/secondary species observations, including flight information, are available in Appendix
4. Flight line mapping for each target/secondary species is available in Appendix 5. Annex I species are
highlighted in bold.
4.2.1 Merlin
There was a single sighting of merlin (Falco columbarius) during the summer 2020 vantage point
surveys at Deerpark. The female was observed on the 1st September from VP2 in an area southeast of
the VP flying over forestry and moorland. It moved in a north-northwest direction, mobbing a kestrel
briefly while it did so. Merlin is an Annex I species and is amber-listed in Ireland.
4.2.2 Buzzard
Buzzard (Buteo buteo) was the most frequently observed raptor species throughout the site over the
summer period and was recorded regularly from all VP locations and during all months. A total of 70
separate flights for buzzard were recorded, with approximately half of those reaching heights of up to
180m. On the 22nd April, a male and female pair were observed engaging in display behaviour south
of VP2 high over forestry and fields. On the 23rd April, a male and female pair were seen soaring and
circling around VP3 for more than ten minutes, with one of the birds moving into forestry on several
occasions potentially prospecting a nest site. Four adults were observed on the 30th April circling,
soaring, and hunting southeast of VP2, while on May 1st three adults were seen circling and soaring
over forestry northwest of VP6.
There was an increase in activity at the end of May at all VPs. An adult bird was observed circling south
of VP5 on the 25th May, while later three more adults were seen flying from west to east over forestry
to the north of VP5. On the 26th May, a pair were reported soaring and circling high in the sky over
forestry southwest of VP2 before they continued south towards Mount Leinster. Twenty-five minutes
later, three buzzards were also seen circling and soaring at heights of more than 180m north of VP2,
and later still, a fourth bird flew in over the site moving west. On the 28th and 29th May, there were
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multiple sightings of single birds from VP1, VP2 and VP4, as well as a pair moving west over forestry
north of VP2.
Two juvenile birds were observed calling and soaring high in the sky over forestry north of VP4 on the
22nd July. Later that same day, one adult and two juveniles flew up from the same copse of forestry
north of VP4 calling, circling, and moving west. Juveniles were also seen from VP4 on the 1st
September, when two ‘play’ mobbed each other to the southwest of the VP at heights of up to and
above 180m. Consequently, it was reasoned that there is a strong possibility that the buzzards nested
in the 1st rotation forestry copse north of VP4, located inside the flight activity survey area. On the 29th
September a buzzard was observed from VP5 flying over forestry and clear fell moving east while also
being mobbed by two raven (Corvus corax). Later that same day, a second buzzard was seen flying and
hunting northwest of VP5. On the 12th August a buzzard was heard calling to the north of VP3 but no
visual record was obtained. Buzzard is a green-listed species in Ireland.
4.2.3 Kestrel
Kestrel activity (Falco tinnunculus) was recorded regularly throughout the summer from all VPs and
within every month. In all, 64 kestrel flight observations were made and of these, 19 were reported
from VP1, and 14 from VP2. One observation was made of a female not in flight southwest of VP2
when she was attacked on the ground by another female for five minutes. Only one flight reached
heights of more than 180 metres. All observations during the first four months pertained to single
adult birds hunting, flying or perching, while there were sightings of multiple birds, including juveniles,
in the last two months.
An adult female and two juveniles were observed southeast of VP2 on the 30th July hunting and flying
over an area of heather moorland and grassland for over an hour before the group eventually moved
southwest. On the 21st August, three juveniles were seen in areas around VP1. The first juvenile flew
from northeast to southwest over moorland. The second was perched in thicket west of the VP, then
flew southwards and perched in a spruce tree along the track, finally flying east into forestry. A third
juvenile was seen perched northeast of VP1. It then moved south and west and was briefly joined by
one of the other two juveniles before both birds flew into forestry. Later the same day, 21st August, a
juvenile was observed twice from VP6 flying and hunting over scrub and forestry in an area northeast
of the VP.
On 1st September, a group of five kestrels consisting of three juveniles, one adult male and one bird
of unknown sex or age, spent over two hours flying, hunting, perching and mobbing within a large
area of moorland, grassland, forestry and scrub. There were also three separate sightings of juvenile
kestrel from VP1, VP3 and VP4 on the 21st and 22nd September. Kestrel is an amber-listed species in
Ireland.
4.2.4 Sparrowhawk
Sparrowhawk (Accipter nisus) was observed on seven occasions during the Deerpark summer 2020
vantage point surveys. No observations were made from VP2 and VP3, and no sightings were reported
during June and July. All flights involved single birds flying and/or hunting, four by adult females and
one by a juvenile.
On 1st May, an adult female was seen over the valley west of VP5 mobbing and being mobbed by
hooded crows (Corvus cornix) while moving in a southerly direction. A juvenile bird was briefly seen
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on the 24th August from VP6 flying from north to south close to the ground over grassland. On the 27th
August, an adult female was briefly mobbed by a kestrel in an area west of VP1. An adult male was
reported northeast of VP6 on the 29th September moving at varying heights from west to east to west,
mobbing and then being mobbed by a hooded crow before diving down and seemingly catching a
small passerine. Sparrowhawk is an amber-listed species in Ireland.
4.2.5 Target Species Summary
The target species recorded during VP surveys in summer 2020 can be categorised as follows (Annex
I species are highlighted in bold):
•

Raptors
o Merlin (F. Columbarius)
o Buzzard (B. buteo)
o Kestrel (F. tinnunculus)
o Sparrowhawk (A. nisus)

The following table (Table 5) shows monthly peak counts of all target species recorded during vantage
point surveys over the summer 2020 period. Species names are colour-coded to indicate conservation
status as determined in the most recent assessment of all regularly occurring birds in Ireland (Colhoun
& Cummins, 2013). Species highlighted in red represent species that are ‘red-listed’ (considered to be
of high conservation concern); species highlighted in orange represent species that are ‘amber-listed’
(considered to be of lesser conservation concern but still with an unfavourable conservation status).
Remaining species, which are ‘green-listed’, are considered to have a favourable conservation status
(Colhoun & Cummins, 2013). Species that are considered to be of unfavourable conservation status in
a European context and are listed on Annex I of the EU Birds Directive (Directive 2009/147/EC) are
highlighted in bold in the table below.
Table 5: Monthly peak counts of all target species recorded during summer 2020 vantage point surveys

April

May

Common Name

Latin Name

Merlin

Falco columbarius

Kestrel

Falco tinnunculus

1

2

Sparrowhawk

Accipter nisus

1

1

Buzzard

Buteo buteo

4

4

June

July

Aug

Sept

1
2

3

4

3

5

2

1

1

2

2

4.3 SECONDARY SPECIES
The following sub-sections summarise sightings of all secondary species recorded during vantage point
surveys at Deerpark during the summer 2020 period. Tabulated summaries of these secondary species
observations, including flight information, are available in Appendix 4. Flight line mapping for each
secondary species is available in Appendix 5.
4.3.1 Lesser Black-backed Gull
There were twelve separate lesser black-backed gull (Larus fuscus) flights recorded during the summer
2020 vantage point surveys. There was at least one sighting of the species during every month and,
with the exception of VP1, from every VP. Most reports involved single adults flying at heights of up
to and above 180m over improved grassland and/or forestry.
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On the 12th August, a group of 25 birds was observed south of VP3 flying from east to west over
improved grassland. An adult and a juvenile were seen flying together over grassland and forestry
southwest of VP2 on the 1st September. The pair moved eastwards and then veered southeast flying
at heights of more than 100m. Lesser black-backed gull is an amber-listed species in Ireland.
4.3.2 Great Black-backed Gull
There were three sightings of a great black-backed gull (Larus marinus) in flight during summer 2020.
All three involved a single adult flying high over grassland, moorland and/or forestry, once in late June
and twice in late July. Great black-backed gull is an amber-listed species in Ireland.
An adult was seen on the 26th June flying from south to north past the western side of VP5 before
veering south and then west. On the 20th July, an adult bird was observed soaring and circling over
fields and moorland south of VP5 before it landed on the ground next to a sheep carcass, remaining
there for twelve minutes. It then took off and flew east, gaining height as it went and reaching up to
180m. On 30th July, an adult was reported flying over fields to the southwest of VP2 before moving
north over forestry.
4.3.3 Snipe
There were two records of snipe (Gallinago gallinago) from the summer 2020 vantage point surveys
at Deerpark. The first occurred on the 30th May when a snipe was heard chipping in the valley to the
west-southwest of VP5. No visual recording was obtained for this bird. The second record involved a
pair of snipe flying from an area northwest of VP3, moving over the VP in a westerly direction within
the fight activity survey area on the 22nd September. Snipe is an amber-listed species in Ireland.
4.3.4 Secondary Species VP Summary
The secondary species recorded during VP surveys in summer 2019 can be categorised as follows:
•

•

Gulls
o Lesser Black-backed Gull (L. fuscus)
o Great Black-backed Gull (L. marinus)
Wader
o Snipe (G. gallinago)

The following table (Table 6) shows monthly peak counts of all secondary species recorded during
vantage point surveys over the summer 2020 period. As above, species names are colour-coded to
indicate their conservation status (Colhoun and Cummins, 2013).
Table 6: Monthly peak counts of all secondary species recorded during summer 2020 vantage point surveys
Common Name

Latin Name

April

May

June

July

Aug

Sept

Lesser Black-backed Gull

Larus fuscus

1

3

10

1

25

1

Great Black-backed Gull

Larus marinus

1

1

Snipe

1 (heard only)

2
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DISTRIBUTION AND ABUNDANCE SURVEY RESULTS

4.4.1 Transect and Point Count Surveys
There was only one red-listed species recorded during transect and point count surveys carried out
within Deerpark during the summer 2020 season, namely meadow pipit (Anthus pratensis), which
were observed in every month except July with a peak count of eight in August.
Sixteen amber-listed species were reported with only robin (Erithacus rubecula) and goldcrest
(Regulus regulus) being recorded during every month. Other, less frequently noted amber-listed
species include kestrel, linnet (Carduelis cannabina), stonechat (Saxicola torquata), great spotted
woodpecker (Dendrocopus major), house martin (Delichon urbicum) and swallow (Hirundo rustica).
Other amber-listed species occurring in just one or two of the summer months include starling
(Sturnus vulgaris), swift (Apus apus), mistle thrush (Turdus viscivorus), wheatear (Oenanthe oenanthe)
and spotted flycatcher (Musciapa striata).
Twenty-eight green-listed species were recorded during the summer 2020 transect and point count
surveys. The majority of these species are common and widespread and occur in a wide variety of
habitat-types, many of which are found within the survey area. Most of these species are present
throughout the year while some, such as willow warbler (Phyllosopus trochilus), chiffchaff (Phyllosopus
collybita) and whitethroat (Sylvia curruca), are summer visitors to Ireland.
Tabulated results of peak counts for all species recorded during the monthly transect and point count
surveys are provided in Appendix 8.
4.4.2 Woodcock and Nightjar Transect Surveys
Nocturnal transect surveys were carried out on-site, once in each of the months May, June and July,
and no indication for the presence of nightjar (Caprimulgus europaeus) was detected. However, there
was evidence of breeding woodcock (Scolopax rusticola) as several instances of roding birds were
reported during the June survey. Refer to the tabulated results in Appendix 8 and to Figures in
Appendix 2 for approximate locations of woodcock activity.
4.4.3 Merlin and Golden Plover Walkover Surveys
No evidence of breeding merlin or golden plover was detected on any of the walkover surveys carried
out in June. One buzzard and one female kestrel were observed during the surveys. Refer to tabulated
results in Appendix 8 and to Figures in Appendix 2 for survey sites and approximate locations of the
buzzard and kestrel sightings.
As discussed in Section 4.2.2, above, it is strongly suspected that a buzzard nest was located in the
copse of 1st rotation forestry directly north of VP4. Furthermore, due to increased activity levels and
the presence of multiple juvenile birds in the area during July and September, it is concluded that
breeding was successful and the nest produced fledged birds. Similarly, it is surmised that kestrel also
successfully bred at the site, most likely within the area between VP2 and VP1 due to the multiple
reports of juveniles from this location.
Higher levels of sparrowhawk activity around VP5 and VP6, and the sighting of a juvenile bird in
August, indicate successful sparrowhawk breeding in the southwest region of the site. Several other
raptor species were observed throughout the season but were considered more likely to have been
using the area for hunting or were simply passing through rather than using the area for breeding.
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The walkover surveys did not produce any evidence of breeding waders. Although snipe were
recorded at the site during the vantage point watches (see Section 4.3.3, above), there was no
evidence of breeding snipe detected during the walkover surveys, despite the fact that some areas
covered by the surveys contained potentially suitable breeding habitat for the species.
4.4.4 Hinterland Survey
The lake at Kildavin Quarry, located just south of Kildavin village along the banks of the River Slaney,
was the only ornithological area of note within the hinterland of the proposed wind farm site. Several
lakeshore species were observed, most as just one individual - the only group consisted of four juvenile
mallard. A sand martin colony was also present at the quarry while 100 swifts were recorded in the
valley west of VP5. Refer to tabulated results in Appendix 8 and to Figures in Appendix 2 for the survey
route taken around the proposed development site.
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Team Role

Name and Qualifications

Project Manager

Monica Kane (Senior Ecologist, MSc. BSc.)

Project Ornithologist/Survey Team Lead/
Report Input

John Murphy (Senior Ornithologist, Dip.)

Field Surveyor

Shane Cully (Ecologist, BSc. Wildlife Biology)

Reporting

Úna Williams (Ecologist, MSc. BSc.)

Reporting

Hazel Dalton (Ecologist, BSc.)

GIS Mapping & Data

Jeremy King (GIS Technician, Dip. PGDip.)

GIS Mapping & Data

Valerie Heffernan (Environmental Scientist, MSc. BSc.)

Monica Kane
Monica Kane manages the Environmental Section of Malachy Walsh and Partners where her role
involves managing the day to day running of the section and the Environmental Team. She is an
Environmental and Ecological Consultant with over 10 years consultancy experience. She has been
responsible for EIA and planning application project management, Appropriate Assessments,
Ecological Impact Assessments, auditing and constraints studies. She undertook and managed the
environmental inputs into the Cluddaun Wind Farm, a Strategic Infrastructure Development, as well
as the Boggeragh Wind Park, Knockranny Wind Farm and Clydaghroe Wind Farm EIS. As part of her
involvement in the EU stoRE Project she was the principal author of EC guidelines for PHES and
Natura 2000 sites. She was an expert witness for the Oral Hearing on the Kenmare Water Supply
Scheme for Kerry County Council and Cluddaun Wind Farm.
Role: Project Manager, liaising with client, review of all reports
John Murphy
John Murphy is a senior ornithologist with Malachy Walsh and Partners and is the Project
Ornithologist. He is very experienced having worked in the field of ornithology and ecology since
1982 and has extensive knowledge of the Irish landscape with regard to bird populations. He
collaborates regularly with NPWS on different projects throughout the country. John is one of the
country's foremost ornithologists and is a licensed bird ringer. He has always had an interest in
wildlife photography and his work has been published in many magazines and books. As a 'Heritage
in the Schools Specialist', he has travelled the country lecturing in schools and colleges, and to
various clubs and organizations. He was the Biodiversity Officer with Clare County Council and has
been working as part of the MWP Ecology team on a variety of projects nationwide since 2010. He
spends as much time in the field as possible as a bird observer.
Role: Project ornithologist, lead surveyor responsible for all field activity, report input
Shane Cully
Shane has a Degree in Wildlife Biology and has over 6 years general birding experience. He has
experience of Vantage Point Surveys, Transect surveys, Merlin/Golden Plover walkover surveys,
Nightjar/Woodcock Surveys, Red Grouse Surveys and Hen Harrier Roost Surveys. He has previously
been involved in the Corncrake Conservation Project with Birdwatch Ireland where he undertook
dedicated night-time surveys, on a nightly basis during peak season, and dealt directly with
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landowners with regards to participation in the Corncrake Grant scheme. He has also worked with
Birdwatch Ireland on the Results Based Agri-Environment Payments Scheme (RBAPS) in the Shannon
Callows. This work included surveying of breeding waders, monitoring of whinchat and signing
farmers/landowners up to the scheme.
Role: Field surveyor
Úna Williams
Úna completed her master’s in 2018 and since then has been working as an environmental
professional. During her postgraduate research she spent 3 months in Costa Rica researching bird
behaviour in a cloud forest. Since graduating she has worked on a variety of ecological projects. At
the Doñana Biological Station in Seville she was part of a research group examining the ecological
effects of a 1998 mine-tailings burst. She also worked in the Stack’s Mountains, Co. Kerry as part of
the Curlew Conservation Programme for the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) in 2019. She
is experienced in bird survey methodologies including vantage point, transect, and walkover surveys,
and is practised in the collation of data and writing of reports.
Role: Report author
Hazel Dalton
Hazel Dalton is an experienced field ecologist who has been working with Malachy Walsh and
Partners for over five years on a full-time basis and for several years previously on a part-time basis
over the summer months. She qualified with a degree in Wildlife Biology from Tralee IT in 2015. Over
the last five years she has undertaken bird survey work for a number of large-scale wind farm
projects in the west and south-west of Ireland as well as in the midlands. She has completed
numerous reports for bird survey work and is experienced in the collation of data and in field
ecology survey techniques.
Role: Report author
Jeremy King
Jeremy is the lead GIS technician in Malachy Walsh and Partners. He assists the environmental team
in completing EIAR’s, wind farm feasibility studies and planning applications and also works closely
with the wind farm civil design team. He also works on LVIA, photomontages and shadow flicker
assessments with the EIA team. Jeremy assists in the final reporting for all bird survey projects
through the production of mapping and other drawings, as well as any other GIS requirements which
arise throughout the life of the project.
Role: Responsible for mapping, GIS project and report inputs
Valerie Heffernan
Valerie has worked as an environmental professional since graduating in 2015 and has been
employed as an Environmental Scientist with Malachy Walsh and Partners since 2018. She has
considerable experience in Solar Farm development and has had input in a variety of projects
including solar farms, marine and wind energy developments. She is experienced in GIS, planning
and environmental report input.
Role: Responsible for viewshed analysis and flight path mapping
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VP
1

1
2
2
3

Date
22/04/2020

30/04/2020
22/04/2020
30/04/2020
23/04/2020

Deerpark Ornithology Report Summer 2020

Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

Length of VP
watch (hours)

SC

11.00

14.00

3

SC
SC
SC
SC

14.15
14.30
11.00
09.50

17.15
17.30
14.00
12.50

3
3
3
3

3

29/04/2020

SC

14.15

17.15

3

4

23/04/2020

SC

13.10

16.10

3

4

29/04/2020

SC

11.00

14.00

3

5

24/04/2020

SC

09.00

12.00

3

5

01/05/2020

SC

14.30

17.30

3

6
6

04/04/2020
01/05/2020

SC
SC

12.15
11.15

15.15
14.15

3
3

Weather
Sunshine, hazy, overcast. Cloud cover 4/8-8/8. Northeast-eastnortheast wind,
force 1-3, temp 13-14C.
Overcast, some light rain to begin, later some heavy downpours until 10.00
when it cleared up again. Cloud cover 8/8. West-northwest wind, force 3-5,
temp 11-10C.
Mostly sunny with some haze. Cloud cover 6/8. Eastnortheast-northeast
wind, force 1-3, temp 14-13C.
Overcast, wet, some sunshine, some hail/rain. Cloud cover 8/8-6/8.
Northwest-westnorthwest wind, force 3-4, gusts force 5, temp 7-10C.
Mostly sunny and warm but hazy. Cloud cover 6/8. East-eastnortheast wind,
force 0-1, temp 12-14C.
Sunshine and cloud, some sleet/rain showers. Cloud cover 6/8. Southerly
wind, force 3-4, temp 11C.
Sunny, warm and hazy. Cloud cover 6/8-8/8. East-southeast wind, force 1-2,
temp 14-16C.
Overcast with showers. Cloud cover 8/8. Westsouthwest-southwest wind,
force 2-4, temp 8-11C.
Overcast but bright, hazy. Cloud cover 7/8. North-northeast-east wind, force
1-2, temp 13-16C.
Sunny at start, then very windy with heavy, prolonged sleet/hail/rain
showers. Cloud cover 5/8-8/8. Westerly wind, force 5-6, temp 12-10C.
Mostly sunny, hazy. Cloud cover 6/8. East-southeast wind, force 1-3, temp
17C.
Mostly sunny, hail/rain showers. Cloud cover 6/8. Westnorthwest-west wind,
force 1-3, temp 10-12C.

January 2021

Visibility
Moderate
Good poor
Good
Good
Moderate
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good
Very
good
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Date
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Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

Length of VP
watch (hours)

1
1

28/05/2020
26/05/2020

SC
SC

11.10
14.15

14.10
17.15

3
3

2
2
3

26/05/2020
28/05/2020
29/05/2020

SC
SC
SC

11.00
14.30
09.30

14.00
17.30
12.30

3
3
3

3

22/05/2020

SC

13.00

16.00

3

4

22/05/2020

SC

09.40

12.40

3

4

29/05/2020

SC

12.45

15.45

3

5

25/05/2020

SC

12.15

15.15

3

5

27/05/2020

SC

15.00

18.00

3

6
6

VP
1

25/05/2020
27/05/2020

Date
19/06/2020

SC
SC

09.00
18.15

12.00
21.15

3
3

Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

Length of VP
watch (hours)

SC

10.00

13.00

3

1

22/06/2020

SC

13.20

16.20

3

2

30/06/2020

SC

10.30

13.30

3

January 2021

Visibility
Weather
Sunshine, clear blue skies, cloud cover 1/8, southeast wind f3-4, temp 1920oC, visibility good.
Overcast, bright, warm, cloud cover 8/8, northwest wind f0-1, temp 17oC.
Mostly overcast, bright and warm, cloud cover 7/8, northwest wind f1-2,
temp 16-17oC.
Sunshine, warm breeze, cloud cover 2/8, temp 19oC, southeast wind f3-4.
Sunshine, windy, cloud cover 2/8, southeast wind f3-5, temp 15-17oC.
Strong winds, cloudy, showers with occasional sunshine, cloud cover 8/8 –
4/8, southwest wind f6-8, temp 14-13oC.
Intermittent sunshine and cloud with some very light spitting rain and strong
winds, cloud cover 4/8-8/8, southwest wind f6-8, temp 13-14oC.
Sunshine, windy, cloud cover 4/8, southeast wind f2-4, gusting f5, temp 1718oC.
Sunshine, some cloud, cloud cover 4/8, south southwest wind f4-5, gusts of
f6, temp 15oC.
Mostly cloudy, warm to intermittent sunshine and cloud, cloud cover 7/8 –
4/8, southeast wind f2-3, temp 19-18oC.
Sunshine, some cloud, cloud cover 3/8, south southwest wind f1-3, temp 1415oC.
Mostly sunny, cloud cover 3/8-1/8, east southeast wind f2, temp 17-16oC

Good
Very good
Very good
Good
Good
Moderate
Moderate
Good
Good
Good
Good
Good

Visibility
Weather
Overcast, rain, prolonged heavy showers, cloud cover 8/8, westerly wind f23, temp 14-15oC.
Persistent misty rain, strong winds, rain becoming heavier, cloud cover 8/8,
south southwest wind to south wind f4-7, temp 15oC.
Overcast, still, humid, cloud cover 8/8, south to south southeast wind, f 0-1,
temp 12-13oC.

Moderate
Poor to
very poor
Good
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VP
2

Date
26/06/2020
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Observer
SC

Start
Time
14.30

Finish
Time
17.30

Length of VP
watch (hours)
3

3

23/06/2020

SC

09.50

12.50

3

3

16/06/2020

SC

15.00

18.00

3

4
4

22/06/2020
19/06/2020

SC
SC

09.50
13.20

12.50
16.20

3
3

5
5
6

26/06/2020
30/05/2020
23/06/2020

SC
SC
SC

11.00
14.00
13.20

14.00
17.00
16.20

3
3
3

6

16/06/2020

SC

11.50

14.50

3

VP

Date

Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

Length of VP
watch (hours)

1

23/07/2020

SC

18.30

21.30

3

1

29/07/2020

SC

10.30

13.30

3

2
2
3

23/07/2020
30/07/2020
22/07/2020

SC
SC
SC

15.00
13.45
10.45

18.00
16.45
13.45

3
3
3

January 2021

Visibility
Weather
Mostly cloudy, windy, cloud cover 6/8, south southwest wind f4-5, temp 1817oC.
Overcast, low cloud, fog to end, misty rain to overcast, cloud cover 8/8,
south wind f4-6, temp 16-17oC.
Warm, mostly cloudy with thundery showers, cloud cover 6/8, north to east
northeast wind, f1-2, temp 19-18oC.
Overcast, continuous misty rain low cloud, cloud cover 8/8, south to south
southwest wind f4-7, temp 13-15oC.
Overcast, regular showers, cloud cover 8/8, west wind f2-3, temp 15oC.
Warm, mostly cloudy with sunny spells, humid, low cloud, cloud cover 6/8,
south to south southwest wind f4-5. Temp 19-18oC.
Overcast, still, cloud cover 8/8, southeast wind f0-2, temp 14-15oC.
Overcast, windy, cloud cover 8/8, south wind f4-5, temp 16oc.
Sunny warm but hazy with some thundery downpours, northwest wind f1-2,
cloud cover 6/8, temp 18-19oc.

Weather
Overcast, intermittent sunshine, cloud. Cloud cover 8/8 - 4/8. Wind westnorthwest, force 2-4. Temp 18-16C.
Overcast, cool, some spitting rain. Later rain becoming heavier. Cloud cover
8/8. Southsouthwest-south winds, force 2-3. Temp 14-13C.
Sunshine, warm to overcast. Cloud cover 6/8 - 8/8. West-northwest wind,
force 2-4. Temp 18-19C.
Mostly cloudy with occasional sunny spells, some very light rain. Cloud cover
7/8. Southerly wind, force 4-5. Temp 18-19C.
Overcast, low cloud, damp, persistent misty rain. Cloud cover 8/8.
Southwest wind, force 2-4, gusts force 5. Temp 14-16C.

Moderate
Poor,
good in
last hour
Moderate
Poor
Moderate
Moderate
Good
Good
Moderate

Visibility
Good
Good
Good
Good
Moderate
to Poor
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VP
3

Date
28/07/2020

Observer
SC

Start
Time
16.00

Finish
Time
19.00

Length of VP
watch (hours)
3

4

22/07/2020

SC

14.15

17.15

3

4

28/07/2020

SC

12.30

15.30

3

5

20/07/2020

SC

14.30

17.30

3

5

30/07/2020

SC

10.15

13.15

3

6

20/07/2020

SC

11.00

14.00

3

6

29/07/2020

SC

14.00

17.00

3

VP

Date

Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

Length of VP
watch (hours)

1

21/08/2020

SC

08.15

11.15

3

1

27/08/2020

SC

13.30

16.30

3

2

31/08/2020

SC

10.00

13.00

3

2

01/09/2020

SC

13.00

16.00

3

3

12/08/2020

SC

08.50

11.50

3

3

27/08/2020

SC

17.00

20.00

3

Weather
Mostly sunny. Cloud cover 4/8. West-northwest winds, force 3-4. Temp 16C.
Overcast, some prolonged misty showers. Cloud cover 8/8. Southwest wind,
force 3-4. Temp 19-17C.
Intermittent sunshine and cloud, windy. Cloud cover 4/8 – 6/8. Westnorthwest wind, force 3-4. Temp 16C.
Mixture of sunshine and cloud. Cloud cover 6/8. Westnorthwest-west wind,
force 2. Temp 16-17C.
Overcast, strong winds. Cloud cover 8/8. Southerly wind, force 4-5. Temp
17-18C.
Some cloud, mostly sunny and warm. Cloud cover 3/8 – 6/8. Northwestwestnorthwest wind, force 2. Temp 15-16C.
Overcast, continuous rain throughout. Cloud cover 8/8. South-southeast
wind, force 1-3. Temp 12C.

Weather
Mostly cloudy with some sunny spells and showers, very windy. Cloud
cover 6/8. Southwest wind, force 5-8. Temp 15-17C.
Very dense fog to start, cleared at 14.30 to mixture of cloud and sunny
spells. Cloud cover 8/8 – 4/8. East-northeast wind, force 2-4. Temp 12-15C.
Sunshine, some cloud, windy, cool, overcast with some very light rain.
Cloud cover 5/8 – 8/8. Southerly wind, force 3-4. Temp 13-14C.
Mostly cloudy with sunny spells. Cloud cover 7/8. South-south southwest
wind, force 4. Temp 17C.
Dense fog at start, sunny later. Cloud cover 7/8 – 3/8. Westnorthwest-west
wind, force 0-2. Temp 18-21C.
Light rain to start with heavy downpours thereafter. Northeast wind, force
2-3. Temp 15-13C.

January 2021

Visibility
Good
Good to
moderate
Good
Very
good
Good
Very
good
Good

Visibility
Moderate
Very poor
to good
Good
Good
Poor to
good
Good to
moderate
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4

Date
24/08/2020
01/09/2020
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Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

Length of VP
watch (hours)

SC

14.30

17.30

3

SC

09.30

12.30

3

5

12/08/2020

SC

12.20

15.20

3

5

31/08/2020

SC

13.30

16.30

3

6

21/08/2020

SC

11.45

14.45

3

6

24/08/2020

SC

11.00

14.00

3

Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

VP

Date

Length of VP
watch (hours)

1

21/09/2020

SC

10.30

13.30

3

1

24/09/2020

SC

13.00

16.00

3

2
2

24/09/2020
24/09/2020

SC
SC

09.30
14.00

12.30
17.00

3
3

3

22/09/2020

SC

09.00

12.00

3

3

28/09/2020

SC

13.00

16.00

3

Weather
Low cloud, fog, misty rain. Cloud cover 8/8. Southeast wind, force 2-3.
Temp 17-16C.
Mostly cloudy with some sunny spells. Cloud cover 6/8 – 7/8. South
southeast-south wind, force 2-4. Temp 13-15C.
Warm, overcast, fog then sunny spells. Cloud cover 8/8 – 6/8. Northwest
wind, force 0-2. Temp 22C.
Mainly overcast with some prolonged sunny spells. Cloud cover 6/8.
Southerly wind, force 2-4. Temp 14C.
Mostly cloudy with some very light rain, very strong winds. Cloud cover
7/8. Southwest wind, force 5-7. Temp 18C.
Heavy, misty, persistent rain with dense fog. Cloud cover 8/8. Southeast
wind, force 2-3. Temp 16-17C.

January 2021

Visibility
Poor
Good
Moderate
Good
Good
Poor

Visibility
Weather
Warm, sunny but hazy, cloud cover 0/8-1/8, west wind f0-2, temp 1719oC.
Mostly overcast with some sunny spells and light misty showers, dense
fog from 14.45 – 15.15 but cleared again, cloud cover 8/8-7/8, north west
to north north-westerly wind f0-3, temp 9-11oC.
Sunshine, cold, strong winds, some light rain, cloud cover 7/8, west to a
west north-westerly wind, f4-5, moving to 0 and 1-3 later, temp 7-8oc.
Sunshine, warm, cloud cover 0/8, west to west south-westerly wind, f2-3,
temp 19oC.
Mostly cloudy with some sunny spells to overcast, cloud cover 6/8-8/8,
southwest wind f3-5, temp 13-15oC.
Mostly sunny, breezy cloud cover 4/8, west northwest wind shifting to
northwest wind, f0-3, temp 15oC.

Moderate,
good in west
Good moderate
Good
Good
Good
Good
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Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

Length of VP
watch (hours)

4

28/09/2020

SC

09.30

12.30

3

4

22/09/2020

SC

12.30

15.30

3

5

23/09/2020

SC

10.00

13.00

3

5

29/09/2020

SC

14.00

17.00

3

6

29/09/2020

SC

10.25

13.25

3

6

23/09/2020

SC

13.30

16.30

3

January 2021

Visibility
Weather
Dense fog on higher ground some misty rain showers, later sunny spells
and showers, cloud cover 8/8-6/8, west northwest wind, f2-4, gusting at
the south, temp 13-15oC.
Overcast with occasional sunny spells and some very light rain, cloud
cover 8/8, south west to a south south-westerly wind, f4-5, temp 15oC.
Dense fog at the start quickly clearing to some fog on higher ground to
sunshine and cloud, cloud cover 8/8-5/8, north west – north northwesterly wind f2-3, temp 8-10oC.
Mostly sunny to overcast, cold, windy, cloud cover 5/8-8/8, south southwesterly wind f3-5, temp 13oC.
Sunshine, still, warm, cloud cover 2/8-4/8, south south-west wind f1-2,
temp 11-13oC.
Mixture of sunshine and cloud to overcast and light rain for the last half
hour, cloud cover 5/8-8/8, north west to a west north-westerly wind f2-3,
temp 11-12oC.

Poor to good

Good
Poor to good

Good
Good
Very good
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Buzzard
Date

22/04/20

22/04/20

23/04/20

23/04/20

VP

1

1

3

3

Sex

Unknown

Age

Map
Ref

No. Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

1a

Rough grassland, improved
grassland, 1st rotation
forestry, grassland
moorland

1

11.09

1b

Thicket, 1st rotation forestry

3

12.16

1

14.20

2

16.30

Displaying, flying

2

10.49

Flying, soaring,
circling

1

11.06

1

Adults

4

4

29/04/20

3

0 - >180

-

30

30

10

109

39

0-180

810

510

1020

1020

1020

-

0-180

780

20

30

30

280

-

0 - >180

-

552

552

552

552

552

0-180

-

1725

1725

1725

1725

-

Flying

100-180

-

-

-

-

30

-

11.07

Flying

100-180

-

-

-

-

20

-

2

13.45

Hunting, flying,
being mobbed

0->180

-

3

11

30

100

77

1

16.05

Flying, hunting

50-100

-

-

-

111

-

-

1
1

12.05
15.09

Perched, flying
Flying

0-50
50-100

163
-

241
-

18
-

60

-

-

Flying
Flying, perched,
hunting, circling
On ground,
perched, flying

Time (sec) in Height Category
0-20m
20 50 –
10050m
100m 180m

>180m

Adults

7b

Clearfell

2

16.40

Flying, hunting

0-100

-

5

5

5

-

-

8a

Improved grassland
Heather moorland, rough
grassland, 1st rotation
forestry,
Thicket,
grassland
moorland, 1st rotation
forestry
Thicket, 1st rotation forestry

1

11.37

Flying, on ground

0-50

180

24

30

-

-

-

4

12.15

Flying, circling,
soaring, hunting

0 - >180

-

360

360

360

360

360

1

14.20

Flying

0-20

-

30

-

-

-

-

1

16.38

Flying

0-20

-

38

-

-

-

-

Male &
female

Adults

2b

Male &
female

Adults

3

Adult

4a

Adult

4b

Unknown

Unknown
Unknown
Male &
female

Nonflight

6
7a

2a

Adults
5b

29/04/20

Flight
Height
(m)

Adult
Adult

Adult

Unknown

Activity

Improved grassland, 1st
rotation forestry
Improved grassland, 1st
rotation forestry, heather
moorland, rough grassland
Clearfell, 1st rotation
forestry, improved
grassland, heather
moorland, scrub
Rough grassland, heather
moorland, clearfell, 1st
rotation forestry
1st rotation forestry,
heather moorland, clearfell,
rough grassland
1st rotation forestry,
clearfell
Heather moorland, 1st
rotation forestry, improved
grassland
1st rotation forestry, thicket
Clearfell

Unknown

5a
23/04/20

Habitat

30/04/20

2

Unknown

Adults

30/04/20

1

Unknown

Adults

8b

9a
9b
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Buzzard
Date

01/05/20

VP

6

Sex

Unknown

Age

Map
Ref

Habitat

10a

1st rotation forestry

Adults

Clearfell,
forestry

Improved grassland

5

Male &
female

Adults

11

22/05/20

3

Unknown

Adult

12

25/05/20

6

Unknown

Adults

25/05/20

5

Unknown

Adults

26/05/20

2

Unknown

Adults

27/05/20

5

Unknown

Adult

28/05/20

1

Unknown

Adults

28/05/20

2

Unknown

Adults

13a
13b
13c
14a
14b
15a
15b
15c
16a
16b
17a
17b
18a
18b
18c

29/05/20

3

Unknown

Adult

19

29/05/20

4

Unknown

Adults

20a
20b
20c

6

Unknown

Adult

16/06/20

3

Unknown

Adults

23/06/20
23/06/20

3
6

Unknown
Unknown

Adult
Adults

1st

10b
01/05/20

16/06/20

No. Of
Birds

21
22a
22b
23
24a

rotation

1st rotation forest &
heather moorland
1st
rotation
forest,
improved grassland, clear
fell
Clear fell, 1st rotation forest
1st
rotation
forest,
improved grassland, clear
fell
1st rotation forest, clear fell
1st rotation forest,
grassland
Heather moorland, rough
grassland,
improved
grassland, 1st rotation
forest
Clear
fell,
heather
moorland, 1st rotation
forest, improved grassland
1st rotation forest, thicket,
heather
moorland,
grassland moorland
Improved grassland, 1st
rotation forestry
Improved
grassland,
heather moorland
1st rotation forestry

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

Activity

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

Time (sec) in Height Category
0-20m
20 50 –
10050m
100m 180m

>180m

12.49

Flying, soaring,
circling

50-180

-

-

-

30

20

-

14.12

Flying

20-180

-

-

60

60

60

-

2

16.45

Flying

>180

-

-

-

-

-

140

1

15.08

Flying

20-180

-

-

75

15

30

1
1
1
1
3
2
3
1
1
1
1
1

09.40
10.58
10.58
12.25
13.56
12.04
12.30
13.47
16.00
16.49
11.57
12.29
14.43
14.48

50-100
0-180
50-100
50-100
0-180

2
132
50
2
31
18

10
132
21
60
2
-

180
5
20
20
132
18
200
2
-

5
132
82
52
20
2
20
-

139
132
500
188
210
300
40
-

3

1

-

Flying, soaring,
circling

0->180

Flying
Circling
Flying
Flying

0->180
100-180
0-20
0-20

-

Perched, flying,
circling

0-100
0-180
20-100

346
-

5
218
-

49
218
9

41
218
50

218
-

218
-

Flying, soaring
Flying, hunting

2

15.15

1

11.30

Flying

50-180

-

-

-

180

180

-

1

13.41
14.53
15.07

Flying
Flying
Flying

0-180
0-100
0-20

-

5
28
35

20
35
-

35
20
-

120
-

60
-

1

12.59

Flying, perching

0-20

17

180

-

-

-

-

1
1
1
1

17.06
17.30
12.30
14.28

20-180
>180
0-100
100-180

-

5
-

3
82
-

5
75
-

40
10

120
-

1

Flying
Flying
Flying, hunting
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Buzzard
Date

VP

Sex

Age

Map
Ref

24b

26/06/20

22/07/20

5

4

Unknown

Unknown

Adults

25a
25b
25c

Juveniles

26a

Adult, 2
Juveniles

26b

28/07/20

4

Unknown

Adult

27a
27b

29/07/20

6

Unknown

Adult

28

30/07/20

5

Unknown

Unknown

29
30a

12/08/20

5

Unknown

Unknown

30b
30c

24/08/20

6

Unknown

Unknown

31
32a
32b

31/08/20

2

Unknown

Adults
32c

31/08/20

5

Unknown

Unknown

33
34a
34b

01/09/20

4

Unknown

Juveniles

21/09/20

2

Unknown

Unknown

35

24/09/20

1

Unknown

Unknown

36

28/09/20

3

Unknown

Unknown

37

Habitat

Clear
fell,
improved
grassland, 1st rotation
forestry
1st
rotation
forestry,
improved
grassland,
heather moorland
1st rotation forestry, thicket,
clearfell
1st

rotation forestry, thicket
Thicket
Improved grassland, 1st &
2nd rotation forestry
Improved grassland
Improved grassland
1st
rotation
forestry,
improved grassland
1st rotation forestry
1st
rotation
forestry,
improved grassland
Heather moorland
Heather moorland, 1st
rotation forestry, improved
grassland
Heather moorland, 1st
rotation forestry, improved
grassland
1st rotation forestry
Heather moorland, 1st
rotation forestry, thicket
1st rotation forest, heather
moorland,
improved
grassland
Improved grassland
Heather moorland, 1st
rotation forestry

No. Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.
15.42

Activity

Flight
Height
(m)
0->180

Nonflight
-

Time (sec) in Height Category
0-20m
20 50 –
10050m
100m 180m
20
30
60
65

>180m
65

1
1
1
2

12.54
13.10
13.50

Flying, circling

50->180

-

2

15.07

Flying, circling,
soaring

20 >180

-

3

16.37

Flying, circling

20-100

-

1

15.00
15.25

Flying, perched
Flying, hunting

0-20
0-20

1

16.40

Perched, flying

1
1

12.34
12.52

1

-

20
-

20
-

120
120
60

429

15

25

16

-

300

60

-

-

10
-

10
180

-

-

-

-

20-100

10

-

105

20

-

-

Flying, hunting
Flying

20-180
>180

-

-

3
-

20
-

60
-

180

13.40

Circling

50-100

-

-

-

12

-

-

1

15.04

Perched, flying

10-20

5

2

-

-

-

-

1

12.39

Flying

5-6

-

15

-

-

-

-

1

11.21

Flying, hunting

0-50

-

279

120

-

-

-

1

12.11

Flying, hunting,
soaring

0->180

-

60

60

120

295

60

1

12.14

0->180

-

60

60

120

120

60

1
1
1

13.52
11.16
11.18

Flying, hunting
Flying, soaring
Flying, soaring

50-100
0->180

-

2
2

2
2

120
2
2

30
30

425
305

2

16.54

Flying

50-180

-

-

-

60

40

240

1

14.35

Soaring

50-100

-

-

-

5

-

-

1

14.15

Flying

0-50

-

40

33

-

-

Flying, hunting,
soaring

-

-
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Buzzard
Date

29/09/20

VP

5

Sex

Unknown

Age

Map
Ref

Habitat

38a

Clear fell,
forestry

Unknown
38b

1st

No. Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

1

15.21

1

16.24

rotation

Activity

Flying, hunting
Flying, hunting

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

20-100
50-180

-

Time (sec) in Height Category
0-20m
20 50 –
10050m
100m 180m
-

90
-

90
30

>180m

90

-

Great Black-backed Gull
Date

VP

Sex

Age

Map
Ref

26/06/20

5

Unknown

Adult

1

20/07/20

5

Unknown

Adult

2

30/07/20

2

Unknown

Adult

3

Date

VP

Sex

Age

Habitat

No.
Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

1

12.17

Flying

1

15.24

1

16.08

Heather moorland, 1st rotation
forestry, improved grassland, rough
grassland
Heather moorland, rough
grassland,1st rotation forestry,
improved grassland, clear-fell
Improved grassland, 1st rotation
forest

Activity

Flight
Height
(m)

Time (sec) in Height Category
020 –
5010020m
50m 100m 180m

Nonflight

>180
m

50100

-

-

-

60

-

Gliding, flying,
soaring, circling, on
ground

0-180

720

105

135

135

105

-

Flying

>180

-

-

-

-

-

134

Kestrel
Map
Ref

22/04/20

1

Male

Adult

1

30/04/20

2

Unknown

Adult

2

01/05/20

5

Unknown

Adult

3

25/05/20

5

Male

Adult

4

26/05/20

1

Male

Adult

27/05/20

6

Female

Adult

5a
5b
6a
6b

Habitat

No. Of
Birds

Grassland moorland
Heather moorland, grassland
moorland, rough grassland
Heather moorland, rough
grassland,
improved
grassland
Improved grassland, thicket,
heather moorland

1

Time of
Flight/
Obs.
13.34

1

11.36

Flying, hunting

1

14.52

Flying

1

12.37

Flying, hunting

0-180

-

240

425

31

180

1st rotation forest, thicket,
rough grassland

1

16.20
16.50

Flying, hunting

0-180

160
-

10
-

10
48

10
-

180
-

1st rotation forest, clear fell,
improved grassland

1

18.47
19.47

Flying, hunting
Flying

20-180
0-50

180

10

180
50

60
-

180
-

1
1

Activity

Flying, hunting

Flight
Height
(m)
0-180

Nonflight
-

Time (sec) in Height Category
0-20m 20-50m 50 –
100 100m 180m
30
45
70
30

0-180

-

26

10

64

136

-

100-180

-

-

-

-

42

-

>180
m
-

-
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Kestrel
Date

VP

Sex

Male

Age

7a

28/05/20

1

29/05/20

3

Male

Adult

8

16/06/20

3

Adult

Adult

9
10a
10b
10c
11

Female

Adults

Map
Ref

7b

19/06/20

1

23/06/20

6

Unknown
Male
Female
Male
Unknown

26/06/20

5

Female

Adult

12

30/06/20
30/06/20

2
5

Unknown
Unknown

Adult
Adult

13
14

20/07/20

5

Male

Adult

15a

22/07/20

4

Female
Unknown

Adult
Adult

15b
16

Adults

Habitat

1st rotation forestry, thicket,
grassland moorland
Heather moorland, scrub,
clear fell, 1st rotation forest
1st rotation forestry
Grassland moorland, heather
moorland, thicket, 1st rotation
forestry
1st rotation forestry
Rough grassland, heather
moorland
1st rotation forestry
Clear fell
Heather moorland, rough
grassland
Improved grassland
1st rotation forestry

17a
23/07/20

2

Female

Adult

17b

Heather moorland,
grassland

rough

17c

23/07/20

2

Female

Adult

18a
18b
18c

23/07/20

1

Male

Adult

19

28/07/20

4

Female

Adult

20

Female

Adult

21a

29/07/20

6
Male

Adult

21b

Female

Adult

22a

30/07/20

5

Heather moorland,
grassland

rough

1st rotation forestry, heather
moorland
Thicket
Improved
grassland,
1st
rotation forestry
Clearfell, 1st rotation forestry,
improved grassland
Heather moorland, improved
grassland

No. Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

1
1

12.17
12.49

1

Activity

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

Time (sec) in Height Category
0-20m 20-50m 50 –
100 100m 180m

Flying, hunting

0-180
180

-

14
-

24
-

60
-

60
80

10.34

Flying

0-50

-

20

30

-

-

Flying

20-50

-

-

20

-

-

-

>180
m
60
-

1

17.26

1

11.49

1
1
1

11.54
12.11
13.50

Flying, hunting

0-100

-

0
2
12

20
2
29

0
30
99

-

-

Flying, hunting

20-100

-

-

56

5

-

1

12.58

Flying, hunting

0-100

-

20

20

20

-

-

1
1

13.29
14.46

Flying, hunting
Flying, hunting

0-100
50-180

-

-

9
-

31
28

85

-

1

14.30

Flying, hunting

0-100

-

400

400

400

-

-

1
1

16.48
14.45

20-180
20-40

-

-

10
46

10
-

40
-

-

1

16.01

0-50

90

690

1030

-

-

-

1

17.01

20-50

300

-

120

-

-

-

1

17.28

0-100

1220

43

14

14

-

-

1

16.20

1

17.01

20-50
0-20

300
-

37

10
-

-

-

-

1

19.16

0-20

756

67

-

-

-

-

1

15.24

Flying, hunting
Flying
Flying, hunting,
on ground
Flying, hunting,
on ground
Flying, perched,
hunting, on
ground
Flying
On ground
Flying
Flying, perched
hunting
Flying, hunting

20-50

-

-

30

-

-

-

1

15.32

Flying, hunting

20-100

-

-

5

32

-

-

1

16.59

Flying, hunting,
perched

0-100

300

650

990

40

-

-

1

11.18

Flying, hunting

0-50

-

120

120

-

-

-
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Kestrel
Date

30/07/20

VP

2

Sex

Age

Map
Ref

Unknown

Unknown

22b

Unknown

Unknown

23a

1 Female
2
Unknown

1 Adult, 2
Juvenile

23b
24a
24b

12/08/20

3

Unknown

Unknown

12/08/20

5

Unknown

Unknown

25a

21/08/20

21/08/20

27/08/20

1

6

Unknown

Juvenile

Unknown

Juvenile

Female

Adult

Male

Adult

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

1

12.48

1

Activity

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

Time (sec) in Height Category
0-20m 20-50m 50 –
100 100m 180m

Perched, flying

0-20

9

12

-

-

-

-

14.58

Flying, hunting

20-100

-

-

10

58

-

-

3

15.07

Flying, hunting

0-100

-

1512

1512

756

-

-

1
1

11.10
11.44

Perched, flying
Flying

0-50
0-20

193
-

94
30

60
-

-

-

-

1

12.20

Flying, hunting

20-100

-

-

20

60

-

-

20-50

-

-

60

-

-

-

20-50
0-20

180

44

10
-

-

-

-

>180
m

1st rotation forestry

1

13.37

26a
26b

Grassland moorland
Thicket, 1st rotation forestry
Thicket, grassland moorland,
1st rotation forestry
1st rotation forestry
Scrub, 1st rotation forestry,
improved grassland
Grassland moorland, 1st
rotation forestry, heather
moorland
Thicket, 1st rotation forestry
Grassland moorland, 1st
rotation forestry
1st rotation forestry, thicket
Heather moorland, improved
grassland, 1st rotation forestry
Heather
moorland,
1st
rotation forestry
Heather moorland, improved
grassland, 1st & 2nd rotation
forestry

1
1

08.37
08.37

Circling, flying,
calling
Flying
Flying, perched

1

09.52

Flying, perched

0-20

62

152

-

-

-

-

1

09.52
12.12
13.01

Flying
Flying
Flying, hunting

0-20
0-50
0-50

-

10
10
30

10
90

-

-

-

14.06

Flying, hunting

50-100

-

-

-

120

-

-

15.31

Flying, hunting

0-180

-

3

27

143

49

-

15.47

Flying, hunting

0-180

-

20

20

20

60

-

16.25

Perched, flying
Gliding, flying,
hunting

0-50

15

3

7

-

-

-

0-100

11

480

650

625

-

-

26c
26d
27a
27b
28a

28c
28d

31/08/20

Heather moorland, rough
grassland,1st rotation forestry
1st rotation forestry, heather
moorland
Heather moorland, rough
grassland,
improved
grassland
Heather moorland, grassland
moorland, scrub, clearfell
1st rotation forestry, heather
moorland,
grassland
moorland,
improved
grassland

No. Of
Birds

25b

28b

1

Habitat

Female

Adult

29a

Unknown

Unknown

29b

2

31/08/20

5

Unknown

Unknown

30

01/09/20

2

1 male
(adult), 4
unknown

3 juvenile,
1 adult,

31

Improved
grassland,
grassland moorland, heather

1

1

1
1

11.30

1

11.43

Flying, hunting

50-180

-

-

-

120

20

-

1

16.09

Flying

50-100

-

-

-

40

-

-

5

13.42

Flying, hunting,
perched,
mobbing

0-180

Spent 7800secs (130mins) at various heights
up to 180m
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Kestrel
Date

VP

Sex

Age

Map
Ref

1
unknown
21/09/20

1

Unknown

Juveniles

32a
32b

21/09/20

2

Unknown

Unknown

33

22/09/20

3

Unknown

Juvenile

34

22/09/20

4

Unknown

Juvenile

35

24/09/20

2

Unknown

28/09/20

4

28/09/20
29/09/20

3
6

Female
Unknown
Male

Unknown
Adult

37b
38
39

29/09/20

5

Female

Adult

40

Sex

Age

Male

Unknown

Adults

36

37a

Habitat

No. Of
Birds

moorland,
1st
rotation
forestry, scrub
Ground, thicket, 1st rotation
forestry
Heather
moorland,
1st
rotation forestry, grassland
moorland,
improved
grassland
Clearfell, heather moorland
and scrub
Thicket, 1st rotation forestry
Heather moorland, rough
grassland,
grassland
moorland,
improved
grassland, 1st rotation forest
Improved
grassland,
1st
rotation forestry, heather
moorland, thicket, clear fell
Heather moorland
Improved grassland
Heather
moorland,
1st
rotation forestry, clear fell

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

Activity

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

Time (sec) in Height Category
0-20m 20-50m 50 –
100 100m 180m

1
1

11.18

Flying
Flying, perched

-

60
250

20

10
30

-

-

2

14.17

Flying, hunting

10-100

-

1460

1460

1460

-

>180
m

-

-

1

10.00

Flying

20-100

-

-

10

40

-

1

13.17

Perching, flying,
hunting

0-180

20

-

10

96

35

2

09.56

Flying, hunting

0-180

1710

1710

1710

1710

-

1

11.43

Flying, hunting

1
1
1

12.10
14.08
10.54

0 -180
0 - 100

-

11
15

40
30

150
75

88
-

-

Flying
Flying

0-50
20-50

-

20
-

30
20

-

-

1

15.08

Flying, hunting

0-180

-

195

195

195

195

-

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

Time (sec) in Height Category
020 –
5010020m
50m
100m
180m

-

-

Lesser Black-backed Gull
Date

VP

Map
Ref

30/04/20

2

Unknown

Adult

1

25/05/20

5

Unknown

Adult

2

28/05/20

2

Unknown

Adults

29/05/20

3

Unknown

Adults

3a
3b
4a
4b

Habitat

Heather moorland, rough
grassland, 1st rotation forest,
improved grassland
1st rotation forest, improved
grassland
Improved grassland, heather
moorland, rough grassland
Improved grassland, heather
moorland, 1st rotation forest

No. Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

Activity

1

11.42

Flying

20-50

-

-

30

-

-

-

1

14.45

Flying

0-180

-

10

20

40

30

-

1
1
1
2

16.32
16.34
10.12
11.48

>180
0-50
0 ->180
20-50

-

80
20
-

40
20
20

2
-

2
-

655
15
-

Flying
Flying

>180
m
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Lesser Black-backed Gull
Date

VP

Sex

Age

Map
Ref

23/06/20

6

Unknown

Adult

5

26/06/20

5

Unknown

Adult

6

23/07/20

2

Unknown

Adult

7

12/08/20

3

Unknown

8

01/09/20

2

Unknown

28/09/20

4

Unknown

Unknown
1 adult, 1
juvenile
Adult

Habitat

No. Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

1

16.08

1

Improved grassland, 1st rotation
forestry
Improved grassland, 1st rotation
forestry
Improved grassland, 1st rotation
forest
Improved grassland
1st rotation forestry, improved
grassland, clearfell
Improved grassland

9
10

Activity

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

Time (sec) in Height Category
020 –
5010020m
50m
100m
180m

Flying

>180

-

-

-

-

-

12.18

Flying

50-100

-

-

-

20

-

1

15.52

Flying

0-50

-

14

36

-

25

11.31

Flying

-

-

-

-

10

-

2

13.33

Flying

-

-

-

-

95

168

1

11.29

Flying

100-180
100>180
0->180

-

25

20

20

49

66

>180
m
160
-

Merlin
Date

VP

01/09/20

2

Sex

Female

Age

Map
Ref

Habitat

No.
Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

1

15.52

1st rotation forestry, heather
moorland

Unknown

1

Age

Map
Ref

Activity

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

0-100

-

Flying, mobbing

Time (sec) in Height Category
020-50m 50 –
10020m
100m 180m
5

5

5

>180m

-

-

Snipe
Date

22/09/20

VP

3

Sex

Unknown

Unknown

1

Habitat

Heather moorland, scrub,
clearfell, 1st rotation forest

No. Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

2

10.38

Activity

Flying

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

50-180m

-

Time (sec) in Height Category
0-20m
20 –
5010050m
100m
180m
-

-

25

>180m

36

-

Sparrowhawk
Date

VP

Sex

Age

Map
Ref

29/04/20

4

Unknown

Adult

1

01/05/20

6

Female

Adult

2

01/05/20

5

Female

Adult

3

Habitat

Thicket, 1st rotation forest,
clearfell
Clearfell, 1st rotation forestry
Heather
moorland,
rough
grassland, improved grassland

No. Of
Birds

Time of
Flight/
Obs.

Activity

1

12.15

Flying

1

11.34

1

14.58

Flying
Flying, mobbing,
being mobbed

Flight
Height
(m)

Nonflight

Time (sec) in Height Category
020 50 – 100 20m
50m 100m 180m
6
26
-

20-100

-

0-20

-

34

-

-

-

-

20-180

-

-

148

30

60

-

>180
m
-
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Sparrowhawk
Date

VP

Sex

Age

Map
Ref

Habitat

No. Of
Birds

28/05/20
24/08/20
27/08/20

1
6
1

Female
Unknown
Female

Adult
Juvenile
Adult

4
5
6

Thicket, 1st rotation forestry
Improved grassland
Thicket, 1st rotation forestry

1
1
1

Time of
Flight/
Obs.
11.54
12.22
14.15

29/09/20

6

Male

Unknown

7

1st rotation forestry, clear fell

1

10.54

Activity

Flying
Flying
Flying, mobbing
Flying, hunting,
mobbing

Flight
Height
(m)
0-100
3-5
50-100

Nonflight
-

20->180

-

Time (sec) in Height Category
020 50 – 100 20m
50m 100m 180m
20
75
11
3
58
-

180

45

60

>180
m
90
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Appendix 5
Target Species Flightpath Maps
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The following summary outlines all non-target species of conservation concern recorded during the
summer 2020 VP surveys.
Meadow pipit (Anthus pratensis), the only non-target red-listed species to be recorded, was
observed in every month throughout the site with numbers peaking in September. There were
fourteen amber-listed non-target species recorded with the following seven of these occurring in
every month - goldcrest (Regulus regulus), house martin (Delichon urbicum), linnet (Carduelis
cannabina), mistle thrush (Turdus viscivorus), stonechat (Saxicola torquata), robin (Erithacus
rubecula) and swallow (Hirundo rustica). Other frequently recorded amber-listed species include
swift (Apus apus), skylark (Alauda arvensis) and great spotted woodpecker (Dendrocopos major),
while groups of starling (Sturnus vulgaris) were reported in June and August. There was one record
for each of the amber-listed species grasshopper warbler (Locustella naevia) and spotted flycatcher
(Musciapa striata), and two for wheatear (Oenanthe oenanthe).
Other than buzzard and peregrine, 31 other green-listed species were recorded during the summer
vantage point surveys. The majority of these species are common and widespread and occur in a
wide variety of habitat-types, many of which are found within the survey area. Most of these species
are present throughout the year while some, such as cuckoo (Cuculus canorus), willow warbler
(Phyllosopus trochilus), chiffchaff (Phyllosopus collybita) and whitethroat (Sylvia curruca), are
summer visitors to Ireland.
The following table outlines monthly peak counts for all non-target species recorded during vantage
point surveys at Deerpark during summer 2020.
Common Name

Latin Name

Meadow Pipit

April

May

June

July

August

September

Anthus pratensis

8

11

10

32

23

70

Goldcrest

Regulus regulus

3

2

3

3

3

2

Grasshopper Warbler

Locustella naevia

1

Great
Spotted
Woodpecker

Dendrocopos major

1

1

2

House Martin

Delichon urbicum

5

3

4

11

68

150

Linnet

Carduelis cannabina

2

8

6

4

5

25

Mistle Thrush

Turdus viscivorus

3

2

30

2

6

19

Robin

Erithacus rubecula

3

3

2

2

4

4

Skylark

Alauda arvensis

1

1

1

1

Spotted Flycatcher

Musciapa striata

1

1

Starling

Sturnus vulgaris

Stonechat

Saxicola torquata

2

4

3

2

2

3

Swallow

Hirundo rustica

4

9

3

5

15

30

Swift

Apus apus

3

10

3

3

Wheatear

Oenanthe oenanthe

1

1

Blackbird

Turdus merula

4

5

3

2

2

Blackcap

Sylvia atricapilla

1

2

2

2

1

Blue Tit

Cyanistes caeruleus

Bullfinch

Pyrrhula pyrrhula

2

20

7

40

2

1
2

2

2

2

2

3
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April

May

June

July

August

September

Fringilla coelebs

7

7

5

1

2

4

Chiffchaff

Phyllosopus collybita

2

1

2

1

1

Coal Tit

Periparus ater

3

1

3

3

3

2

Collared Dove

Streptoelia decaocto

2

Crossbill

Loxia curvirostra

14

28

10

11

4

7

Cuckoo

Cuculus canorus

1

2

Dunnock

Prunella modularis

1

1

1

2

2

3

Feral Pigeon

Columba
domestica

Goldfinch

Carduelis carduelis

3

8

20

16

14

Great Tit

Parus major

1

1

1

1

1

Hooded Crow

Corvus cornix

12

8

7

20

8

Jackdaw

Corvus monedula

2

20

5

2

2

Jay

Garrulus glandarius

2

2

2

2

2

Long-tailed Tit

Aegithalos caudatus

Magpie

Pica pica

3

3

4

5

2

3

Pheasant

Phasianus colchicus

2

2

3

2

1

1

Pied Wagtail

Motacilla alba

2

1

1

1

Raven

Corvus corax

9

8

7

40

17

12

Redpoll

Carduelis cabaret

4

4

4

2

6

5

Reed Bunting

Emberiza schoeniclus

1

1

Rook

Corvus frugilegus

7

116

112

44

3

40

Siskin

Carduelis spinus

5

2

2

3

9

23

Song Thrush

Turdus philomelos

2

2

1

Whitethroat

Sylvia curruca

1

2

2

Willow Warbler

Phylloscopus trochilus

3

2

2

1

1

Woodpigeon

Columba palumbus

40

14

39

20

5

3

Wren

Troglodytes troglodytes

4

3

3

4

2

2

livia

f.

2

4

16

1

1
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Transect and Point Count Surveys
Date

Month

Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

28/04/2020
21/05/2020

April
May

SC
SC

11.30
10.05

16.30
15.14

24/06/2020
T1 – PC17:
24/07/2020
T18 – PC25:
30/07/2020

June

SC

17.00

22.00

July

SC

12.00

15.25

July

SC

16.55

18.05

26/08/2020

August

SC

09.00

14.26

23/09/2020

September

SC

10.15

14.45

Weather

Visibility

Sunshine, calm, mostly cloudy. Cloud cover 3/8-7/8. Wind north-northnorthwest, F0-1.
Temp 11-13C.
Blue skies, sunshine, cloud cover 1/8, west to southeast wind f1-3, temp 14-16C.
Mixture of sunshine and cloud to overcast, humid. Cloud cover 5/8, temp 21-17C,
north northeast wind to east northeast wind.
Overcast, very heavy rain and wind. Temp 17-19C. South-southwest wind, F3-5. Survey
was abandoned at 15.25 due to poor weather and completed on 30/07/2020.

Good
Very good
Good
Poor
Good

Intermittent sunshine and cloud. Cloud cover 6/8. Temp 19C. South wind, F 4-6.
Mostly cloudy, some sunny spells. Cloud cover 8/8-5/8. Westnorthwest-west wind,
force 4-5, temp 14-17C
Mostly cloudy and windy, cold with some showers and some sunny spells, North
northwest wind F4-6, temp 9-12oC, cloud cover 6/8

Good
Good

Woodcock and Nightjar Walkover Surveys
Date

Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

27/05/2020

SC

21.30

23.30

24/06/2020
23/07/2020

SC
SC

22.15
21.45

00.15
23.50

Weather
Warm, calm, still night. Cloud cover 0/8-2/8. Southeast wind, force 0-1, temp 15-10C.
Sunset: 21.35 Dusk: 22.22
Calm, still night, crescent moon. Cloud cover 4/8. Northeast-northnortheast wind, force 0-2,
temp 14C
Calm, still evening. Cloud cover 2/8. Wind west-northwest, F 1-3. Temp 15-14C.

Visibility

Good
Good
Good
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Merlin and Golden Plover Walkover Survey
Date

Walkover
No.

Observer

Start
Time

Finish
Time

25/06/2020

1

SC

12.10

13.10

25/06/2020

2

SC

13.45

14.20

25/06/2020

3

SC

14.30

15.05

Weather

Visibility

Sunshine, warm. Cloud cover 3/8-4/8. East-southeast wind, force 1-2, temp 2123C.
Sunshine, warm. Cloud cover 3/8-4/8. East-southeast wind, force 1-2, temp 2123C.
Sunshine, warm. Cloud cover 3/8-4/8. East-southeast wind, force 1-2, temp 2123C.

Good
Good
Good

Hinterland Survey
Date

25/06/2020

Observer

SC

Start
Time
15.30

Finish
Time
18.30

Weather

Visibility

Bright, sunny spells, warm and humid. Cloud cover 7/8. South-southeast wind, force 1-2, temp
21-23C.

Good
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Distribution and Abundance Surveys Results
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The following table outlines the monthly peak counts of all species recorded during transect and point count surveys carried out within Deerpark
during the summer 2020 season.
Common Name

Latin Name

April

May

June

July

August

September

Blackbird

Turdus merula

3

4

2

1

2

1

Blackcap

Sylvia atricapilla

1

2

2

Blue Tit

Cyanistes caeruleus

1

1

Bullfinch

Pyrrhula pyrrhula

2

2

2

4

2

2

Buzzard

Buteo buteo

3

2

1

2

1

Chaffinch

Fringilla coelebs

7

8

2

5

3

Chiffchaff

Phyllosopus collybita

1

2

1

Coal Tit

Periparus ater

3

3

4

Crossbill

Loxia curvirostra

5

6

2

Cuckoo

Cuculus canorus

Dunnock

Prunella modularis

1

3

Goldcrest

Regulus regulus

6

6

Goldfinch

Carduelis carduelis

Great Black-backed Gull

Larus marinus

Great Spotted Woodpecker

Dendrocopos major

Great Tit

Parus major

Hooded Crow

Corvus cornix

House Martin

Delichon urbicum

Jay

Garrulus glandarius

Kestrel

1
5

4

3

1

1

1

1

3

4

7

4

2

1

2
1

1

1

1
1

2

15

2

1

2

1

18

2

2

2

7

8

1

2

Falco tinnunculus

2

1

Lesser Black-backed Gull

Larus fuscus

2

3

Linnet

Carduelis cannabina

Magpie

Pica pica

Meadow Pipit

Anthus pratensis

Mistle Thrush

Turdus viscivorus

3
3

4

5

1

1

1

3

1

2

1

1

2

8

5
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Common Name

Latin Name

Pheasant

Phasianus colchicus

1

Pied Wagtail

Motacilla alba

1

Raven

Corvus corax

1

2

2

Redpoll

Carduelis cabaret

3

5

Robin

Erithacus rubecula

3

4

Rook

Corvus frugilegus

Siskin

Carduelis spinus

Skylark

Alauda arvensis

Song Thrush

Turdus philomelos

Spotted Flycatcher

Musciapa striata

Starling

Sturnus vulgaris

Stonechat

Saxicola torquata

2

2

Swallow

Hirundo rustica

1

1

Swift

Apus apus

2

Treecreeper

Certhia familiaris

Wheatear

Oenanthe oenanthe

Whitethroat

Sylvia communis

1

1

2

Willow Warbler

Phylloscopus trochilus

3

4

2

2

1

Woodpigeon

Columba palumbus

4

3

3

2

4

1

Wren

Troglodytes troglodytes

2

3

4

3

3

4

April

May

June

July

August

September

1

1

3

5

4

30

2

1

2

4

2

4

6

20

21

1

13
4

4

1

1
1

1

1
1
6
2

4
2

4

2
1
1
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The following tables outline the results of additional distribution and abundance surveys carried out at the Deerpark site during summer 2020.

Woodcock and Nightjar Walkover Survey
Date

Results

Notes/Additional Sightings

27/05/2020

• No woodcock or nightjar seen or heard.

24/06/2020

• Woodcock roding near PC3 moving from east to west over forestry at 22.27 and then returned
back from west to east at 22.31. At 22.41, it was roding in area north of T4 over forestry and was
heard again for a final time at 22.46.
• At 23.15 a second woodcock roding between VP’s 3 and 4 moving from west to east.
• Individual heard calling to the north at 23.18.

23/07/2020

• One woodcock flew from south to north over PC3 at 23.08 for 2 seconds at a height of 20 to 40
metres.

• 1 Sika Deer
• 3 Irish Hare
• Bat of unidentified species just
north of VP3 along track
• Grasshopper Warbler
• Vixen heard calling southeast of
VP4
• Buzzard flushed north from track
at T19
• Sika deer barking in woods near
T19
• Two Irish hares
• Grasshopper warbler calling at
VP4
• Bat activity at centre of site

Merlin and Golden Plover Walkover Survey
Date
25/06/2020
25/06/2020
25/06/2020

Walkover Number
1
2
3

Results
No merlin or golden plover. Buzzard flying up to 50m high at south end over heather.
No merlin or golden plover. Common lizard sighting.
No merlin or golden plover. Female kestrel flying northwest over thicket at height of between 20m and 50m.
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Hinterland Survey
Date

25/06/2020

Start Time

15.30

Finish Time

18.30

Results
- 100 swifts in valley west of VP5.
- 1 Greenfinch heard singing and 1 Yellowhammer seen, both in valley from Bunclody up to the site.
- At Kildavin Quarry:
o 1 Goosander (Male)
o 4 Mallard (juveniles)
o 1 Grey Heron (juvenile)
o 1 Lesser Black-backed Gull (juvenile)
o 1 Yellowhammer
o 1 Little Grebe
o Sand Martin colony within quarry
o Buzzard hunting and soaring east-southeast of site
o 2 Buzzard over field in front of gate at quarry entrance.
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List of all species recorded
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The following table outlines all species recorded during the summer 2020 surveys at Deerpark. A
total of 55 species were recorded.
Common Name

Latin Name

Blackbird

Turdus merula

Blackcap

Sylvia atricapilla

Blue Tit

Cyanistes caeruleus

Bullfinch

Pyrrhula pyrrhula

Buzzard

Buteo buteo

Chaffinch

Fringilla coelebs

Chiffchaff

Phyllosopus collybita

Coal Tit

Periparus ater

Collared Dove

Streptoelia decaocto

Crossbill

Loxia curvirostra

Cuckoo

Cuculus canorus

Dunnock

Prunella modularis

Feral Pigeon

Columba livia f. domestica

Goldcrest

Regulus regulus

Goldfinch

Carduelis carduelis

Grasshopper Warbler

Locustella naevia

Great Black-backed Gull

Larus marinus

Great-spotted Woodpecker

Dendrocopus major

Great Tit

Parus major

Hooded Crow

Corvus cornix

House Martin

Delichon urbicum

Jackdaw

Corvus monedula

Jay

Garrulus glandarius

Long-tailed Tit

Aegithalos caudatus

Kestrel

Falco tinnunculus

Lesser Black-backed Gull

Larus fuscus

Linnet

Carduelis cannabina

Magpie

Pica pica

Meadow Pipit

Anthus pratensis

Merlin*

Falco columbarius

Mistle Thrush

Turdus viscivorus

Pheasant

Phasianus colchicus

Pied Wagtail

Motacilla alba

Raven

Corvus corax

Redpoll

Carduelis cabaret

Reed Bunting

Emberiza schoeniclus

Robin

Erithacus rubecula

Rook

Corvus frugilegus

Siskin

Carduelis spinus

April

May

June

July

Aug

Sept
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Common Name

Latin Name

Skylark

Alauda arvensis

Snipe

Gallinago gallinago

Song Thrush

Turdus philomelos

Spotted Flycatcher

Musciapa striata

Sparrowhawk

Accipter nisus

Starling

Sturnus vulgaris

Stonechat

Saxicola torquata

Swallow

Hirundo rustica

Swift

Apus apus

Treecreeper

Certhia familiaris

Wheatear

Oenanthe oenanthe

Whitethroat

Sylvia communis

Willow Warbler

Phylloscopus trochilus

Woodcock

Scolopax rusticola

Woodpigeon

Columba palumbus

Wren

Troglodytes troglodytes

January 2021

April

May

June

July

Aug

Sept
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