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Your details

1. Appellant’s details (person making the appeal)
Your full details:
(a) Name

EDF Renewables Ireland Limited

3 Dublin Landings, North Wall Quay, Dublin,
ireland, DO1C4EQ

(b) Address

Agent’s details

2. Agent’s details (if applicable)
If an agent is acting for you, please also provide their details below. if you

are not using an agent, piease write “Not applicabie” below.

(a) Agent's name John Willoughby

{b) Agent's address | MKO, Tuam Road, Galway, H91 VW84

Planning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 10f6




Postal address for letters

3.  During the appeal we will post information and items to you or to your
agent. For this appeal, who should we write to? (Please tick v" one box

oniy.)

You (the appellant) at the | O | The agent at the address in v ]
address in Part 1 Part 2

Details about the proposed development

4. Please provide details about the planning authority decision you wish to
appeal. If you want, you can include a copy of the planning authority's
decision as the appeal detaiis.

(a) Planning authority
(for example: Ballytown City Council)

Carlow County Council

{b) Planning authority register reference number
(for example: 18/0123)

24/60122

(¢) Location of proposed development
(for example: 1 Main Street, Baile Fearainn, Co Ballytown)

Ac. 70.37ha site in the townlands of Ridge, Agharue, Coolnakisha, and

Seskinrea, Co. Carlow

Planning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 2 of 6
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Appeal details

5. Please describe the grounds of your appeal (planning reasons and
arguments). You can type or write them in the space below or you can

attach them separately.

Please refer to the First Party Appeal Report enclosed which sets out the

Grounds of Appeal

Planning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 4 of 6



Supporting material

6. [f you wish you can include supporting materials with your appeal.
Supporting materials include:

»  photographs,

o plans,

e surveys,

s drawings,

»  digital videos or DVDs,
e technical guidance, or

e  other supporting materials.

Acknowledgement from planning authority
(third party appeals)

7. If you are making a third party appeal, you must include the
acknowledgment document that the planning authority gave fo you to

confirm you made a submission to it.

Fee

8. You must make sure that the correct fee is included with your appeal.
You can find out the correct fee to include in our Fees and Charges Guide

onh our website.

Planning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 5 of 6



Oral hearing request

9. If you wish to request the Board to hold an oral hearing on your appeal,

please tick the “yes, | wish to request an oral hearing” box below.

Please note you will have to pay an additional non-refundable fee of
€50. You can find information on how to make this request on our

website or by contacting us.

If you do not wish to request an oral hearing, please tick the “No, | do not

wish to request an oral hearing” box.

Yes, | wish to request an oral hearing A
No, | do not wish to request an oral hearing v
O
NALA has awarded this document its Plain English Mark P am. v
Last updated: April 2019. English
Approved by NALA

Pianning Appeal Form
April 2019 Page 6 of 6



. A | BORD B
- MKO> e ———
Vv T

(Time: _ (G
L~ B _bang
An Bord Pleanala,
64 Marlborough St,
Dublin 1, Our ref: 220246
D01 V902 Your ref: N/A

Date: 1% August 2024

Re: First Party Appeal Against Refusal of Permission — Carlow County Council Pl Ref. 24/60122
Dear Sir/Madam,

MKO of Tuam Road, Galway, H91 VW84 have been instructed on behalf of our client, EDF
Renewables Ireland Limited of 3 Dublin Landings, North Wall Quay, Dublin, to prepare and lodge
this First Party Appeal against the decision by Carlow County Council made on the 5% of July 2024 to
refuse permission on PL. Ref. 24/60122, Under this application, permission was sought for a 7 no.
turbine wind farm and associated works in County Carlow.

Please find enclosed the completed Planning Appeal Form, along with the First Party Appeal Report,
which sets out the Applicant’s Grounds of Appeal against each of the reasons for refusal given by
Carlow County Council in their decision to refuse permission.

The description of the development in question, as set out on the public notices is as follows:

‘We, EDF Renewables Ireland Limited, intend to apply for a ten-year planning permission for development at
this site in the townlands of Ridge, Agharue, Coolnakisha, and Seskinrea, Co. Carlow.

The development will consist of
(1) The constraction of 7 no. wind turbines with the following parameters:
a.  Total tip height range of 178.5m - 180m,
b.  Rotor diameter range of 149m - 155m,
c. Hub height range of 102.5m — 105m,

(i) Construction of associated foundations, hardstand and assembly areas;

(i) Al associated wind farm underground electrical and communications cabling connecting the turbines
and meteorological mast to the proposed onsite electrical substation including road crossing at L30372,
Co. Carlow;

(v}  Construction of I no. permanent 38k V efectrical substation compound including a single-story control
building with welfare facilities, all associated electrical plant and equipment, security fencing, entrance
on (o the access track, all associated underground cabling, wastewater holding tank and all ancillary
works in the fownland of Seskinrea, Co. Carlow;

{v) A permanent Battery Energy Storage System within the electrical substation compound in the townland
of Seskdnrea, Co. Carlow;

MKO, Tuam Road, Galway, H91 VW84
+353 (0)91 735 611 | mkoireland.ie | info@mkoireland.ie

Dublin - MKO, SC Beckett Way, Park West Business Park, Dublin, D12 XNSW
McCarthy Keville O'Sullivan Ltd t/a MKO. Registered in Ireland No: 462657, VAT No: IE9693052R
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(vi} ALl works fwithin County Carlow) associated with the connection of the proposed wind farm fo the
national electrcity grid, via underground 38kV electrical cabling predominantly within the public road
corridor from the proposed onsite electrical substation in the townland of Seskinrea, Co. Carlow to the
existing 110kV Kilkenny substation;

(vit)  Provision of 2 no. joint bays, communication chambers and earth sheath links along the underground
electrical cabling route;
(viii)  Reinstatement of the road and track surfaces above the cabling trench along existing roads and tracks,

(ix) I no. meteorological mast of ¢. 36.5m in height, and associated foundation and hard-standing area in the
townland of Ridge, Co. Carlow;

(x) The permanent upgrade of I no. existing site entrance off L3037 for the provision of construction and
operational access;

{xi)  The provision of I no. new permanent site entrance and the upgrade of I no. existing site entrance off
the L30372;

(xii}  Upgrade of existing tracks/roads and provision of new site access roads, 2 no. clear span bridge
crossings, junctions and hardstand areas;
(xiif) 2 no. temporary construction compounds with tetnporary offices and stall facilifies in the townland of
Ridge and Seskinrea, Co Carlow;
(xiv)  Cariageway strengthening works at ‘Black Bridge’ on the L1835 /L3037 (Protected Structure: Kilkenny
RPS Ref D&4);
(xv)  Peat and Spoil Management;
(xvi)  Tree Felling to accommodate the construction and operation of the proposed development;
(xvii)  Operational stage site signage; and
(xviti) Al ancillary apparatus and site development works above and below ground, including soft and hard
Iandscaping and drainage inftastructure.
A 1Qyear planming permission and 35year operational life of the wind farm from the date of commissioning of
the entire wind farm is sought.
A concurrent planning application for works within Co. Kilkenny including junction accommodation works,
bridge strengthening works and the 38kV underground grid connection to the existing 110kV Kilkenny
substation will also be lodged to Kifkenny County Council,
A design flexibility opinion issued by Carlow County Council on 14 March 2024 accompanies this application.
The detatls unconfirmed in this application are the turbine 6p height, rotor diameter and hub height. The range
of parameters under which the furbine dimensions will 2l are specified on this site notice and in the design
Hexibility opinion that accompanies this application.
The proposed development includes bridge strengthening works within the curtilage of a Protected Structure
{Black Bridge - Kilkenny RPS Ref. D54).
An Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) and Natura Impact Staternent (NIS) have been prepared
in respect of the proposed development and will be submitted to the planning authorily with the application.”

The First Party Appeal Report is enclosed which also includes the following appendices:

> Appendix 1 - CCC Notification of Decision to Refuse Permission
> Appendix 2 - Road Safety Audit, carried out by Traffico

The sum of €3,000 {the application included an EIAR and NIS) will be paid by card upon submission
of this appeal.

Yours faithfully,

Enclosed
John Willoughby, BA, MSc, MIPI > Completed Appeal Form
Project Planner > First Party Appeal Report
MEKO

MKO, Tuam Road, Galway, HS1 VW84
+353 (0)91 735 611 | mkoiretand.ie | info@mkoireland.ie

Dublin - MKOQ, SC Beckett Way, Park West Business Park, Dublin, D12 XNSW
McCarthy Keville O'Sullivan Ltd t/a MKO. Registeredin Ireland No: 462657, VAT No: IE9693052R
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INTRODUCTION
Background

MEKGQO have been appointed by EDF Renewables Ireland Limited of 3 Dublin Landings, North Wall
Quay, Dublin, o prepare and lodge this First-Party appeal against the decision by Carlow County
Council (the Planning Authorily) to refuse permission for a 7 no. turbine wind energy development and
associated works (the Proposed Development) at Seskinrea and surrounding townlands, c. 3.1km
northwest of Old Leighlin, Co. Carlow. Carlow County Council refused permission on the 5% of July
2024. The deadline for the submission of this appeal to An Bord Pleandla is the 1% of August 2024,

The planning application was lodged with Carlow County Council on the 13" of May 2024 and was
assigned the planning reference Pl. Ref. 2460122, A concurrent application was lodged with Kilkenny
County Council in relation to the development of those elements of infrastructure for the project which
were proposed within the functional area of Kilkenny County Council (the majority of the grid
connection) — (Kilkenny Pl. Ref 24/60210). Both planning applications were accompanied by an
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR), Natura Impact Statement (NIS) along with all
required statutory planning application documentation. Kilkenny County Council issued a Further
Information Request on the 27 June 2024.

This First Party Appeal document sets out the background to the project, the planning policy context
relevant to the Proposed Development, each reason for refusal issued by Cardow County Council and
subsequently sets out the Applicant’s Grounds of Appeal (GOA). The GOA provides a response and
rebuttal to each reason for refusal, demonstrating that the Proposed Development is appropriate in
terms of proper planning and sustainable development, and therefore Carlow County Council’s
decision should be overturned, and planning permission granted by An Bord Pleanila. The refusal
issued by the Planning Authority is attached to this Grounds of Appeal in Appendix 1 for reference.

Proposed Development

The Proposed Development remains that as set out in the public notices as follows:

We, EDF Renewables Ireland Limited, intend to apply for a ten-year planning permission for
development at this site in the townlands of Ridge, Agharue, Coolnakisha, and Seskinrea, Co. Carlow.

The development will consist of

(1) The construction of 7 no. wind turbines with the following parameters:
a.  Total tip height range of 178.5m — 180m,
b. Rotor diameter range of 149m - 155m,
¢. Hub height range of 102.5m - 105m,

(i} Construction of assoclated foundations, hardstand and assernbly areas;

(5} ALl associated wind farm underground electrical and cornmunications cabling connecting the
turbines and meteorological mast to the proposed onsite electrical substation including road
crossing at L30372, Co. Carlow;

(tv)  Construction of 1 no. permanent 38kV electrical substation compound including a single-story
control building with welfare facifities, al assaciated electrical plant and equipment, security
fencing, entrance on to the access track, all associated underground cabling, wastewater holding
tank and all ancillary works in the towniand of Seskinrea, Co. Carlow;

(v} A permanent Battery Energy Storage System within the electrical substation compound in the
townland of Seskinrea, Co. Carlow;

(vi) Al works (within County Carlow} associated with the connection of the proposed wind farm to
the national eleciricity grid, via underground 38kV electrical cabling predominantly within the
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public road corridor from the proposed onsite electrical substation in the townland of
Seskinrea, Co. Carlow to the existing 110kV Kilkenny substation;
(vit)  Provision of 2 no. joint bays, communication chambers and earth sheath links along the
underground electrical cabling route;
(viii)  Reinstaterment of the road and frack surfaces above the cabling trench along existing roads and
tracks;
(tx) [ no. meteorological mast of ¢. 36.5m in height, and associated foundation and hard-standing
area in the townland of Ridge, Co. Carlow;
{x) The permanent upgrade of I no. existing site enfrance off L3037 for the provision of
construction and operational access;
{xi)  The provision of 1 no. new permanent site entrance and the upgrade of I no. existing site
entrance off the L30372;
(xii}  Upgrade of existing tracks/roads and provision of new site access roads, 2 no. clear span bridge
crossings, junctions and hardstand areas;
(xii} 2 no. temporary construction compounds with temporary offices and stafl facilivies in the
towniand of Ridge and Seskinrea, Co Cardow;
(xiv)  Cariageway strengthening works at ‘Black Bridge’ on the L1855 /L3037 (Protected Structure:
Kitkenny RFS Ref. D84);
(xv) Peat and Spoil Management;
(xvi]  Tree Felling to accommaodate the construction and operation of the proposed development;
(xvii) Operational stage site signage; and
(xviti) Al ancillary apparatus and site development works above and below ground, induding soft
and hard landscaping and drainage infrastructure.

A [0-year planning permission and 35-year operational life of the wind farm from the date of
commissioning of the enfire wind farm is sought,

A concurrent planning application for works within Co. Kilkenny including junction accommodation
waorks, bridge strengthening works and the 38kV underground grid connection to the existing 110kV
Kitkenny substation will also be lodged to Kilkenny County Council,

A design fexibility opinion issued by Carlow County Council on 14" March 2024 accompanies this
application. The details unconfirmed in this application are the turbine tip height, rotor diameter and
hub height. The range of parameters under which the turbine dimensions wilf fall are specified on this
site notice and in the design fexibility opinion that accompanies this application.

The proposed development includes bridge strengthening works within the curtilage of a Protected
Structure (Black Bridge — Kilkenny RES Ref. D8%).

An Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) and Natura Impact Statement (NIS) have been
prepared in respect of the proposed development and will be submitled (o the planning authority with
the application.

:  Policy Overview

The following section provides a summary of the planning, renewable energy and climate policy
context relevant to the Proposed Development. It is clear from the policies outlined below that the
Proposed Development is strongly supported in principle by policy at all levels, with the exception of
the unfavourable wind energy zoning that applies o the subject site. The following section contains a
synopsts of the current policies in place and their relevance to the Proposed Development. Further
detailed discussions on these policies are included in the GOA (section 4) and in this regard the
planning rationale report submitted as part of the planning application is also relevant.

The Proposed Development sits within a policy framework characterised by several recent crises, which
have significantly influenced policy changes in recent years. These crises have heightened the
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imperative to transition towards a renewable energy-focused electricity grid and have emphasised the

necessity for diversifying our energy sources.

Climate Geopolitical Fnergy
Crisis Crisis | Crisis

Figure I-1: Main climate and renewable energy policy dovers

Paris Agreement

On an international level, Ireland is a signatory of the Paris Agreement, a global initiative adopted in
2015 that aims to address climate change by limiting global warming to well below 2 degrees Celsius
above pre-industrial levels, with efforts to limit the increase to 1.5 degrees Celsius. Under the Paris
Agreement, countries submit Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs), outlining their individual
climate action plans and commitrments. Ireland’s contribution comes under the European Union’s (EU)
NDCs targets and is based on the European Union's 2030 emissions reductions targets.

Sustainable Development Goals

Also in 2015, Treland became a signatory to the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs), which frame national agendas and policies to 2030. The SDGs inform the strategic outcomes of
Irish policy documents, such as Project Ireland 2040: National Planning Framework. SDG 7 seeks to
achieve ‘Affordable and Clean Energy’.

European Green Deal

On a European level, the European Green Deal, initially introduced by the European Commisson in
December 2019, sets out the ‘blueprint’ for a transformational change of the 27<ountry bloc from a
high- to a low-carbon economy. The European Green Deal is intended to work through a framework of
regulation and legislation setting clear overarching targets, e.g. a bloc-wide goal of net zero carbon
emissions by 20560 and a 55% cut in emissions by 2030 (compared with 1990 levels). This is a substantial
increase compared to the existing target, upwards from the previous target of at least 40% (2030 Climate
& Energy Framework), and furthermore, these targets demonstrate the ambition necessary to keep the
global temperature increase to well below 2°C and pursue efforts to keep it to 1.5°C as per the Paris
Agreement.

The EU Fitfor 55

The EUJ Fit for 55 package was published in late 2021 with the aim of reducing EUJ emissions by at least
55% by 2030 compared to 1990 levels and making the EU carbon-neutral by 2050. This EU package is a
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set of proposals to revise all existing EU acts on climate and energy and increase the EU target for
renewables in the overall energy mix from 32% in 2030 to 40%,

Renewable Energy Directive & REPowerEU

In November 2023, a revision of the Renewable Energy Directive! (RED III), came into force. RED III
increases the EU wide renewable energy target from 32% set under the previous revision of the directive
to at 42.5%, with an ambition to reach 45% by 2030, This increase comes following the Russian invasion
of Ukraine and the publication of REPowerEU plan in May 2022. REPowerEU aims to make Europe
independent from Russian fossil fuels including oil and gas by rapidly transitioning to renewable
energy. The plan aims to accelerate the scale up of renewables by speeding up the permitting process
and placing renewable energy developments in the category of overriding public interest.

Climate Action and l.ow Carbon Development Act 2015 (as amended)

At a national level, the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2015 (as amended) brought
into law for the first time the requirement for the State to reduce its carbon emissions by 51% by 2030
and climate neutrality by 2050. Under Section 15 of the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development
Act 2015 (as amended}, public bodies are required to, in so far as practical, perform its functions in a
manner consistent with the Climate Action Plan 2024, the National Energy & Climate Plan 2021 - 2030
and other national climate mitigation and adaptation plans.

Climate Action Plan

Originally published in 2019 and subsequently revised in 2021, 2023, and 2024, the Climate Action
Fian {CAP) underscores the growing imperative to increase the presence of renewable energy
generators on the national grid. Under CAP 24, the state has cornmitted to achieving 6 GW of onshore
wind energy by 2025 and 9GW by 2030. To achieve emissions abatement targets, CAP 24 has
identified that an approximate eighttimes increase of renewable energy deployment to 2.3 GW
annually would be needed between 2024 and 2030.

Project Ireland 2040

‘Project Ireland 2040" comprises the National Planning Framework (NPF) and the Naiional
Development Plan (NDP) 2021 - 2030, both of which stress the uxgency required to decarbonise Irish
society. This is reflected in the NPF through National Strategic Outcome 8: “Fransition fo a low carbon
and climate resilient economy”. The NDP emphasises the importance of addressing climate change,
stating “The next 10 years are critical if we are to address the climate crisis and ensure a safe and bright
future for the planet, and all of us on it”. The NDP sets out a Renewable Electricity Share (RES-E)
target of 80% by 2030, calling for an “unprecedented commitment to the decarbonisation of electricity
supplies”.

The first draft of the revised National Planning Framework, published in July 2024, includes national
policy objectives that support the accelerated roll-out of the renewable electricity and the development
of national electricity grid infrastructure. The draft revision also includes regional renewable electricity
allocations, for which the southern region has an allocation of installing a further 978MW of onshore
wind energy by 2030.

! Directive (EU) 20182001 of the Furopean Parliament and of the Council of 11 December 2018 on the promotion of the use of
energy from renewable sources frecast)

—_—
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National Energy Security Framework

The National Energy Security Framework (NESF}, adopted in 2022, and implements many of the aims
and objectives of REPowerEU on a national level, reinforcing the State’s requirement to urgently
diversify away from imported fossi! fuels and accelerate the roll out of renewables. The NESF is
supported by the recently published Energy Securily Package ‘Energy Security in Ireland to 203, The
Energy Security Package provides further long-term energy security measures which includes the
prioritisation of achieving a renewablesled energy system.

Regional and Economic Spatial Strategy for the Southern Region

On aregional level, the Regional and Economic Spatial Strategy (RSES) for the Southern Region,
supports the implementation of the national plans and policies outlined above. The RSES recognises
the need for and the benefits of renewable energy for the climate and for the economic development of
the region. The RSES advocates for the development of wind energy at appropriate locations in the
region,

Carlow County Development Plan 2022 - 2028

The Carlow County Development Plan 2022-2028 (“CCDP”) was adopted in July 2022 and sets out
Carlow County Council’s policies and objectives for the proper planning and sustainable development
of the County.

The policies and objectives set out within the CCIP are supportive of the development of renewable
energy within the county. Addressing climate change is a key underlying aim of Carlow County
Council. The CCDP aims to “fo combat climate change and its impacts in the County by promoting
and supporting policies and obfectives which comtribute towards a transition to a low-carbon and
climate resiffent finture, and which focus on reducing greenhouse gas emissions and energy demands
through appropriate and eflective climate mitigation and adapiation measures.”

The CCDP inciudes a Renewable Energy Strategy (RES) which is underpinned by the following vision
for renewable energy development in the County. “To encourage and support the transition of Carlow
to a sustainable county through community engagement, energy efficiency and the sustainable
development of renewabie energy, whilst providing environmental and economic benefit at a Jocal and
national level, and int accordance with all relevant planning and environmental considerations”.

The RES includes a wind energy strategy map which designates areas as ‘Not Nonmnally Permissible’.
The ‘Not Normally Permissible’ zoning is based on the Landscape Character Assessment, which
identifies upland areas in Co. Cailow as sensitive landscapes. It is for this reason alone, that all
‘Uplands’ landscape character type areas are designated as ‘Not Normally Permissible’.

The ‘Not Normally Permissible’ zoning conflicts with other policies in the CCDF, namely the
designation of the Killeshin Hills as having a moderate capacity for wind energy development, along
with Policy LA, P7, which facilitates developments that have a functional and locational requirement to
be situated on steep or elevated sites, such as wind farms. Conflicting policies within the CCDP is
discussed in further detail in section 4.2.1.1 below.

The CCDF also includes policies and objectives relaiing to Climate Change, Renewable Energy, Wind
Energy, Natural Heritage, Biodiversity, Green Infrastructure, Landscape, Archaeology, Hydrology,
Flooding, Noise, and Soils and Geology. A statement of consistency demonstrating the Proposed Wind
Farm’s compliance with the CCDP is provided in Table 3 of the Planning Report, submitted as part of
the planning application.
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LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY
DECISION

Carlow County Council issued a Notification of Decision to Refuse permission for the Proposed
Development dated 5™ July 2024, with three reasons for refusal as set out below.

Reason for Refusal 1: Landscape and Wind Energy Policy

1

The proposed wind farm development is located in the Killeshin Hills Landscape Character
Area and Uplands Landscape Type, as designated in the Carlow County Development Flan
2022-2028 and accompanying County Landscape Character Assessment and Schedule of
Protected Views. The Killeshin Hills Landscape Character Area has key characteristics
including being open to views from a wide area within the County, the distinct prominence of
the Castlecomer Plateau as a backdrop to the area, a tapestry of small to medium scale fields,
and designated protected scenic routes and views, and the Uplands Landscape Tyvpe is
assigned the highest landscape sensitivity rating of 5. Policy WE. P4 in the Flan states that wind
energy development is not normally permissible in the Uplands Landscape Type, and Policies
LA. PI, LA. P2, LA. P3 and LA. Pi1 seck to protect and maintain the overall integrity of the
County's landscape by recognising ils capacity iv sustainably integrate and absorb appropriate
development, by ensuring development does not have a disproportionate landscape or visual
impact in sensitive upland areas, by adopting a presumption against developments on elevated
or visually exposed sites or areas, and by protecting the aesthetic atributes of views and
prospects. It is considered that the proposed wind farm development, incorporating 7 no. wind
turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 180 mefres and maximum rotor diameter of 155
metres, by itself and in combination with adjoining permitted wind farm developments, would
have disproportionate and adverse landscape and visual impacts on the Killeshin Hilfs
Landscape Character Area and Uplands Landscape Type, would be out of scale with and
result in overbearing impacts on the receiving fandscape, would unduly detract from those
characteristics which coniribute to its landscape value, scenic quality and sensitivity, and would
negatively impact on the established appearance and aesthetic attributes of protected scenic
route numbers 4, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 9 and protected view numbers 27, 28, 31, 32, 33, and 34 as
identified in the Carlow County Landscape Character Assessment. Accordingly, to permit the
proposed development would be contrary to Policies WE. P4, LA. Pl, LA. P2, LA. P3 and
LA. PiI in the Carlow County Development Plan 2022-2028 and would therefore be contrary
to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Reason for Refusal 2: Impact on Local Road Network

2

The proposed wind farm development is located in an upland area 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 submiitted plans and particulars, indluding the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report, have failed to satisfactorily demonstrate that the
local road network is of adequate capacity and design to accommodate the volume and
frequency of HGV traffic along the proposed haul routes. Accordingly, to permit the proposed
development would likely result in significant adverse impacts on the local road network,
would endanger public safety by reason of a traflic hazard and obstruction of road users, and
would therefore be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Reason for Refusal 3: Noise

3.

From an assessment of background noise levels and predicted cumulative noise levels for
nighttime noise detailed in Chapter 12 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report, it has
not been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority, due (v the submission of
insuflfcient information, that the predicted increase in the cumulative noise environment for
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the operational phase of the proposed wind farm development would not give rise to adverse

i impacts on local residents. Therelore, to permit the proposed development in the absence of
this information would be prejudicial to public heaith and the protection of the residential
amenities of the area and would therefore be conlrary to the proper planning and
development of the area.

Carlow County Council’s Decision

The Carlow County Council’s {CCC) Planner’s Report provides a description and assessment of the
Proposed Development under the following headings; site location and description, proposed
development, relevant planning history, summary of public participation process and consultations,
internal and prescribed body submissions, observations and submissions, representations, planning
policy overview, planning appraisal, appropriate assessment and conclusions and recommendation, The
planning appraisal included an assessment of compliance with policy review, an evaluation of the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) and the Natura Impact Statement (NES). A summary
of the relevant sections of CCC’s Planner’s Report and a response to the concems raised by the
Planning Authority are provided below.

Policy Conclusions

CCC’s Planner’s Report, in its assessment of the planning application against the provisions of the
Carlow County Development Plan 20222028, makes the following cbservations:

> The Proposed Development is ocated in the ‘Uplands’ Landscape Area Type within
the Land Character Area of the Killeshin Hills. Despite the identified moderate
capacily for wind energy developments, the visual inpact of the Proposed
Development is not adequately mitigated against and therefore would be contrary of
Policy WE. P4 of the Carlow County Development Plan.

> The Proposed Development, if permitted 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 2022-2028. Therefore, the Proposed Development would be
contrary to Policies LA. P1, LA. P2, LA P3, and LA. P11 of the Carlow County
Development Plan.

EIAR Conclusions

CCC’s Planner’s Report and the accompanying EIA, in its assessment of the EIAR submitted as part of
the application, makes the following observations:

General comment on ETAR:

The Council have raised concern over the length of the EIAR, suggesting that it is a barrier for effective
public consultation and public engagement in the planning process. Concems are expressed on
whether the EPA’s Guidelines have not been cbserved.

Applicant’s Response:

The EIAR submitted complies with the EIA Directive as amended by Directive 2014/52/EU, the
Planning and Development Act 2000 {as amended) and the Planning and Development Regulations {as
amended). In preparing the EIAR due regard has been given to the provisions of the ‘Guidelines on
the Information to be Contained in Environmental Impact Assessment Reports’ published by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in May 2022 {hereafter the ‘EPA Guidelines’).
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In preparing the EIAR regard has also been taken of the provisions of the ‘ Guidelines for Planning
Authorities and An Bord Pleandla on Carrying out Environmental Impact Assessment’, published by
the Department of Housing, Planning and Local Govemnment (DHPLG) in August 2018 to the extent
these guidelines are relevant having regard to the enactment of the revised EIA Directive.

The Euwropean Cormumission also published a number of guidance documents in December 2017 in
relation to Environmental Irnpact Assessment of Projects (EIA Directive) including ‘ Guidance on
Screening, ‘ Guidance on Scoping', * Guidance on the preparation of the Environmental Impact
Assessment Repor? and ‘Guidance on integrating climate change and biodiversity into environmental
Impact assessment’. MKO has prepared the EIAR in accordance with these guidelines also.

As set out in the EPA Guidelines, the purpose of this ETIAR is to document the current state of the
environment on and in the vicinity of the Proposed Development site and to quantify the likely
significant effects of the Proposed Project on the environment. The compilation of this document served
to highlight any areas where mitigation measures may be necessary in order to protect the surrounding
environment from the possibility of any negative impacts arising from the Proposed Development.

The FPA Guidelines state that ‘excessive fength can be a considerable barrier to effective public
participation, It is best to keep supplementary or detailed information out of the main volume of the
EIAR and present it as an appendix, separate to the main EIAR document’ The EIAR submitted uses
the grouped structure method to describe the existing environment, the potential impacts of the
Proposed Development thereon and the proposed mitigation measures. Volume 1 of the EIAR
provides this information and is supported by detailed Appendices included in Volume 3,

The EIAR also includes a Non-Technical Summary, which is a condensed and easily comprehensible
version of the EIAR document. The non-technical summary is laid out in a similar format to the main
EIAR document and comprises a description of the Proposed Development followed by the existing
environment, impacts and mitigation measures presented in the grouped format.

During the preparation of the EIAR, the Applicant has carried out significant public consultation with
local residents and engaged with both Carlow County Council and Kilkenny County Council. A
Community Report with the details of this consultation is provided as Appendix 2-2 of the submitted
EIAR, this report details the public consultation carried out to date by the Applicant, including door
knockingdeaflet drops, the provision of a dedicated Community liaison Officer (CLO), a drop-in
information clinic in 2022 and a public consultation eventin 2023. A pre-application meeting was held
with Carlow County Council on 22°¢ August 2023 and with Kilkenny County Council on 13%
September 2023,

Furthermore, a scoping report, providing details of the Proposed Project, was prepared by MKO and
circulated in December 2022 on behalf of the Applicant. Table 2-7 in Chapter 2 of the submitted EIAR
provides a list of all consultees contacted as part of scoping, as well as a list of responses and where
each element was addressed in the EIAR. As such, it is considered that the Applicant has carried out
extensive public engagement with regards to the Proposed Project, all of which has been clearly
presented in the EIAR.

The submitted ETAR has supplied extensive mitigation measures in line with the EPA. Guidelines
objective of identifying and detailing mitigation measures to address potential adverse environmental
impacts. Chapter 18 of the submitted EIAR provides a collated list of all mitigation and monitoring
measures relating to the pre-commencement, construction, operational and decommissioning phases of
the Proposed Project. The mitigation measures have been grouped together according to their EIAR
Chapter and Proposed Project phase to provide an easy to audit list that can be reviewed and reported
on during the future phases of the Proposed Project.

In surnmary, the Proposed Project is a large renewable energy infrastructure project and under the

requirement of the EIA Directive, the EIAR submitted presents a comprehensive report that documents
the current state of the environment on and in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site, identifies and

fit
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details mitigation measures to address potential adverse environmental impacts, and quantifies the likely
significant effects of the Proposed Project on the environment. The purpose of this comprehensive
EIAR is to provide the relevant authority the relevant information to enable the EIA to be carried out.

Reasonable Alternatives:

The case for site selection, the alternatives presented, and the iterative design process were deemed to
be generally satisfactory by the Planming Authority. However, in terms of alternative models and
designs the Planning Authority believes there to be a limited analysis’, however it notes that model
selection is further detailed in Ch 4 Section 4.4.1.

Population and Human Health:

From review of the EIAR, the Planning Authority consider that the Population and Human Health
Chapter lacks information in relation to the following:

?  The EIAR sets out that as there are currently no tourism attractions or amenity
walkways located within the Proposed Development site, there are no impacis
associated with the operational phase of the development and it is not considered that
the development would have an adverse impact in tourism infrastructure in the
vicinity, The report has not given due consideration to the value of the designated
scenic routes and viewpoints particularly those in the immediate area with regards to
their value as a tourism asset,

> More detail is required on the curmulative assessment of potential direct and indirect
effects of the proposed and adjoining permitted wind farms on human health and
population. In particular with regards to noise impacts, which have been considered
in the report received from EHS. The submission received form the EHS notes that
‘an examination of the background noise levels and predicted curmiative noise levels
for night-time noise indicated an increase of more than 10dBA at a number of noise
assessment locafions at varying wind speeds. The predicted increase in the
cumulative noise environment above the background level indicates a significant
change in the nighttime noise environment at a number of sensitive receptors. This
change in the noise environment, even at low noise levels, could have an adverse
effect on health. It is recornmended that the applicant carries out further assessment
and proposes possible mitigation measures to ensure that noise levels do not have an
adverse impact on local residents.

?  The report has not given sufficient consideration to the potential impacts to the
residential amenity from the disproportionate and adverse landscape and visual
impacts the Proposed Wind Farm will have on the local rural area

Applicant’s Response:

The impact of wind farms on tourism is detailed in Section 5.4 of Chapter 5 ‘Population and Human
Health’ of the EIAR. Whilst it is acknowledged that the varied natural landscape and scenic amenity of
the area may provide opportunities for general outdoor recreation, it is noted that there are no
identified tourist attractions pertaining specifically to the site of the Proposed Development itself. The
Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government’s Wind Energy Development
Guidelines for Planning Authorities 2006 state that ‘the results of survey work indicate that tourism and
wind energy can co-exist happily’. It is not considered that the Proposed Project would have an adverse
impact on towism infrastructure in the vicinity. Renewable energy developments are an existing feature
in the surrounding landscape, which will assist in the assimilation of the Proposed Development into
this environment.

The concerns expressed by the Planning Authority in relation to Noise and Landscape and Visual are
comprehensively considered in section 4.4.1 and 4.3.2 of the report.

i
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Biodiversity:

Chapter 6 of the EIAR - Biodiversity was reviewed by Blackstaff Ecology on behalf of the Flanning
Authority who deemed the Chapter to be comprehensive and to contain a fully supported assessment.
Blackstall provided a report with a recommendation that further information is sought regarding some
minor details in the chapter which included the following points:

The applicant should submit details of the experience of the field survey team;

Clarify which field mapping application (app) was used when mapping habitats;

What buffer zone was applied in relation to surveys for Badger;

Ags suitable amphibian breeding habitat was described, confirmation of whether a

Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) and/or crepuscular newl surveys were cairied out or

eDNA samples were taken with regard to Smooth Newt and, if so, what the results

were; and

?  As suilable habitat was described for Common Lizard, confirmation of whether
dedicated lizard surveys were carried out and if so, what the results were.

> The assessment found that of the five structures along the proposed grid route which

had the potential to support roosting bats, one had High Suitability with others being

assessed as Low or Negligible, but no mention is made as to whether any crepuscular

surveys were carried out and, if so, what the results were.

WO NS

Applicant’s Response:

In response to the recommendations supplied by Blackstaff Ecology (on behalf of the Planning
Authority) with regards to Chapter 6 of the EIAR (Biodiversity}, please see the below information.

Chapter 6 Biodiversity which formed part of the submitted EIAR was completed by Corey Cannon, a
Project Director (Ecology) at MKO. The relevant experience of Corey and her team are detailed in
Section 6.1.3 of Chapter 6 and Section 1.8.2 of Chapter 1; the educational qualifications of the MKO
Ecology team members who completed site surveys is also provided in Section 6.1.3 of Chapter 6.

In response to the query in relation to the application utilised when mapping habitats, all data collected
in the field was collated in the ArcGIS Field Maps application and subsequently transferred into QGIS
for mapping purposes and figure outputs. Furthermore, as detailed in Section 6.2.3.1, multi-disciplinary
walkover surveys comprehensively covered the entire ETAR Site Boundary (defined as the ‘study area’
in Chapter 6). Where signs of badger were recorded, additional surveys were undertaken to identify the
status of any potential setts. Details on the dedicated badger surveys that were undertaken are provided
in Section 6.5.2.1 of Chapter 6 Biodiversity.

Section 6.5.2 of Chapter 6 of the EIAR details all the information relating to fauna recorded in the
existing environment of the Proposed Wind Farm site. Detail in relation to amphibians is outlined in
Section 6.52.7 of Chapter 6 of the EIAR. Crepuscular or eDNA surveys were not required as no
significant suitable breeding habitat for amphibian species was identified on the Proposed Wind Farm
site. In relation to Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) this is a survey methodology that was developed for
use in the UK specifically for evaluating the suitability of ponds for great crested newt. Itis nota
recognised survey methodology for stooth newt in Ireland.

In Section 6.5.2.7 of Chapter 6 Biodiversity, it is identified that common frog, smooth newt and
common lizard have all be recorded within hectad $66 in which the Proposed Wind Farm site is
located. No observations of common lizard or smooth newt were made during the ecological surveys at
the site. An incidental record of common frog was noted during the surveys, however, no significant
suitable breeding habitat (ponds) for amphibians were recorded. Section 6.5.2.7 of Chapter 6 of the
EIAR further goes on to state that in relation to common lizard, although not recorded on site during
the surveys there is suitable habitat for this species in the form of scrub and stone walls. The Common
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lizard hibernates throughout October to March, often in groupsz. They have a preference for sheltered
frost-free spots, under rubble or stones, or old tree roots and in hedge banks®. Stone walls in particular
can provide suitable hibernation sites for common lizard. Heavily vegetated stone walls were recorded
within the Proposed Wind Farm site and as such could provide suitable hibernation sites for this
species. This species is unlikely to occur in any significant numbers within the site, however, mitigation
measures have been preseribed in Section 6.6.2.2.4 of Chapter 6 on a precautionary basis to mitigate
any potential impacts on this species should they be present and should works to remove stone walls be
required in the winter months when this species is at its most vulnerable.

Chapter 6, Section 6.5.1.12 flags the need for infrastructure works at the Black Bridge, an assessment
was carried out at this location to determine its potential to support a bat roosts. Ground assessment
and endoscope surveys were undertaken in February 2023 which identified suitable roosting features,
no bats were observed at the time of survey. No works are proposed to the arch of the bridge and
therefore there will be no loss of roosts if present. However, to ensure no disturbance is caused during
the construction phase, Table 6-19 of Chapter 6 (Section 6.6.2.2.5) states that works at Black Bridge will
be undertaken to avoid sensitive life cycle periods for bats, namely deep hibernation (December -
February) and the maternity season (May-August), as disturbance at these times can cause mortality. A
pre-commencement bat survey will also be undertaken prior to works to assess bat usage of the Black
Bridge. The function of this survey will be to reassess the baseline environment since the time of
undertaking the assessment in 2024, and to identify bat presence at the time of warks, If a bat roost is
identified within the bridge, a bat derogation licence to disturb bats will be obtained from the NPWS,
prior to works and the works will be supervised by a qualified ecologist.

Birds:

The Birds (Omithelogy) chapter of the EIAR was reviewed by Blackstaff Ecology on behalf of the
Planning Authority. The subsequent report from Blackstaff noted some areas with perceived limitations
and inconsistencies with regard to survey methodology. FFurther information was recommended by
Blackstaff on the points reproduced below:

> There are some limitations in the performance of the surveys. In particular, the
breeding bird survey is limited in scope and does not extend across the entire site -
see Survey Methodology for comments. VP watches are caried out at the
appropriate time of year and are spread across the relevant seasons as is required by
SNH methodology. However, there is a relative lack of survey data from easly and
late in the day, which may bias the observations of target species.

> Although stipulated within Appendix 7-6, Table 7-6-1, target species are not
mentioned within this section of Chapter 7, which hampers the readers' ability to |
interpret figures 7-6 to 78 and figure 7-11; these should be included for clazity.

?  Examination of -WeBS data found that while no FWeBS site exists which covers the
site, in order to estimate bird populations at the County level I-WeBS sites from
within a 25km radius were identified as KORs and an online link is provided for '
these datasets, allowing for ease of cross-referencing. Of eight I.-WeBS sites identified
only one had data available online. This could constitute a limitation of the study but
is not mentioned within the Limitations section of the Chapter.

> There is a lack of clarity on what the Zol is and as a result there appears to be some
overlap between those species within 7-9, which are said to occur within the Zol, and
those in Table 7-10 which all appear to occur beyond 4km from the site. The Zol
needs to be clearly defined at the start of the Feld Survey Results section and based
on its value, the species within Tables 7-9 and 7-10 need to be re-arranged
accordingly. Clarification is also required on how the Zol figure was determined.

3 hitps,fwww.arguk orginfo-advicefd guides 529 dragons-in-the-hills the-amphibian-and.repliles-of northern-irelang/ile
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> While species accounts are provided for ten of the target species, an additional nine
target species are listed within Appendix 7-1, Table 7-1-1; no mention is made of
these species within this part of the report. Even if none of the additional nine target
species were recorded during the two years of survey effort, this should be clearly
stated within the report in order for the text herein to be consistent with the
aforementioned appendix table.

> Notably, the Field Survey Results section of Chapter 7 refers only to ten target species
which were encountered within the survey area over the two-year survey period; no
summaries are provided for the non-target bird species recorded during the breeding
and wintering walkover surveys e.g. how many species were recorded, in what
numbers, and what is their conservation status and how many were regarded as
confirmed / probable / possible breeders, or non-breeding?

> Appendix 7-3, Table 7-3-8 lists the non-target bird species recorded; the table format
allows for presence/absence of each species by month across all survey years,
however no indication is given of estimated numbers for each species. It is suspected
that these records were obtained from all survey types, although this is not clarified
within Chapter 7 or within Appendix 7-3. It would also be helpful to have an
additional column for each species denoting its conservation status according to the
relevant BoCCI (Birds of Conservation Concern Ireland) report so that the reader
can determine the relative importance of the site for various species, particularly
those which are amber- or red-listed.

Applicant’s Response:

In response to the recommendations supplied by Blackstaff Ecology of Chapter 7 Omithology, please
see the below information.

In relation to the duration and extent of surveys, the species targeted in breeding walkover surveys (i.e.
adapted Brown & Shepperd and O’Brien & Smith standard methodologies) typically comprise breeding
waders. The site consists of largely commercial forestry habitat which is not suitable breeding habitat
for these species and no evidence of breeding wader activity was recorded during all surveys. Areas of
the site not covered by breeding walkover transects were not accessible during the survey period.
Section 7.2.4.2.2 of Chapter 7 of the EIAR states that ‘transect routes were devised to ensure the
required coverage of different habitats was achieved within the survey area. Transects were selected to
ensure all areas of suitable breeding/ foraging habitat were approached to within 100m, where access
allowed.? Given the cumulative effort of breeding bird surveys completed to date on the Proposed
Wind Farm site there is no doubt that the presented information represents comprehensive coverage of
the site, resulting in a complete suite of breeding swrveys (i.e., Vantage point surveys, walkover surveys,
woodcock surveys, breeding raptor surveys).

Vantage point surveys completed between September to May inclusive were camied out with
dawn/dusk periods included {i.e. one hour before sunrise / one after sunset), as these months comprise
the main wintering and migration period when birds can typically be active outside of daylight hours.
Appendix 72 of Chapter 7 of the EIAR flags the date, time the survey began, and the total duration of
the survey beginning on 16/04/2020 and ending on 16,03/2022; surveys tock place throughout all hours
of the day, including dawn and dusk periods.

Appendix 7-6 details the Bird Monitoring Programme and provides a timeframe and monitoring
schedule for the bird population, with a focus on Key Ormithological Receptors (KORs) of the
Proposed Wind Farm site during the construction and post-construction phase of the Proposed Project.
The figures referenced in the Blackstaff report (i.e., Figure 7-6 through ¥Figure 7.8 and Figure 7-11) are
the survey area figures for walkover survey transect (Figure 7-6 and Figure 7-7), breeding raptor survey
locations (Figure 7-8), and waterbird distibution locations (Figure 7-11) and are therefore not relevant
to the Bird Monitoring Programme supplied in Appendix 7-6.
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Target species for the Proposed Wind Farm site are detailed in Chapter 7, Section 7.3.6 with a
definition supplied in Section 7.2.3. Target species incJuded Amnex I species, SCI species of SPAs
within 15km, red-listed birds of conservation concern and raptors and any other species particularly
sensitive to wind farm developments.

Section 7.3.4 of Chapter 7 details that the Proposed Wind Farm site is not covered by an -'WeBS site
and the nearest site is located approximately 5k east of the Proposed Wind Farm site — i.e., the River
Barrow (Goresbridge-Maganey Bridge). Owing to the geographical location of the Proposed Wind
Farm site, at the meeting point of three counties (Co. Carlow, Co. Kilkenny and Co. Laois), data from I-
WeBS sites within 25km of the site has therefore been used to estimate populations at the ‘county’ level
for wintering waterbirds identified as KORs. A footnote supplied in this section states the following
‘ftfhe limitations of using this data to estimate a county population is acknowledged, e.g. as all the
counts in a given year were not undertaken on the same day typically there is the potential for under or
over estimates, however this is the best available information. Therefore, the limitations of ' WeBS data
were included in Chapter 7.

The Zone of Influence (Zol) is defined in Section 7.1 of Chapter 7 as the area within which potential
effects are anticipated. ZOls differ depending on the sensitivities of particular species and were assigned
in accordance with best available guidance (SNH, 2016 and McGuinness et al, 2015), adopting a
precattionary approach. Detail on how the Zol was set up for the Proposed Project can be found in
Section 7.3.1 of Chapter 7.

In relation to the bird species detailed in Table 7-9 {target species recorded in the potential Zol of the
Proposed Project) and Table 7-10 (target species recorded outside the potential Zol of the Proposed
Project) no bird species overlap between these tables. Species in Table 7-9 were recorded at Proposed
Wind Farm site and those in Table 7-10 were only recorded greater than 4km from the site and
therefore discounted.

In relation to the nine target species listed in Appendix 7-1 Table 7-1-1 which are not provided with
detailed species accounts, the four non-passerine target species (i.e. kingfisher, little egret, whooper
swan and curlew) are described in Table 7-10 and discounted based on no observations within a
minimum 4km of the Proposed Wind Farm site. An additional four of the nine target species comprise
passerines (i.e. grey wagtail, meadow pipit, redwing and swift) and are listed in Table 7-11. Teal which
is listed in Appendix 7-1 Table 7-1-1 is included in error, this species was not recorded during surveys.

Details on how the list of target species for the Proposed Wind Farm was determined is located in
Section 7.2.3 of Chapter 7, this includes redJisted species from the Birds of Conversation Concern in
Ireland (BoCCl), therefore the conservation status of target species has been clarified. The total number
of observations of target species at the Proposed Wind Farm site are included in Appendix 7-3
Summary Data. Total number of observations on non-target species was not included as these species
were not subject to dedicated species-specific surveys as they were outside the Zol.

Table 7-11 within Chapter 7 notes that ‘/a/s per NatureScot guidance, it is generally considered that
passerine bird species are not significantly impacted by wind farmns due (o their ecology. As such, the
potential for direct habitat loss, disturbance/isplacement and collision risk are limited and there is no
evidence to suggest that the development will significantly impact this species. Furthermore, commercial
forestry, the dominant habitat within the Proposed Wind Farm site, s of limited ecological value to the
red-listed passerine species recorded in the locality during surveys, i.e. grey wagtail, meadow pipit,
redwing and swift’ This NatureScot guidance informed the exclusion of amber-listed passerines from
further assessment. Information on the identified, redlisted passerines is also included in Table 7-1-1 in
Appendix 7-1. As red-listed passerines were determined not to be KORs, their inclusion in earlier
sections of the EIAR Chapter was deemed not necessary.
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Land. Soils & Geology:

The Planning Authority’s assessment of Chapter 8 ‘Land, Scils & Geology’ expresses the concerns
below in relation to this chapter. It is noted that the Environment Section expressed no serious concerns
and recommended a grant of permission subject to conditions,

7 Site Investigations for foundation footings not sufficiently detailed and local bedrock
assessment too general.

?  Foundation location boreholes required to determine each turbine location,
considered necessary at the consent stage rather than post consent as proposed.

2 Queries whether an alternative location for T5 should be considered to avoid peat.

> Cumulative assessment not adequately carried out.

Applicant’s Response:

The site investigations carried out to date provides full comprehensive coverage of the Proposed Wind
Farm site relating to land soils and geology.

‘The methodology for cumulative assessment is included in Section 2.9.1 of Chapter 2 of the EIAR. The
cumulative assessment boundary for this discipline is contained within the EIAR Site Boundary due to
the subsurface nature of the proposed works. As stated in Section 8.6.7 of Chapter 8 ‘/djue to the
localised nature of the proposed construction works, which will be kept within the Proposed Project site,
there is no potential for significant curniative effects in-combination with other local developments on
the land, soils and geology environment. The only way the wind farm proposal can have in
combination effects with other offsite projects and plans is via the drainage and off site surface water
network, and this hydrological pathway is assessed in Chapter 9 Water.! Information on potential
cumulative effects in Chapter 9 are provided in Section 9.5.7.

Water:

Chapter 9 ‘Hydrology’ of the EIAR assess the impact of the Proposed Development on hydrology and
hydrogeology. The Chapter was reviewed by the Council’s Environment Section who raised no serious
concerns and provided conditions to be attached in the event of a grant of permission. Similarly, the
EIS submission expressed no serious concerns and considered that the mitigation measures were
appropriate. The Planning Authority conclude that the content of Chapter 9 was satisfactory, and no
further amendments were required.

Applicant’s Response:

Despite the fact that Chapter 9 was considered satisfactory by the Planning Authority, a submission on
the application, made by the Save Our Hills community group, raises a number of concerns regarding
the Chapter 9 of the EIAR. Hydro-Environmental Services (HES), who prepared Chapter 9 of the

EIAR, provided the response below to address the concerns raised in the Save Our Hills Submission.
This response has been prepared by Michael Gill of Hydro Environmental Services (HES).

The Hydro-G Report raises several geological, hydrological and hydrogeological concerns. These are
addressed below.

Peat Stability

A Geotechnical and Peat Stability Risk Assessment (GPSRA) was completed by AFRY Ireland Limited
for the Proposed Project. The assessment was completed in accordance with the best practice guidelines
for geotechnical / peat stability risk assessments as given in Peat Landslide Hazard and Risk
Assessments: Best Practice for Proposed Electricity Generation Developments (PLHRAG, 2" Edition

it
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2017) and in the Guidelines for the Risk Management of Peat Slips on the Construction of Low
Volume/Low Cost Roads over Peat (MacCulloch, (2005).

AFRY’s GPSRA included both a quantitative and qualitative assessment. The qualitative assessment
found that:

“the probability, or the likelihood of peat slide occurrence at all locations is deemed as LOW,
except along the spur road to T5, where it has been assessed as MEDITIM.

This was based on peat depths, lower shear strength, shallow slopes and previous dry periods.
Meanwhile, the quantitative assessment, concluded that;

“the probability of the kkelihood of peat slide occurrence within the Proposed Development
site is deemed as LOW?

Furthermore, following implementation of the proposed mitigation measures AFRY state that the risk
rating will be reduced to low at all development locations. Overall, the GPSRA concluded that the
Proposed Project site has an acceptable margin of safety and is suitable for the wind farm development.

In paragraph 15 of the Hydro-G report, attempts are made to compare the Meenbog Wind Farm site,
Co. Donegal with the site of the proposed Seskin Wind Farm development. The Proposed Wind Farm
site is not in any way comparable to an upland blanket bog site such as at Meenbog for the following
reasons:

> No extensive or significant areas of deep peat are present at the Proposed Wind Farm
site;

7 As detailed in Section 8.3.3 of the submitted EIAR, the nature of the soils and
subsoils af the site have been characterised by detailed site investigations including
the completion of walkover surveys and geological mapping, 314 no. peat probes,
gouge cores, 8 no. trial pits, 6 no. dynamic probes, 28 no. hand vane tests and
laboratory analysis of recovered soil samples;

> The site investigations revealed that peat is not widespread at the site;

> A total of 40% of the peat probes did not encounter any peat whilst 96% encountered
peat depths of less than Lm;

7 Where present the shallow peat soils, often present as a peaty organic topsoil, are

located in drained forested areas;

There are no areas of intact banket bog;

There are no areas of quaking bog;

No sign of instability was recorded during site walkover surveys completed by HES

and AFRY; and,

7 There are no historic landslides recorded in the local area.

(R

Therefore, based on the lack of any significant peat deposits at the Proposed Wind Farm site, combined
with the results of the GPSRA which has been completed in accordance with best practice guidelines,
and with the implementation of the mitigation measures prescribed in the GPSRA, there is no risk of
peat instability at this site.

Zone of Contribution to the Paulstown PWS

A comprehensive impact assessment with respect to Public Water Supplies (PWS) is presented in
Chapter 9 of the submitted EIAR and utilises all available which informs the assessment.

The impact assessment does not identify any source protection areas within or in the immediate vicinity
of the Proposed Wind Farm site. The closest source protection area is the Paulstown PWS, located
~3.1km to the south of the Proposed Wind Farm site. As discussed in the Section 9.3.16.1 of the
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submitted EIAR, the Proposed Wind Farm site is located in a separate surface water catchment to this
PWS. The Proposed Wind Farm site and all associated infrastructure are located in the River Nore
regional surface water catchment and drain to the west, towards the Dinin River via the Coolcullen
River and its tributaries. Meanwhile, the source of the Paulstown Spring is located in the catchment of
the Barrow River, with Bernaugh Hill on the Castlecomer Plateau forming the watershed. Furthermore,
given the nature of the nature of the bedrock at the Proposed Wind Farm site (Poor and Locally
Important Aquifers), groundwater flowpaths will be short, will follow surface topography and will
discharge into local surface watercourses which drain to the west. Therefore, there is no potential for
effects on the Paulstown PWS associated with activities at the Proposed Wind Farm site.

The submitted EIAR identifies a section of the Proposed Grid Connection Route which is located in
the Barrow surface water catchment and within the catchment of the Monefelim River, which
contributes to the source of the Paulstown Spring {the GSP’s source protection area report for the
Paulstown Spring states that this is a minor contribution). However, given the transient and minor
nature of the proposed works in combination with the prescribed mitigation measures and considering
that the Monefelira River does not form a significant contribution to the overall source protection area,
it was concluded that there will be no significant effects on the Paulstown PWS.

In the submission, Hydro-G state that the Zone of Contrtbution {ZoC) used in the impact assessment is
outdated, and they imply HES knowingly understated the potential impacts. We submit that this is
untrue, and that any potential for impact is not significant for the following reasons:

7 Whilst the ZoC associated with the Paulstown Spring was delineated by the GSI more
than 20 years ago, the geology which underpinned the GSI's assessment is hundreds
of millions of years old. The local/regional geology has not changed in the course of
that intervening 20 years,

2 The main rock types in the vicinity of the Paulstown source comprise of Dinantian
limestones, Namurian shales and sandstones and Westphalian shales and sandstones.
The Namurian, Westphalian and Dinantian stages are subdivisions of the
Carboniferous perod and occurred between 307 to 359 million years ago.

?  Therefore, geological data which underpinned the GSI's ZoC assessment remaing
unchanged.

> In any event, the additional abstraction proposed at Gorwan would be derived
mainly from the Regionally Important Karstified Aquifer to the east of the
Castlecomer Plateau rather than the Poor and Locally Important Aquifers below the
Proposed Wind Farm site (which drain in a different direction anyway i.e. to the
west).

> The proposed Gowran wells are located within the current boundaries of the

Paulstown Spring SPA.

Nevertheless, HES summarise as follows:

The Proposed Wind Farm site and the source of the Paulstown Spring are located in

different surface water catchments. The Proposed Wind Farm site drains to the Dinin

River to the west;

»  The Proposed Wind Farm site is underain by a Poor and Locally Important
Aquifers, formed from the sequence of Namurian beds of the Castlecomer Plateau.
These rocks are 300/400m thick, and have relatively low bulk permeability, and have
no karstification. The GSI's groundwater flow model for these rocks is that flowpaths
will be short {in the order of 30/300m) and groundwater flow will follow local
topography and emerge to local downstream watercourses over those short flowpaths.
Regional groundwater flow systems are not generally observed.

?  The Proposed Wind Farm site is distant from the Paulstown source and ~7.5km from
the inner source protection area;

7 The catchment area to Paulstown spring was conservatively derived ~20 years ago
based on a set of criteria that have not changed: the geology remains the same; and
the topography that drains water in the Monefelim and Acore river has not changed.
While the proposed abstraction volumes may vary over time, i.¢. less water from the

b
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spring, and more water from groundwater at the proposed Gowran wells, the SPA
from which that water is derived has not changed in the last 20 years and will not
change over the course of the lifetime of the Proposed Wind Farm development.

7 The only elements of the Proposed Project with the potential to impact the Paulstown
source is a section (~720m, but remote from the outer source protection area by
~600m) of the Proposed Grid Connection underground cabling route which is
located in the Barrow surface water catchment.

»  This section of works will occur in the Monefelim River catchment, and as noted in
the source protection area report for the Paulstown Spring, the Monefelim River {also
known locally as the Mountfelim River) is only a minor contribution to the Paulstown
spring flows. This detail was presented in Section 9.3.16.1 {Receiving Environment -
Water Resources) and Section 9.5.2,17 (assessment of potential effects on the
Paulstown PWS} of the submitted EIAR. For clarity, the GSI's source protection area
report states the following:

»  “In the Mountfelim sub-catchment, only a portion of surface and groundwater flow
from the Plateau recharges groundwater upstream of the Paulstown springs at certain
times of the year. Consequently, it is considered over-conservative to incorporaie the
whole of the Mountfelim sub-catchment within the ZOC of the Paulstown springs.
Instead, a nominal strip 15 m on either side of the channel is included”.

Therefore, we correctly concluded that no potential effects will occur on the
Paulstown FWS,

Zone of Contribution to the Castlewarren GWS

The preliminary source protection area associated with the Castlewarren Group Water Scheme (GW )
is mapped ~900m east of the Proposed Grid Connection Route at its closest point and ~3.6km
southwest of the Proposed Wind Farm site. The zone of contribution to the BHs associated with the
GWS is shown on EIAR Figure 9-12 as delineated by IE Consulting in 2017.

No significant effects will occur on this GWS for the following reasons:

> No works are proposed in the zone of contribution to this GWS; and,

7 Mitigation measures for the protection of surface and groundwater water quality will
be implemented during the Construction Phase along the Proposed Grid Connection
Route.

Drinking Water Risk Assessment on the Catchment Scale — Castlecomer GWB

A Water Framework Directive Compliance Assessment for Seskin Wind Farm was appended to the
submitted ETIAR as Appendix 94. Section 2.6.5 of this assessment stated that all Groundwater Bodies
(GWBs) which underlie the Proposed Project site are listed as Drinking Water Protected Areas
(DWPA's). The preceding sections identified those GWBs which underlie the Proposed Project site.
These included the Castlecomer, Shanragh, Ballingarry, Kilkenny, Clifden and Newtown GWBs, all of
which are listed as DWPA’s,

Subsequent sections of the WIFD Compliance Assessment detail the potential effects that the Proposed
Project may have on the qualitative and quantitative status of these GWBs in an unmitigated scenario.
Mitigation measures for the protection of groundwater quality and quantity are then detailed, as
prescribed in the EIAR. The WFD Compliance Assessment concludes that there will be no change in
GWB status resulting from the Proposed Project. There will be no change in quantitative (volume) or
qualitative {chemical) status of the underlying GWBS. Therefore, contrary to the Hydro-G submission
the overall impact of the Proposed Project on the GWB DWPAs has been assessed.

The concerns raised in the Hydro-G submission have been addressed and assessed comprehensively in
the submitted EIAR.

1
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Air Ouality:

Chapter 10 ‘Air Quality’ presents the potential impact of the Proposed Development on air quality. The
Chapter was reviewed by the Council’s Environment Section who expressed no concerns with the
contents of the assessment and did not request any further amendments. The FHS submission also
expressed no concerns regarding this chapter.

Climate:

Chapter 11 ‘Climate’ relates to the impact of the Proposed Development on the climate in terms of
greenthouse gas emissions. In the Planning Authority’s assessment of the Chapter, the assessment
presented was deemed to be satisfactory.

Noise and Vibration:

The Planning Authority, in their assessment of the Chapter 12 ‘Noise and Vibration’, were not satisfied
that the Proposed Development would not have a significant adverse impact on residential properties
arising from noise. The Planning Authority concurred with the EHS submission that further assessment
would be required. The Planning Authority’s and the EHS’s concerns are comprehensively addressed
in the response to refusal point 3 in section 4.4.1 of this report.

Cultural Heritage:
Chapter 13 ‘Cultural Heritage’ was referred to the Development Application Unit (DAU) of the

Department of Environment, Local Government and Heritage. The DAU’s submission did not express
any concerns with regard to the scale and location of the proposed development. The DAU concured
with the archaeological mitigation strategy proposed in Chapter 13. The Planning Authority concuired
with the DATU submission and did not express and further concerns.

Landscape and Visual:
The Planning Authority, in their assessment of the LVIA’s findings (Chapter 14}, raise concerns over

the impact of the Proposed Development on the landscape and on designated scenic routes and
protected views. In their conclusion, the Planning Authority consider that if permitted, the Proposed
Development would contravene policies WE P4, LA P1, LA P2, LA P3 and LA P11 of the CCDP. A
detailed response to the concerns of expressed by the Planning Authority is provided in section 4.2.3 of
this report.

Material Assets:

The Planning Authority’s assessment of Chapter 15 ‘Material Assets’ raised concerns regarding traffic
and transport. The main concerns raised by the Planning Authority relate to the cumulative impact of
the Proposed Development along with other permitted and proposed wind energy projects in the area.
Chapter 15 was referred to the Council’s Transportation Department for comment. The Transportation
Department raised concerns in relation to the capacity of the road network to accommodate
construction traffic. The Planning Authorities concerns, along with the issues raised in the
Transportation Report, are comprehensively addressed in section 4.3.1 of this report.

Major Accidents and Natural Disasters:
In the Planning Authority’s assessment of the Chapter 16 “Major Accidents and Natural Disasters’, the

Planning Authority concurs with the conclusion that, subject to all mitigation detailed in the EIAR, the
Proposed Development will not give rise to significant residual effect(s} associated with the construction,
operation and decommissioning of the Proposed Development.

Interactions
The interactions between the various environmental factors presented in the EIAR are considered to be
adequately addressed in Chapter 17 Tnteractions’.

i
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AN BORD PLEANALA’S LEGAL
OBLIGATIONS

An Bord Pleanala will be aware of certain legal obligations in respect of the processing of certain
planning applications and appeals for renewable wind energy developmenis, in particular:

I, Certain obligations under the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2015
(as amended) (the “Climate Act”} imposed on An Bord Pleanéla (the “Board”) when
exercising its decision-making functions in relation te planning applications for
renewable wind energy developments;

2. Certain discretionary powers under the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as
amended) (the “Planning Act”) which must be exercised subject to the mandatory
obligations set out in the Climate Act when the Board is exercising its decision-making
functions in relation to planning applications for renewable wind energy developments;

3. The specific circumstances in which the Board has a discretion to grant permission for a
wind farm development which materially contravenes a development plan, which
discretion must be exercised subject to the mandatory obligations set out in the Climate
Act.

The Government’s Climate Action Plan 2024 requires an increase in the proportion of renewable
electricity in Ireland to 80% by 2030, For cnshore wind energy, a target of 6GW ~ from the current
installed capacity of 4.5 GW - has been set for 2025, and a target of 9GW for 2030. More broadly,
Ireland’s Longerm Strategy on Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions emphasises the importance of
decarbonising the electricity sector by taking advantage of Ireland’s significant renewable energy
resources while ensuring affordability and security in the national energy supply. Significant numbers of
onshore wind farm developments such as the Proposed Development, are required to meet these
targets and objectives.

In this context, Carlow County Council’s Development Plan sets a target of a mere 6MW of new wind
energy up until 2028, which, it is submitted, is not consistent with the Climate Action Plan.

Obligations under the Climate Act and the Planning Act

When exercising its decision-making powers under the Planning Act, An Bord Pleansla is obliged to
perform its decision-making function (in so far as practicable) in a manner consistent with:

> the most recent approved climate action plan,

2 the most recent approved national long term climate action strategy,

> the most recent approved national adaptation framework and approved sectoral
adaptation plans,

?  the furtherance of the national climate objective, and

> the objective of mitigating greenhouse gas emissions and adapting to the effects of
climate change in the State.

Specifically, Section 15(1) of the Climate Act provides that:

“A relevant body shall, in so far as practicable, perform its functions in a manner consistent
with—
a)  the most recent approved climate action plan,
h)  the most recent approved national long term climate action strategy,
o) the most recent approved national adaptation framework and approved sectoral
adaptation plans,
d)  the furtherance of the national climate objective, and

i
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¢} the objective of mitigating greenhouse gas emissions and adapting to the effects of
climate change in the State.” {the “National Climate Policies and Objectives”)

The above requirement is a mandaiory obligaton.

The National Climate Policies and Objectives all support the development, and by implication the
consenting, subject to proper planning, of wind farm developments.

The mandatory obligation of An Bord Pleanala to exercise its decision-making fanctions ‘it a manner
consistent with” National Climate Policies and Objectives takes precedence over the lessor obligation to
merely ‘“have regard to”the policies and objectives set out under Section 143(1) of the Planning Act.

Section 143(1) of the Planning Act provides that:

“The Board shall, in the performance of its finctions (other than functions conférred by
Chapter Il of Part XXI), have regard to—

(a) the policies and objectives for the ime being of the Government, a State authority, the
Minister, planning anthorities and any other body which is a public authority whose functions
have, or may have, a bearing on the proper planning and sustainable development of cities,
towns or other areas, whether urban or rural,

(b} the national interest and any effect the performance of the Board’s finctions may have on
issues of sirategic economic or social importance to the State, and

(c) the National Planning Framework and any regional spatial and economic strategy for the
time being in force.”

Further, the mandatory obligation of An Bord Pleanala to exercise its decision-making functions % a
manner consistent with” the National Climate Policies and Objectives also takes precedence over the
lessor obligation to merely “have regard to”inter alia the “policies and objectives for the ime being of
planning authorities™. These policies and objectives are set out in their development plans. In effect,
this means that the Climate Act requires the National Climate Policies and Objectives set out therein to
take precedence over the policies and objectives of planning authorities set cut in development plans.

In practical terms, this means that where An Bord Pleanala is determining whether or not to grant
consent to a wind farm development, it is obliged to make its decision in a way in which is consistent
with the National Climate Policies and Objectives where a wind farm development complies with these
policies but contravenes a development plan.

This is in a context where a development plan is mandated by the Planning Act to be consistent with
such national plans, policies or strategies as the Minister determines relate to proper planning and
sustainable development (insofar as is practicable)’ and where local authorities have an obligation
under the Climate Act to exercise their development-plan making functions “in 2 manner consistent
with”the National Climate Policies and Objectives {as far as practicable).

More broadly, An Bord Pleanila is obliged to have regard to the national interest and any effect the
performance of its decision-making functions may have on issues of strategic economic or social
importance to the State®. The accelerated deployment of renewable energy developments is precisely
such an issue of strategic economic and social importance to the State,

* Section 143(1){a} of the Planning Acts.
¥ Section () of the Flanning Acts,
b Section 143(1}(b) of the Planning Acts.

e
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Material Coniraventions on Appeal

Where an appeal is before An Bord Fleanala, it has the discretion to grant permission for a project that
materially contravenes a development plan in certain specific circumstances. This is notwithstanding a
planning authority having decided to refuse permission because a development materially contravenes
the development plan.

In this regard, Section 37(2){a} of the Planming Act provides that: “.. the Board may in determining an
appeal under this section decide to grant a permission even if the proposed development contravenes
materially the development plan relating to the area of the planning authority to whose decision the
appeal relates.”

While Section 37(2)(b) of the Planning Act sets out specific limited scenarios where the Board can grant
permission for a proposed development where the planning authority refused permission on the
grounds that it materially contravenes the development plan, it is noted that the Notification of Decision
to Refuse permission by Carlow County Council for the Proposed Development does not state
anywhere that the Proposed Development ‘materially contravenes’ the development plan. As such, it is
submitted that Section 37(2)(a) of the Planning Act applies, and the limitations of Section 37(2)(b) do

not apply.

Notwithstanding the above, the Proposed Development meets all of the criteria of Section 37(2)(b) of
the Planning Act, and so these are set out below for completeness.

The specific circumstances where permission may be granted by the Board notwithstanding a refusal by
a Planning Authority due to a material contravention of the development plan, are set out in section
37(2}{b) of the Planning Act, which provides that:

“Where a planning authority has decided to refuse permission on the grounds that a proposed
development materially contravenes the development plan, the Board may only grant
permission in accordance with paragraph (a) where it constders that—

(i) the proposed development is of strategic or national importance,

(ii) there are conflicting objectives in the development plan or the objectives are not
clearly stated, insofar as the proposed development is concemed, or

(i} permission for the proposed development should be granted having regard to
regional spatial and economic strategy for the area, guidelines under section 28,
policy directives under section 29, the statutory obiigations of any local authonity in
the area, and any relevant policy of the Government, the Minister or any Minister of
the Government, or

(fv) permission for the proposed development should be granted having regard to the
pattern of development, and permissions granted, in the area since the making of the
development plan.”

When An Bord Pleanila is deciding whether or not it considers that notwithstanding a material
contravention it should grant permission, it is under a mandatory obligation to make its decision in a
manner consistent with the National Climate Policies and Objectives.

Unlike other types of development, renewable wind farm developments as a matter of principle are
supported by, and support, all of the National Climate Policies and Objectives.

Therefore, in light of the following:
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a) The mandatory obligation imposed on the Board (o exercise its decision-making
functions in a manner consistent with National Climate Policies and Objectives under
Section 15 of the Climate Act;

b) The mandatory obligation on the Board to have regard to the national interest and any
effect the performance of its decision-making functions may have on issues of strategic
economic or social importance to the State, such as achievement of the State’s National
Climate Policies and Objectives, under section 143(1)(b} of the Planning Act;

¢) The mandatory obligation on the Board to exercise its decision-making functions “n» a
manner consistent with” the National Climate Policies and Objectives taking
precedence over the lessor obligation to merely “have regard fo”inter alia the “policies
and objectives for the time being of planning authoritics™,

d} The mandatory obligation on local authorities to exercise their development-plan
making functions “r 2 manner consstent with” the National Climate Policies and
Objectives (as far as practicable);

¢) The mandatory requirement that a development plan be consistent with such national
plans, policies or strategies as the Minister determines relate to proper planning and
sustainable development (insofar as is practicable); and

) The compliance in principle of renewable wind farm developments with the National
Climate Policies and Objectives;

subject to the consideration of An Bord Pleanala of what constitutes proper planning and sustainable
development in light of the above, it is entitled to exercise its discretion to afford a presumption in
favour of granting permission for wind energy developments such as the Proposed Development,
notwithstanding any material contravention of a local development plan.

Section 37(2)(b) i)

As set out in national policy, wind farm developments such as the Proposed Development, are of
strategic importance for Ireland to meet its binding renewable energy targets.

A wind farm development need not be considered a Strategic Infrastructure Development (SID) under
the thresholds established in the 7th Schedule of the Planning Act {i.e. those for wind farm
developments with fewer than 25 turbines or an output less than 50MW) to fully meet the requirements
under this provision. It is sufficient that the project be strategic insofar as it contributes to Ireland
meeting its climate, renewable energy and energy security targets.

This is particularly the case, where land, environmental and grid constraints dictate that in certain areas
onshore wind farm developments with a relatively small number of turbines are required to meet the
targets.

Section 37(2)(b) (i)
In the Cardow County Development Plan 2022 - 2028, there are clear policy objective contradictions
with regard to wind energy policy in the area in which the Proposed Development is located. The

conflicting policies within the County Development Plan are detailed further in section 4.2.1 of this
Grounds of Appeal document.

The conflicting policies of Carlow County Council for wind energy at this location have been
previously acknowledged by An Bord Pleanala in the case of the White Hills Wind Farm SID

e
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application (Ref: ABP-315365-22). Section 5.3.7 of the Inspector’s Report for the White Hills Wind Farm
SID application states as follows:

“I consider that there may be some conflict between the landscape policies and the renewable energy

[ strategy in the 2022 Carlow County Development Plan, which is noted io accord with regional and
national policies and objectives in terms of climate action and was evaluated by the Office of the
Flanning Regulator for such compliance. On one hand, the subject site area is identified as an area with

[ viable wind speeds in the RE strategy, but this does not take into account landscape or visual capacity
constraints. The Plan would further advise that wind energy projects in the uplands landscape in which
the site lies would not normally be permissible. While the area of Killeshin Hills is noted to be uplands,

) the CDF also acknowledges that subject to appropriate miligation measures, the area is described as
having a moderate capacity for wind farming:. In this context, I am satisfied that the Board can conclude
that the principle of the proposed development at this location does not, as suggested, materially
contravene the principle of policy WE P# of the recently adopted Cariow County Development Plan.”

It is submitted that the same context applies to the Proposed Development and that the Proposed
Development does not materially contravene the Carlow County Development Plan.

Section 37(2)(b)(iii)

Under Section 37(2)(b){iii} An Bord Fleanala may consider that permission should be granted
notwithstanding a material contravention of a local development plan having regard to:

a) regional spatial and econonyc strategy for the area,

b} guidelines under section 25,

¢) policy directives under section 29,

d}  the statutory obligations of any local authority in the area, and
any relevant policy of the Government, the Minister or any Minister of the
Government.

In relation to (d) above, it should be noted that statutory obligations of any local authority in the area
are inter alia to:

a)  Exercise their development-plan malking finctions “in a manner consistent with” the
National Climate Policies and Objectives (as far as practicable);

b))  Make their development plans consistent with such national plans, policies or strategies
as the Minister determines refate to proper planning and sustainable development
(insofar as is practicable); and

In relation to {e) above, it should be noted that wind farm developments in principle comply with
National Climate Policies and Objectives.

Discretion to refuse permission

An Bord Pleandla also has the discretion to refuse permission. However, in exercising its discretion it
must weigh the competing interests where a project is supported by and supports the achievement of
the National Climate Policies and Objective but materially contravenes the policies and objectives of a
local development plan.

In weighing those competing interests, it rust have regard to inter alia
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7 the key findings in Ireland’s Greenhouse Emissions Projections 2023 - 205, inter
alia, that Treland is not on track to meet the 51% emissions reduction target by 2030,
with the first two carbon budgets (2021 -2030) projected to be to be exceeded by a
significant margin of between 17 and 27 per cent;

?  the Renewable Energy Directive III published in the Official Journal of the EU on 31
October 2023;

7 the fact that it took on average, 82 weeks for An Bord Pleanala to determine the 12
planning appeals on onshore wind farms determinations made from Jamiary 2022 to
June 2024 inclusive;

> that wind farms can only enter an “enduring connection process” (ECP) to apply for
a grid connection after planning permission has been granted, and since 2018, the
opportunity to make applications in the ECP process has only opened for a one
month period each year; and

> the typical 18 - 24 months period it takes for a wind farm development to be built
and energised.

Should An Bord Pleanéla be minded to exercise its discretion to refuse permission, in doing so, it must
in light of its obligations under the Climate Act in particular, first consider whether inviting further
information and / or modified plans from the applicant would enable permission to be granted and if it
considers that it would not, provide its reasons as to why it is of that opinion. In this regard, An Bord
Pleanala has the discretion to require an applicant to submit further information.? An Bord Pleanala
may make such requests “in its absolute discretion.””

Should An Bord Pleanala be minded to exercise its discretion to refuse permission having arrived at the
opinion that further information and / or modified plans would not enable permission to be granted, in
doing so, it must in light of its obligations under the Climate Act in particular, provide its reasons as to
why it considers that a refusal would not be in breach of the National Climate Policies and Objectives,
including in particular, the Climate Action Plan 2023 target of delivering 6GW of onshore renewable
wind energy by 2025 and 9GW by 2030.

7 htps,pwww.epa.de/jpublicationyimonitoring-assessmeny/climate-change/air-emissions/ire lands greenhouse-gas-emissions
projections-2023-2050 php

8 Section 132 of the Planning Act.

9 Section 132 of the Planning Act

0
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GROUNDS OF APPEAL

Introduction

The first-party grounds of appeal, which the Applicant wishes to raise in respect of the refusal by
Carlow County Council are set out in this section below. The Grounds of Appeal are set out against
each of the reasons for refusal which can be summarised as follows:

7  Refusal Reason 1: Wind Energy and Landscape Planning Policy
> Refusal Reason 2: Traffic and Transport
> Refusal Reason 3: Cumulative Noise Impact.

Reason for Refusal 1 - Policy

Carlow County Council’s first reason for refusal is stated as follows:

1. The proposed wind farm development is located in the Killeshin Hills Landscape Character
Area and Uplands Landscape Type, as designated in the Carlow County Development FPlan
2022-2028 and accompanying County Landscape Character Assessment and Schedule of
FProtected Views. The Killeshin Hills Landscape Character Area has key characteristics
including being open to views from a wide area within the County, the distinct prominence of
the Castlecomer Plateau as a backdrop to the area, a tapestry of smail to medium scale fields,
and designated protected scenic routes and views, and the Uplands Landscape Type is
assigned the highest landscape sensitivity rating of 5. Policy WE. P4 in the Flan states that wind
energy development is not normally perrnissible in the Uplands Landscape Tvpe, and Policies
LA. Pl LA. P2, LA. P3 and LA. P11 seek to prolect and maintain the overall integrity of the
County's landscape by recognising its capacity to sustainably integrate and absorb appropriate
development, by ensuring development does not have a disproportionate landscape or visual
fmpact in sensitive upland areas, by adopting a presumption against developments on elevated
or visually exposed sites or areas, and by protecting the aesthetic atfributes of views and
prospects, It is considered that the proposed wind farm development, incorporating 7 no. wind
turbines with a maximum blade tip height of 180 metres and maximum rotor diameter of {55
metres, by itself and in combination with adjoining permitted wind farm developments, would
have disproportionate and adverse landscape and visual impacts on the Killeshin Hills
Landscape Character Area and Uplands Landscape Type, would be out of scale with and
result in overbearing impacts on the receiving landscape, would unduly detract from those
characteristics which contribute to its landscape value, scenic quality and sensitivity, and would
negatively impact on the established appearance and aesthetic attributes of protected scenic
route numbers 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 9 and protected view numbers 27, 28, 31, 32, 33, and 34 as
identified in the Carlow County Landscape Character Assessment. Accordingly, to permit the
proposed development would be contrary fo Policies WE. P4, LA. P1, LA. P2, IA. P3 and
LA. P11 in the Carlow County Development Plan 2022.2028 and would therefore be contrary
to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Grounds of Appeal against Refusal Reason 1
o

It is considered by Carlow County Council that the Propesed Development would be contrary the
policy and objectives of the Carlow County Development Plan 2022-2028, specifically Policy WE. P4,
LA.Pl,LA. P2, LA P3 and LA P11,
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Compliance with Policy WE. P4

It is acknowledged that the Proposed Development is located on lands identified as an area Not
Normally Permissible’ for wind energy development within the Carlow Renewable Energy Strategy
(RES). Despite this wind energy classification, the conclusions of the EIAR demonstrate that the
Proposed Development site is eminently suitable for wind energy development. It is also worth noting
the fact the ‘Not Normally Permissible’ classification does not entirely preclude wind energy
development in this area.

Misalignment with National Wind Energy Policy and Targets

It is also considered that, as demonstrated in the Planning Report which was included in the planning
application, the wind energy zoning and associated Policy WE. P4 and the wind energy target of 6MW
of new wind energy is not in compliance with renewable energy policy at a national level. Given that
the country has an ambitious target of reaching 9GW of onshore wind energy by 2030, it is clear that a
6MW target for new wind energy capacity is not aligned with the national target. If this approach was to
be adopted by all counties, there would be a significant shortfall below the 93GW national wind energy.

In the wind energy capacity assessment carried out as part of the Planning Report prepared by MKO
submitted with the application, it is also demonstrated that there is an insufficient quantum of viable
land outside of the ‘Not Normally Permissible’ zoning designation for County Carlow to adequately
contribute to the national wind energy target of 9GW by 2030. The wind energy capacity assessment
identified that the vast majority of the unconstrained land available for wind energy development is
located in the ‘Uplands’ landscape character type and therefore are classified as Not Normally
Permissible’. The wind energy capacity assessment found that only 0.04% (0.39km2) of County Carlow;

7 is not restricted by the unfavourable zoning as set out in the RES (Not Normally
Permissible),

> has adequate wind speeds (>7.6mys), and,

7 has potential for wind energy development when project level constraints are applied.

If the "Not Normally Permissible” zoning is strictly enforced, it would impede all commercial wind
energy development in County Carlow. Without the ‘Not Normally Permissible’ classification of upland
areas, County Carlow would have the capacity to deliver approximately 150MW of wind energy by
2030. This figure is more closely aligned with the national wind energy target.

The wind energy capacity assessment also demonstrates that the proposed wind farm site is one of a
small number of sites remaining in the county which are unconstrainted, and therefore, should be
brought forward for wind energy development. In order to achieve the national wind energy target of
9GW by 2030, every viable site brought forward for wind energy development must be systematically
evaluated based on its individual merit and appropriateness for wind energy development.

The Climate Action Plan 2024 found that to achieve the necessary emissions abatement, an
approximately eight-times increase of renewable energy deployment to 2.3 GW annually would be
needed between 2024 and 2030. To achieve this level of renewable energy deployment, three areas
delaying renewable energy rollout are identified for acceleration - grid connection, planning and route
to market. Furthermore, CAP 24 identifies the issue of local and national policy alignment as a critical
issue to be resolved to enable Ireland to reach its renewable energy targets.

‘As importantly, greater alignment between local plans and renewable energy targets at pational and
regional level to support investment in and delivery of onshore wind and solar renewable energy is also
critical,’

The recently published draft revision to the National Planning Framework (NPF} includes a significant
revision that will align local renewable energy policy with regional and national renewable energy
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policy. The draft revised NPF includes Regional Renewable Electricity Capacity Allocations, which
allocates a number of MWs to be delivered by each region for onshore wind energy by 2030. The
Southemn Region is assigned a MW allocation of 978 MW, The Regional Assemblies will be required to
identify allocations for each local authority, based on the national and regional targets. Local
Authorities will be required to plan for the delivery of these ‘Target Power Capacity (MW)’ allocations
through County and City Development Plans, Therefore, it is likely that Carlow County Council’s
B6MW target for new wind energy will be amended to align with the regional and national target. It is
observed that, at the time of this appeal, the revised NPF remains in draft form. However, should the
revised NPI' be adopted during the period in which An Bord Pleanala is assessing this appeal, the
Regional Renewable Electricity Capacity Allocations and other National Policy Objectives should be
taken into consideration.

The draft revised NPF takes into account the considerable revisions to renewable energy policy at an
EU level, most notably the Renewable Energy Directive (RED} III, which entered into force in
November 2023. RED III increases the EU-wide renewable energy target from 32% to a minimum of
42.5% by 2030, with an indicative target of 45%. Ceniral to measures included to achieve this target is the
fast-tracking of the renewable projects through environmental and planning processes. One of these
measures is the identification of designated ‘renewable acceleration areas’, which will be introduced
into the Irish policy context through the revision of the NPF and the allocation of renewable energy
targets outlined above, which are to be incorporated into Regional Renewable Electricity Strategies and
County Development Plans.

RED III also reinforces the position of renewable energy projects being in the ‘overriding public
interest’. The presumption of planning and construction of renewable energy projects being in the
‘overriding public interest’ was introduced in the Council Emergency Regulation (EU) 2022/2577 of 22
December 2022, Axticle 3 of Regulation (EU) 20222577 states that “Member States shall ensure, at least
for projects which are recognised as being of overriding public interest, that in the planning and permit-
granting process, the construction and operation of plants and installations for the production of energy
from renewable sources and the related grid infrastructure development are given priority when
balancing legal interests in the individual case....” (emphasis added). Further clarification is provided in
Recital 14 of Regulation (EU) 2024/223, which states that Article 3 of Regulation (EU) 2022/2577
“requires Member Slates to promote those renewable energy projects by giving them prionity when
dealing with different conflicting interests bevond environmental matters in the context of Member
Stales” planning and the permitgranting process”. Up untl the introduction of RED} 111, this had been a
temporary measure, however, under RED III, the presumption of renewable energy projects being
‘overriding public interest’ will remain in place until climate neutrality is reached.

It is clear that policy WE. P4 of the Carlow County Development Plan 2022-2028 is not aligned with
national and European policy and legislation. WE. P4 hinders all commercial wind energy development
in County Carlow, energy development that is crucial to achieve legally binding emissions reduction
targets, It is fact to say that if Ireland continues to make permitting decisions based on local policies that
are clearly out of sync with national and European renewable energy objectives, the CAP24 9GW wind
energy target and by association our carbon budgets, our 51% emission reduction target and other
critical climate objectives will not be met.

Conflicting Policies

Conflicting policy objectives exist within the Carlow County Development Plan 2022 - 2028. Although
the Proposed Development is located in an area designated as ‘Not Normally Permissible’ by WE., P4,
there is support for the wind enexgy projects at this location elsewhere in the plan.

The conflicting policies are summarised below:

?  Policy WE. P4 and the wind energy capacity of the Killeshin Hills
Policy WE. P4 states that wind farm development will not normally be permissible in the
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Uplands Landscape Type. However, the CDP (Table 9.2) also identifies that the Killeshin
Hills have a moderate capacity for wind farming, subject to appropriate mitigation
Imeasures.

?  Policy WE. P4 and Policy LA. P7
Policy LA. P7 aims to facilitate where appropiiate, developments that have a functional
and locational requirement to be situated on steep or elevated sites (e.g. reservoir,
telecommunication masts or wind energy structures) where residual adverse visual
impacts are minimised or mitigated. This policy is contradicted by WE. P4, which states
that wind farm development will not normally be permissible in the Uplands Landscape
Type.

The policies above demonstrate sufficient support for the principle of wind energy development at this
location in Co. Carlow. It is submitted that the Proposed Development should be considered
acceptable at this location and in general, in compliance with the policies and objectives of the Carlow
County Development Plan 2022- 2023,

Compliance with Landscape Policy

Spatial planning of Landscape Designations and Wind Energy
Zoning in Co. Carlow; Geospatial Analysis of Viable Areas

A geospatial analysis of viable areas for wind energy development was conducted within Co. Carlow
taking considerations of spatial planning of landscape designations. Co. Carlow designates ‘Upland’
Landscape Character Types (LCTs) as being high sensitivity landscapes and ‘not normally be
permissible’ for wind energy development.

Figure 4-1 (below) shows a map illustrating all the ‘upland’ LCTs in Co. Carlow in Yellow. All other
ECTs are shown in Blue and include landscape types such as Rolling Rough Grazing, Narrow River
Valley, Farmed Ridges, Farmed Lowland, Built Up Areas and Broad River Valley. It was determined
during this exercise that the upland region of Co. Carlow consisted of 22.4% of the overall County while
all other LCTs made up the remaining 77 4%.
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Uplands ECT
20,073 ha
22.4% of Co. Carlow

Other LCTs
69,387 ha
77.4% of Co. Carlow

Figure £-1 Map of Uplands and all other LCT's within Co. Carlow:

From a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment perspective, a key consideration in the selection of
suitable sites for the development of wind energy is finding relatively remote and sparsely populated
landscapes with appropriate set back from large population centres, thereby eliminating potential for
significant visual effects on large numbers of visual receptors. Potential for significant visual impacts on
local residential amenity in local rural communities is also a key consideration in site selection for wind
energy developments, and where possible avoidance and set back from the greatest number of
residences is a key constraint during site selection and project design. Figure 4-2 below, shows an
indication of population density relative to the LCTs in Co. Carlow using Fircode data from 2023.
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Figure 4-2 Co. Carlow Eircode’s.

In Ireland it is standard to set turbines back from residential properties at a distance equating to four
times the tip height of a turbine. The four times tip height set back from residential receptors is widely
adopted as best practice in accordance with The Draft Revised Wind Energy Development Guidelines
for Planning Authorities (Department of Housing Planning and Local Government, 2019) - Herealter
referred to as the ‘Draft Revised WEDGs (DoHPLG, 2019)’. Twibines of modem commercial wind
farms would typically have a tip height of approximately 175 metres, see section 7.1 of the Planning
Report submitted as part of the application for full rationale. A 4 x tip height set back buffer from a
turbine at 175 metres tall equates to 700 metres from residences. A 700 metre (4 x tip height) set back
distance was applied to the Fircode’s in County Carlow and is overlain the LCT map below — Figure
4-3. The area in red in Figure 4-3 includes all lands within a 700 metre {typical 4x tip height) set back
distance from residences.

Figure 44 below outlines the remaining areas within Co. Carlow after the set back from residential
visual amenity has eliminated areas of the landscape. This single constraint (residential visual amenity)
leaves only 4.52% of Co. Cardow remaining as viable for wind energy development, importanty 3.9% of
that area being located in the Uplands LCT. It is worth noting that there are a number of other
environmental and planning constraints that further restrict wind energy in County Carlow. These
factors are considered in the wind energy capacity assessment in the Planning Report submitted as part
of the application.

The set back from residential amenity eliminates the viability of developing wind energy in the vast
majority of other landscape types in County Carlow which are not ‘Upland’. As illustrated by Figure 4-3
below, it was determined that only 0.62% {areas in Blue in Figure 4-3) of suitable areas remained in Co.
Carlow across all other LCTs.

i



|
|

N
. MKO?»
v

\

Seskinn Waned Fann G, Cardon

S Sl T Lo B GOV Ry 12 30007 100

Map Legend
[ Only Upland LCTs
I AllLCTs except Upfand
I 700m housing buffer N

£ Oncmance Sorvey Irekand. AR fghils fesesved.
Lo oy CYAL SO26GT5L7

Figure 4-3 700m set back from residential visual amenitv across Co. Carlow,

| LCTs in County Carlow

3.9%

Viable Wind Area in all
other Landscape Types
based only on the set
back from residentiat
visual amenity — 0.62%

Viable Wind Area in
Upland Landscape Types
based only on the set back
from residential visual
amenity - 3.9%

5 10 km

Figure +{ Remalining areas after set back from residential visual amenity.

Suitable average wind speeds are another key factor determining the viability of a location for wind
energy development. The areas within Co. Carlow designated as having viable wind speeds were
extracted from the CCDP- 2022-28 and can also be seen in figure 7.7 of the CCDP. This identifies areas
>7.6 mys for wind speeds and this determined that 21.77% of Co. Carlow had viable wind speeds. If we
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take this one other factor (e.g. as per figure 7.7. of the CCDP} and consider in the context of the maps
above, the non-upland LCTs {Blue) are reduced from 0.62% to comprise only 0.08% of County Carlow,

The above geospatial analysis shows that the wind zoning and landscape zoning within the CCDP 2022-
28 which are not congruent and are essentially not fit for purpose. The analysis reveals that only (0.08%
of the area of all other LCT"s within Co. Carlow have potential as being suitable locations for wind
energy development. All remaining arcas of other LCTs marked in blue are also closer to large
population centres which is generally not suitable from a landscape and visual impact perspective.

This geospatial analysis only considers 2 constraints, wind speed and typical set back from residential
visual amenity. However, the basic analysis and statistics clearly show that the Uplands landscapes
within Co. Carlow have the most capacity for wind energy infrastructure with respect to wind speed
and set back from residences.

A large proportion of the viable area (4.52% of County Carlow) from this analysis comprises the
Uplands region of the Blackstairs mountain range. The Blackstairs Mountain range has several very
specific protections in the local planning policy, for example it is stated in the CCDP 202228 as “the
most important character area in the county”. Mount Leinster is located in the Blackstairs Range and is
a relatively unique landform and would be known as a distinctive landscape receptor in this area of
Ireland, therefore holding value in a national context. Mount Leinster and the Blackstairs range are
therefore considered to be the most protected landscape areas within Co. Carlow and the Uplands area
of the Blackstairs mountain would be considered of high landscape sensitivity. On account of these
sensitivities, the uplands of the Blackstairs range are considered a less viable upland landscape for wind
energy development,

Sites of other
permitted wind energy
developments

Proposed
Project Site

Remaining Viable Wind
" Areain all other i
Landscape Types based . Mount
only oh the set back from L ot
residential visual amenity
~0.62% i O .
Remaining Viable Wind piackiios
Area in Upland Landscape i
3.9% Types based only on the ngnes
set back from residential [[6 s 10km
visual amenity — 3.9% —

Figure 45 Remaitiing areas after the ser back from residential visual amenity with locations of the Proposed and Permitted Wind
Farms in the Killeshin Hills.

If the landscape sensitivity restricts the development of wind in the Blackstairs mountains, the viable
area within the county becomes even smaller. The geospatial analysis shows approximately 5 no.
smaller viable areas in upland landscapes in the west of the county in the Killeshin Hills, one of which
is the site of the Proposed Development - as illusirated in Figure 4-5 above. The CCDP 202228
describes the Killeshin Hills as “this area is almost entirely rural agricultural landscape”. This would
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suggest that this upland landscape does not hold the same unique sensitivities and qualities as the
upland region of the Blackstairs Mountain Range, and the rural working landscape of the site iiself
where the Proposed Development is located would be the next most suitable location as it comprises of
agriculinral land and commercial forestry. It is also noted in the CCDP 2022-28 and within the LVIA in
section 14.4.14 that the Killeshin Hills has a ‘moderate’ capacity for wind farming unlike the Blackstairs
mountain range which has a ‘low’ capacity. As is comprehensively reported throughout Chapter 14 of
the EIAR, the landscape and visual impact assessments determined that both the site and the landscape
of the Killeshin Hills are eminently suitable for accommodating wind energy such as the Proposed
Development. These sentiments are also reflected by the planning history in this area, as two other
wind energy developments have been given consent (Bilboa Wind Farm was subsequently appealed to
ABP) for planning permission in the Killeshin Hills to the norih (Bilboa ABP Ref: 318295) and south
{White Hills Ref: 315365) of the Proposed Development site in County Carlow. These locations are
shown as two viable areas (yellow} in the Carlow upland landscape identified in Figure 4-5 above.

The spatial analysis illustrated above, and statistics reported in this section unequivocally shows that the
spatial zoning for landscape and wind energy in County Carlow are incongruent and are not fit for
purpose. In this regard, in the context of landscape and visual impacts, the applicant requests the Board
consider the site on its own merits from an LVIA perspective and consider the comprehensive
landscape and visual impact assessment included in Chapter 14 and associated appendices of the
EIAR. Whilst addressing several specific topics noted by the planning authority in their refusal, the
following sections of this appeal highlight and summarise some of the key points reported within
Chapter 14 which support the development of wind at this site and upland landscapes in general from
an LVIA perspective, and which have evidently been overlooked by the planning authority.

Suitability of Upland Landscapes and the Proposed
Development site for Wind Energy Development

The LVIA in Chapter 14 acknowledges that the Proposed Development falls within the ‘Uplands’
Landscape Character Type in County Carlow, which is designated as being ‘Most Sensitive’ to change
within the local planning policy. However, as clearly illustrated in the geospatial analysis above (Section
4.2.3.1), Upland landscape types comprise most of the only viable sites for wind energy development in
the county. Therefore, the *high’ sensitivity and ‘not normally permissible’ zoning for upland landscape
types are deficient in the context of national policy which supports the development of wind energy in
Ireland (as set out in Section 4.2.2 of this appeal). The LVIA in Chapter 14 set out to determine the
value and sensitivity of the Proposed Development site and its wider upland landscape setting
(including the Killeshin Hills LCA) and its capacity to accommodate the Proposed Development
independently of the incongruent zoning and policies in the local planning policy (CCDP). The
baseline descriptions and impact assessments reported in the Chapter 14 LVIA were guided by findings
obtained through desk studies, multiple site visits and the use of a variety of best practice and objective
LVIA tools and methods, including: GIS analysis; ZTV mapping; drone survey; a Route Screening
Analysis, and production of photomontages. The methodology used to complete the assessments in
Chapter 14 and consider the suitability of the site and its setting follow a series of contemporary best
practice guidance for LVIA and for the landscape and visual assessment of wind energy developments
specifically.

Notwithstanding the sensitivity designations in Carlow County Council’s local planning policy, Section
14.4.1.4 of Chapter 14 states the following in relation to the general suitability of Upland landscapes for
the development of wind energy:

“There are also several other key attributes and factors which make upland landscapes highly suitable
for accommodating wind energy developments from an LVIA perspective, for example:

> Upland landscapes are typically of a large scale where commercial scale wind farms
can be effectively absorbed.
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?  Marginal areas of upland landscapes (e.g. The Proposed Development site) regularly
comprise environments that are highly modified by commercial activities such as
forestry, these are large unpopulated areas of relatively low landscape sensitivity (e.g.
degradation from historic human intervention) which are proven to be very suitable
for accommodating all of the physical infrastructure required for a wind energy
development (compared with other upland environments such as pristine peatland).

»  Upland landscapes are typically arcas of low population density with open expanses
of unsettled land which provide adequate space for wind farms enabling appropriate
set back (e.g. 4 x tip height in Draft DoHPLG 2019 Guidelines) from residential
receptors and large population centres,

> Strategic geographic siting of turbines in relation to well defined landforms and
topographical features existent within upland landscapes can substantially reduce the
visual exposure of a wind farm development in its wider landscape setting and
therefore eliminate visual effects on larger number of receptors.”

Section 14.4.2 of Chapter 14 includes 12 no. pages describing the character of the landscape of the site
itself, including maps, ground based photos and drone imagery. The LVIA characterises the site as a
rural, modified working landscape strongly influenced by commercial forestry and low intensity
agricultural land uses. Whilst it is a rural site, human activities have shaped the character and value of
the landscape, with no designated areas of conservation, recreational amenities, or cultural associations
relating to the site itself. Table 14-5 of Section 14.4.3 in Chapter 14 dissects the site and considers a
variety of factors which would contribute landscape value to the site. Following best practice guidance
for LVIA {GLVIA 3, L1 & IEMA, 2013), landscape value is considered in combination with the
susceptibility of the site to change, change being wind farm development in this case, to give an overall
sensitivity of the landscape of the site. The site itself is on balance deemed to be of ‘Low’ sensitivity.
Section 14.4.3 states the following rationale:

Rationale: The landscape value of the site was deemed to be ‘Low’ consgdenng
the high degree of modification on the land, an absence of any specific landscape
receptors of high sensitivity or unique or distinctive characteristics relating to the
site ftself The site is deemed to have a ‘medium’ susceptibility to change in mind
of the land zoning in lpcal planning policy and the protected scenic amenity
designaiions in close proximily to the Proposed Wind Farm site. The
detenmination of ‘medium’ takes into account the analysis reported previously in
Section 14.4.1.4 - Policy Analysis and Suitability of Upland Landscapes. Overall,
the sensitivity of this landscape is deemed to be ‘Low’

The determination of landscape sensitivity quoted above relates to the receiving landscape of the site
itself where direct landscape effects will occur. At a local scale, referring to the site itself, it is a highly
suitable receiving environment for the infrastructure of a wind farm development.

CCC’s Planner’s Report states:

“_.and the submitted assertation that the Jocal landscape has a low landscape
value and low sensitivity is disputed. This assertation disregards and is contrary fo
the assessment and landscape value and sensitivity assigned to the Kifleshin Hills
in the County Development Flan and County Landscape Character Assessment”

The LVIA in Chapter 14 did not just consider the impact of the Proposed Development upon the lands
of the site itself, but many other landscape and visual receptors in the 20km LVIA Study Area (to be
discussed later in this appeal). The impact assessment included the effects on the Killeshin Hills LCA,
the Landscape Character Area where the Proposed Development is sited itself. The LVIA in Chapter
14 of the EIAR attributed a *Mediwn’ sensitivity to the Killeshin Hills LCA in the impact assessment of
this LCA. The specific detailed impact assessment of the Killeshin Hills LCA is included in Appendix
14-2 and is sarnmarised in Section 14.7.3.1.2 of Chapter 14.
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Suitability of the Upland Area within the Killeshin Hills LCA to
absorb the Proposed Development

The potential landscape and visual impacts on the Killeshin Hills and the Uplands landscape type
within the Killeshin Hills forms a key basis for Carlow County Councils refusal of the Proposed
Development. This topic was also raised within the commentary in CCC’s Planner’s Report, specifically
Pages 25 and 26. This section of the appeal responds to this element of the refusal and the commentary
within CCC’s Planner’s Report. The response firstly evaluates the policy in the CCDP and highlights
some of the relevant landscape policy analysis, which is included in Chapter 14 of the EIAR, as well as
irpact assessiments reported in Chrapter 14 of the EIAR. Finally, this section will detail how the
Proposed Development can be effectively absorbed and integrated within the upland landscape of the
Killeshin Hills by highlighting key evidence reported within Chapter 14 and shown in the
photomontages, as well as reviewing siting and design guidance for siting of wind farms in the Wind
Energy Development Guidelines.

Landscape Policy Analysis - General Landscape Policy, Landscape Sensitivity. Killeshin Hills LCA
and Wind Energy Zoning

The Landscape Policy Context in County Carlow is included in Section 14.4.1.1 of Chapter 14 in
relation to the Cardow County Development Plan 2022-2028 (CCDP) where general landscape policy
and objectives are reported.

The refusal references the following general landscape policies as a basis for refusal:

“Policy WE.P4 in the Flan states that wind energy development is not normally
permissible in the Uplands Landscape 1yvpe, and Policies LAFPI, LAP2, LA F3
and LA. P11 seek to protect and maintain the overall integrity of the County'’s
landscape by recognizing its capacity to sustainably integrate and absorb
appropriate development...” - (Carlow Refusal)

Firstly, as demonstrated previousy in the geospatial analysis, the not normally permissible zoning in
Upland Landscape Types is not fit for purpose. Secondly, policies LA P1, P2, P3, and P11 are general
landscape protection policies which relate to all development types. A key policy of Note in the CCDP
is ‘LA. P7°. The following is extracted from Chapter 14 and LA P7 from the CCDP:

“The landscape policies above (LA Pl; P2; F3; P4 P5; and P6) indicate that
upland landscapes are not generally suitable for development, however, it is key
to note that the following policy (LA, F7 reported below) quakifies and
acknowledges that developments such as wind farms have a finctional and
locational requirement to be sited in steep and elevated sites (upland Jandscapes)
{Chapter 14 -EIAR).”

“LA. P7: Facilitate, where appropriate, developments that have a functional and
locational requirement to be sitnated on steep or elevated sites (e.g. reservoir,
telecommunication masts or wind energy structures) where residual adverse visual
impacts are minimised or midigated (CCDP}”

Section 14.4.1.24 of Chapter 14 reports landscape sensitivity designations in the CCDP. Section
14.4.1.2.4 acknowledges that ‘upland landscape types’ are designated as ‘most sensitive’ to
development. Chapter 14 then states:

“The LT sensitivity ratings (Table 9.2 of the CCDP) have been devised to
consider general landscape sensitivity in the context of all development types (and
fand uses), where upland landscapes would potentially be more sensitive to
development such as housing, transport rontes or other comumercial

development. Whilst the Proposed Wind Farm is sited in the Upland LT with a
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sensitivity rating of 5- Most’ in Table 9.1 of the CCDP, it is also located in the
Killeshin Hills LCA. Table 9.2 — Land Use Capacity Matrix is immediately below
Table 8.1 in the CCDP and considers that the Killeshin Hills LOCA has a
‘Moderate’ capacity to the Land Use 'Wind Farming”. Table 9.2 of the CCDF is
reproduced below in Figure [4-4.........c.c........ The table above shows Land
{se Capacity of different LCAs within County Carlow, which are classified as
having either Low, Moderate, or High capacity to different land uses. As seen in
Figure I£1, all LCAs within County Carlow have a Moderate’ capacity for ‘Wind
farming’, except for Mount Leinster — Blackstairs LCA, which has a ‘Low capacity
for ‘Wind farming’. The table above shows Land Use Capacity of different LCAs
within County Carlow, which are Mount Leinster — Blackstairs LCA Js not located
within the 15km LCA Study Area for effects on landscape character, wiich means
that the entirety of the LCA Study Area for effects on fandscape character is
designated as having a ‘Moderate’ capacity for ‘Wind farming’ This is the most
supportive classification for wind energy development within anv LCA in County
Carfow, with no LCA dassified as having ‘High’ capacity.

As highlighted above (from Chapter 14 and CCDP), the Killeshin Hills has a ‘Moderate Capacity for
Wind Farming’ in the CCDP, and no other Landscape Character Area in Co. Carlow has a ‘High
Capacity’ with Mount Leinster and the Blackstairs Mountains afforded highest protections and the
lowest capacity for wind energy development in the CCDP {aligning with discussion relating to the
geospatial analysis in the previous section of this appeal).

The applicant would like to draw the attention of the board to Section 14.4.1.4 of Chapter 14 - Policy
Analysis & the Suitability of Upland Landscapes (The Proposed Project site) for Wind Energy
Development. This Section of Chapter 14 highlights the inconsistencies involved in the blanket
designation of Uplands LTs as ‘not normally permissible’ for wind energy development and the
discrepancy with county and national policy relating to wind energy development. Section 14.4.1.4 of
Chapter 14 highlights extracts from Section 6.1.5.1 d the Carlow Renewable Energy Strategy, notably
the following:

“In the western area of the county, in the Killeshin Hills landscape character area, close to
border with County Kilkenny, the wind speeds are favourable and there are no environmental
designations that preciude wind farm construction. This landscape sensitivity in the area is 75,
and ‘moderate capacity’ for wind farms s indicated in the LCA (2015). However, the
constraints mapping suggests that it may be difficult to meet separation distances between wind
turbines and dwellings, due to the dispersed settlement pattern in the area. (CCDP CCRES}”

The above guote from the CCRES indicates that the western portion of Killeshin Hills LCA is the most
suitable location within the LCA for wind energy development, where the Proposed Development site
is located. The following excerpt from the CCRES is included in Chapter 14 as well as CCC’s Plammer’s
Report.

“Subject to appropriate mitigation measures there may also be moderate scope to absorb
extraclive indusity and wind farming. Overftead cables and masts would have to be selectively
located, for exarnple on farmed secondary ridges where the primary ridge would form the
backdrop, orin the lowland farming area. Likewise, wind furbines could be similarly sited
subject to appropriate conditions relating to mitigation measures. (CCDP CCRES)”

In their refusal and in CCC’s Planner’s Report, CCC suggest that the upland area of the Killeshin Hills
is unsuitable for wind energy development as the Proposed Development cannot be visually absorbed
in the landscape, primarily due to the absence of a ‘primary ridgeline’ to form a backdrop to the
Proposed Development. CCC’s Planner’s Report states the following in relation to the policy quote
above:
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“Within the general landscape classification there is scope to accommodate Wind
Farm development where appropriately located on farmed secondary ridges
where the primary ridge forms a backdrop and it can be demonsirated the any
potential impact will not be significant.” (CCCPlanners Report)

From an LVIA perspective, it is questionable to suggest that viewing turbines against a backdrop is
advantageous and beneficial in mitigating visual impacts. This topic is comprehensively addressed later
in this appeal in relation to best practice guidance in the Wind energy Development guidelines (see
section - The Suitability of an Upland Plateau in the Killeshin Hills for accommodating the Proposed
FProjec). However, it is first important to consider landscape types such as ‘Farmed Ridges’ in County
Carlow which are the only locations where such a scenario could potentially occur. CCC’s Planner’s
Repart correctly notes that the Killeshin Hills comprises a mosaic of Landscape Types including
‘Farmed Ridges’ (as well as Broad, River Valley; Farmed Lowlands; ‘Built up Areas and Uplands).

Figure 46 below shows the viable areas in the Killeshin Hills LCA (Yellow and Blue areas in the figure)
which were the result of the geospatial analysis shown previously in Section 42.3.1. The map illistrate
that the Proposed Development is sited in one of the few viable areas in the Killeshin Hills (and Co.
Carlow in general) where there is adequate set back from residential receptors. The map below
illustrates that the Farmed Ridges landscape type has a very small area which has any capacity to
absorb wind energy based only on set back from residential visual amenity. The geospatial analysis
(based off the one 4x tip constraint) determined that only 0.25% of Co. Carlow comprises viable areas in
the landscape type ‘Farmed Ridges’. These viable areas were also highly fragmented in very small plots
of land, most of which would be unsuitable for wind development. Analysis of wind speeds in the
Killeshin Hills also indicates that the uplands area at the west of the LCA has greater capacity than the
lower lying land areas, including the farmed ridges.

Man Coand Sites of other

Co. Carlow LCA's

[ Killeshin Hills perm itted
Co.CarlowlCTs

Broad River Valley Wl nd energy
M Built Up Areas developments

Farmed Lowland
Farmed Ridges
Uplands E

Remaining Viable Wind Area
in all other Landscape Types
based only on the set back
from residential visual
amenity - 0.62%

Remaining Viable Wind Area in

3 . gg:yo Upland Landscape Types

based only on the set back Proposed
from residential visuat ] .
amenity - 3.9% Project Site |

Fgure 4-6 Landscape Tivpes in the Killeshin Hills LCA, as well as Viable Wind Arcas in Co. Carlow caleulated from only one
constraint - 4 x tp hejght set back from residential visual amenity
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Principle of Planning in the Uplands Landscape of the Killeshin Hills.

Ag shown in Figure 46 above, (wo other viable areas (yellow) in the Killeshin Hills are sites of other
existing and permitted wind energy developments. As stated in Chapter 14:

“The existing Gortahile, permitted Bilboa Wind Farm and permitted White Hill
Wind Farm located adjacent to the Proposed Wind Farm site in the same
Killeshin Hifls LCA and Uplands LT (which is also noted on Figure 6.3 of the
CCRES), demonstrating the acceptability of wind energy development within this
landscape from a higllevel planning perspective.

An Bord Pleandla recently granted permission for the White Hill Wind Farm
acljacent to the south-east of the Proposed Wind Farm site. The inspectors report
(Rel: ABP-315365-22) addresses the incongruency of the local planning poficy for
wind energy and landscape with respect to zoning in County Carlow, specifically
the Killeshin hills. Section 5.3.7 of the inspectors report (Ref* ABP-315305-24)
states the following:

“f consider that there may be some conflict between the Iandscape policies and
the renewable energy strategy in the 2022 Cardow County Development Flan,
which is noted to accord with regional and national policies and objectives in
termns of climate action and was evaluated by the Office of the Planning Reguiator
for such compliance. On one hand, the subject site area is identified as an area
with viable wind speeds in the RE strategy, but this does not take ito account
landscape or visual capacity constraints. The Plan would further advise that wind
energy projects in the uplands landscape in which the site fies would not normally
be perrnissible. While the area of Killeshin Hills is noted to be uplands, the CDF
also acknowledges that subject to appropriate mitigation measures, the area is
described as having a moderate capacity for wind farming. In this context, I am
satisfled that the Board can conclude that the principle of the proposed
development at this location does not, as suggested, materially contravene the
principle of policy WE P# of the recently adopted Carlow County Development
Plan™.

The excerpt above indicates that the principal of windfarm development in the
upland landscape of the Kifleshin Hills is acceptable from a planning perspective.

The principle of planning of wind farm developments in the uplands LT of the Killeshin Hills LCA is
acceptable, notwithstanding the incongruent wind and landscape zoning and policies in the CCDP. The
following section of this appeal addresses what constitutes ‘appropriate mitigation measures’ and the
specific factors which demonstrate how the Proposed Development and the proposed turbines
specifically is effectively absorbed within the landscape from a visual perspective.

LVIA Mitigation by Design

Many of the relevant renewable energy strategy policies in the CCDP note the term mitigation, for
example LAPY states that siting of wind developments on elevated sites is suitable ‘where residual
adverse visual impacts are minimised or mitigated (CCDP)”. With respect to landscape and visual
impacts of wind energy developments, mitigation is predominantly something considered at the site
selection and wind farm design stage. Section 14.4.1 of Chapter 14 - Mitigation by Design, sets out the
following:

“The final design of the Proposed Project and strategic siting of the Proposed
turbines in the landscape was informed by extensive early-stage impact assessment
work conducted by the authors throughout 2023, including assessment of various
turbine layouts and turbine models. The evolution of the Proposed Wind Farm

in
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layvout included omission of turbines from the project and carefill micro-siting of
turbines aimed at preveniing the potential for significant landscape and visual
effects. The final design of the Froposed Project is also considered in ihe coniext
of siting and design guidance stated in the ‘Wind Energy Development Guidelines
for Planning Authorities’ published by the Department of Environment, Heritage
and Local Government in 2006 — Hereafter referred fo as the ‘DoEHLG 2006
Guidelines” (DoEHLG, 2000)". Siting and design guidance was also considered
from Draft Revised Wind Energyv Development Guidelines for Flanning
Authorities' published by the Department of Housing, Planning and Local
Govermment in 2019 — Hereafter referred to as the ‘Draft DoEHLG 2019
Guidelines’ (DoHPLG, 2018).

1he Proposed Wind Farm layout that is the subject of this LVIA alreadv
incorporates the following landscape and visual design considerations for good
wind farm design, with a particular focus on site selection:

> “The turbine layout has been designed to create a coherent cluster of turbines,
contiguous and connected to each other visually and with consistent spacing in line
with the guidance for design and siting of wind farms within the ‘Transitional
Marginal Landscape Character Type’ in the DoEHLG 2006 Guidelines;

> There has been strategic siting in an upland plateau, a landscape capable of
effectively absorbing a wind energy development. The Proposed turbines are inset
from the primary ridgeline to the east where landform falls away to the Barrow
Valley. The topographic characteristics immediately swrrounding the site provide
visual containment, reducing visibility and visual effects from local receptors in close
proximity and generally reduce visual impacts on local receptors in the immediate
landscape setting;

> Asillustrated by ZTV mapping, visual containment provided by the upland platean
where the Proposed turbines are sited eliminates visibility (areas of no theoretical
visibility) and therefore landscape and visual effects in a vast proportion of the LVIA
Study Area, particularly to the north, west and south,

> The Proposed Development is strategically sited within a modified, upland working
landscape of low landscape value and sensitivity where there is either limited visibility
and/or large set-back distance from large population centres.

?  The Proposed turbines have been strategically sited to ensure they are visually
balanced within the landscape when they are visible, as demonstrated by most of the
photomontages the visible turbines are most often arranged neatly in a linear array
upon an elevated ridgeline when viewed from prominent receptors in the Barrow
Valley to the east where most visibility occurs.

> Siting of Proposed turbines adheres to the minimum 500m set-back distance in the
DoEHLG 2006 Guidelines and the 4-times-tip-height set-back distance explicitly set
out for residential viszal amenity prescribed by the Draft DoHPLG 2019 Guidelines;

?  The Proposed Grid Connection Route to the national electricity grid is underground,
thereby eliminating potential landscape and visual effects during the operational
phase.

> The existing Kilkenny 110kV substation is sited within the 15km to 20km buffer near
Kilkenny City and will connect to the onsite 38kV substation, which will be included
in the assessment.

2 The internal site road layout makes use of the existing forestry tracks within the site
wherever possible, with 2.8km of existing road to be upgraded for construction and
the delivery of wind turbine components, to minimise the requirement for new tracks
within the site (2.7km of proposed new road).”

As reported above (from Chapter 14) every effort has been made to bring forward the optimum design
for the Proposed Development to mitigate the potential for significant landscape and visual impacts — in
line with the relevant planning and landscape policies in the CCDP.
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No Requirement for a Backdrop when Viewing Turbines

As stated previously, CCC’s Planner’s Report states that there is a moderate capacity to absorb wind in
the Killeshin hills but only when a primary ridgeline is the backdrop. CCC’s Planner’s Report notes
that there are no peaks or ridges in the upland plateau at Killeshin Hills (forming part of the
Castlecomer Plateau) and therefore nothing to form a ‘backdrop’ when viewing the turbines. This
relatively comprehensive discussion around the use of a ‘backdrop’ in the CCC’s Planer’s Report
completely relates to one paragraph from County Carlow’s Renewable Energy Strategy (RES), for
clarity this is reported again below:

“Subject to appropriate mitigation measures there may also be moderate scope to absorb
extractive industry and wind farming. Overhead cables and masts would have to be selectively
located, for example on farmed secondary ridges where the primary ridge would form the
backdrop, orin the lowland farming area. Likewise, wind turbines could be similarly sited
subject fo appropriate conditions relating to mitigation measures. (CCDF RES)”

This excerpt is open to interpretation. Firstly, the sentence relating to the locational siting of
infrastructure on farmed secondary ridges using primary ridges as a backdrop explicitly relates to
overhead cables and masts. Not necessarily wind turbines. The following sentence states that wind
turbines could be sited in similar locations and scenarios, although subject to mitigation measures. The
CCC’s Planners report have interpreted this text to mean that it is a preferable requirement to site
turbines so they are viewed against a ridgeline with landform as a backdrop and a core point leant
upon by CCC in their refusal on landscape and visual grounds.

Considering best practice guidance for the siting and design of wind farms (WEDGs DoEHLG, 2006;
and Draft WEDGS, DoHPLG, 2019) viewing twrbines against a backdrop (e.g. a ridgeline) is not
typically considered a preferable visual aesthetic from an LVIA perspective. Whilst viewing turbines
against a distinct landform can be acceptable, the preference for doing this is typically to strategically
position turbines within the enclosure of a landform feature to provide visual screening from sensitive
receptors. When considering the suitability of ‘backdrops’, the context of the landscape and landscape
type needs be taken into account, considering characteristics such as the complexity or simplicity of
landcover.

From an LVIA perspective, it is generally considered best practice and preferable to design scenarios
where the blades and hubs of wind turbines are viewed above the horizon so that the moving
components are viewed against the sky. When the moving parts of turbines are viewed against the
clutter and complexity of the visible landscape, this can cause visual confusion and would not be
preferable from an LVIA perspective. The suitability of this depends on the landscape type and nature
of landeover. For example, a landscape type such as farmland ridges (‘Hilly and Flat Farmland’
Landscape Type in the WEDGs) would typically comprise a busy arrangement of field patterns,
boundary vegetation interspersed with occasional farms and residential developments, as well as other
man made features such as overhead power lines. This type of landscape (Farmland) is commonly
considered to be relatively complex and busy, particularly compared to other landscape types such as a
‘Mountain Moorland’ Landscape Type or even a “Transitional Marginal’ Landscape Type which
comprise commercial forestry where there is a simplicity to the landcover and landform. Several
excerpts are reported below from the siting and design guidance for different landscape types in the
WEDGs (DoEHLG, 2006) and Draft Revised WEDGs (DoHPLG, 2019) as they relate to this topic:

?  “As wind energy developments, for reasons of commercial viability, will typically be
located on ridges and peaks, a clear visual separation will be achieved from the
complexity of lower ground.” (p.59 WEDGS; P111 Draft WEDGs - Guidance for
Transitional Marginal Landscape Types)

7 “Location on ridges and plateaux is preferred, not only to maximise exposure, but
also to ensure a reasonable distance from dwellings” {p.52 WEDGS; P104 Draft
WEDGs - Guidance for Hilly and Flat Farmland Landscape Types)

—
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> “elevated locations are also more likely to achieve optimum aesthetic effect™ (p.52
WEDGS; P104 Draft WEDGs - Guidance for Hilly and Flat Farmland Landscape
Types)

?  “It may be acceptable to locate wind energy developments on ridges and peaks”
(p-52 WEDGS; P104 Draft WEDGs - Guidance for Mountain Moorland Landscape
Types)

> “where the upper ground is relatively open and visually extensive, taller turbines may
be more appropriate” {p.61 WEDGS; P113 Draft WEDGs - Guidance for
Transitional Marginal Landscape Types)

A wind energy development should be located so as to optimise the aesthetic qualities of the
surrounding landscape and those of the wind energy development itself. it should, therefore,
respond to topographic profile, achieving visual balance and accentuation of landform.
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Fig 1: Wind energy development located on a Fig 2: Wind energy development located in saddle
peak. between peaks- framing and, thus, accentuation
achieved.

Figure 47: Turbine siting with regard to topographic profile - extracted from Draft WEDGs, p.Y3.

Absorption of the proposed turbines in the upland plateau of the Killeshin Hills

As is comprehensively reported in Chapter 14 and as is illustrated in the drone view below, the
Proposed Development is located within an upland plateau adjacent to the west of the Barrow Valley.
The Proposed Development is inset from a primary ridgeline demarking the western extent of the
Barrow Valley. The upland area of the Killeshin Hills is also located at the very eastern extent of a
larger elevated landscape area known as the Casttecomer Plateau which extends far into County
Kilkenny and County Laois.

Barrow Valley beyond the ridgeline to the East \

Proposed Wind Farm site

1

Indicative EIAR Study
W Area Boundary
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Flate 4 1 Drone View to the Nonth-Ezst from the wese of the site adfacent to the Proposed Wind Farza site enérance reproduced
fiom the EIAR.

Central Lowlands to the East: The proposed turbines are experienced from within the landscape from 2
key perspectives. Firstly from down in the lowlands of the Barrow Valley to the east where they are
viewed as a staggered linear array above the primary linear ridgeline, and this mostly occurs ata
substantial set back distance (>5km).

With regards to views from the central lowlands to the east, the CCC’s Planners Report states:

¥The main body of the Wind Farm development site is located on an efevated
areg which unlike other upland areas is an unbroken area of upland that is highly
visible to views ffom the central lowlands. The upland plateau at Kifleshin Hills is
unique that there are no peaks or ridges lo form a backdrop.”

In mind of the guidance in the WEDGs and discussion previously in this appeal, it is considered that
the absence of a backdrop when viewing the proposed turbines from the central lowlands is
advantageous as this eliminates potential for visual confusion and ultimately reduces the magnitude of
visual effects. CCC’s Planner’s Report indicates several times that the upland plateau at Killeshin Hills is
‘unique’ on account of the absence of ridges and peaks. Alternatively, it is argued that the absence of
ridges and peaks make the upland area of the Killeshin Hills relatively unremarkable, as there are no
distinctive features along the linear ridgeline. In this regard, the upland plateau and ridgeline where
proposed turbines are seen (from the central lowlands) is not considered a distinct and recognisable
landmark. Whilst the ridgeline and upland area may be valued locally, it does not have any cultural or
recreational associations and is would not be considered sensitive in a National and Reglonal context,
particularly when compared to features such as Mt. Leinster in the south-east of Co, Caxlow,

Section 14.7.3.2.3 of Chapter 14 describes the visual effects and visual characteristics of the proposed
turbines when viewed from sensitive receptors in the central lowlands to the east of the Proposed
Development including the following:

“The staggered linear Iayout (in accordance with the DoEHLG 2006 Guidelines)
and alignment with the ridgeline ensures that the Proposed turbines read
coherently within the landscape when viewed from the east As illustrated by
photomontages and photowires in this direction, the Froposed turbines are
generally seen as a linear array with relatively ordered and even spacing, with
very kmited instances of visual stacking. As a group, the Proposed turbines all
have a similar vertical profile (litfle difference in the base elevation of the
Proposed turbines) and are consequently seen to correspond well with the defined
linear ridigeline where they are seen. The Proposed turbines are always viewed
above the horizon from the ceniral lowlands in the east and do not obscure
landscape views. The Proposed Wind Farm is generally well balanced within the
landscape with a layout and profile is svmpathetic to the well-defined finear
landform of the Killeshin Hills.”

As illustrated by the photomontage visnalisations the proposed turbines are seen in the background of
views above and beyond the primary ridgeline. Conirary to the opinions of the planning authority, it is
submitted that the Proposed Development is appropriately sited and scaled within the upland landscape
of the Killeshin Hills when viewed from receptors to the east. This includes the potential for curnulative
visual effects with other existing and permitted wind farms. Section 14.7.3.3.2 of Chapter 14 discusses
cumulative visual effects and page 14118 specifically addresses in-combination effects when viewed
from the central lowlands to the east, including the following:

The Proposed Project is always seen to be located in the centre, flanked on either
side by the other developments, which is predominantly the permitted White Hill
Wind Farn to the lefl (South) and the permitied Bifboa Wind Farm to the right
(North). Due to its positioning between these other developments the Proposed
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Froject does not extend the honzontal extent of turbines within the view. In most
instances there is clear spatial and visual separation between the three wind farms
{the Proposed Project, the permitted White Hill Wind Farm and the permitted
Bilboa Wind Farm). The three developments are generally viewed together as an
Intermiftent linear array off turbines seen across the uplands.

As reported previously in Section 14.7.3.2.3, the even profile, ordered spacing and
staggered Knear layout of the Proposed Project is aligned with the prominent
linear ridgeline forming the western side of the Barrow Valley when seen fiom
recepfors located in the lowland plains to the east. Consequently, the Proposed
FProject to be seen as a linear array of turbines which read coherendy in the
fandscape from easterly perspectives. These beneficial aesthetic characteristics of
the Proposed Froject and its location centred between the other developments
provides a sense of balance when cumulative in combination effects occur from
receptors to the east and the Proposed turbines effectively assimilate with the
other wind energy developments.

Castlecomer Plateau to the North, West and South: There is a degree of enclosure provided by
landform features of the Castlecomer platean: which sirround the site to the north, west and south. This
enclasure provides substantial visual screening of the proposed turbines from a vast proportion of the
LVIA Study Area to the north, west and south. This is evident and reported throughout Chapter 14
both through the use of ZTV mapping and photomontage visualisations. In this regard, most visual
effects of the proposed turbines from the north, east and west are experienced by local receptors, within
shorter range views within 5k} from the sparsely settled landscape of the uplands area at the eastern
extent of the Castlecomer Plateau. The impact assessments in Chapter 14 are informed by
photomontage visualisations and site visits, as well as a route screening analysis. The analysis and
assessments determined that there is in actual fact very limited visibility of the proposed twbines from a
large proportion of the upland area within the Killeshin Hills, and far less than indicated by ZTV

mapping.

The following two key points are evident in all photomontages showing the proposed turbines where
they are visible from northern, western and southern perspectives within the Killeshin Hills:

?  No location was found where the proposed turbines obscure or intrude upon any
high quality scenic amenity from the upland plateau. For example, no instances
where the turbines impact expansive landscape views to the east of the Barrow Valley
and Central Lowlands or Mount Leinster,

7 Inall instances {from the north, east and south), the proposed turbines are viewed
within relatively short ranging views of a modified landscape of commercial forestry
and low intensity agricultural land;

Appendix 14-2 includes a specific detailed impact assessment of the Killeshin Hills LCA, it determining
a ‘Medium’ Sensitivity, a ‘Moderate’ Magnitude of Change and ultimately Long tenm direct ‘Moderate’
Landscape effect. The assessments in Chapter 14 (and Appendix 14-2) determined that the proposed
turbines do not significantly impact any of the key landscape and visual sensitivities of the Killeshin
LCA. In this regard, it is considered that the Proposed Development is appropriate and effectively
absorbed in the upland landscape of the Killeshin Hills and would not have a ‘disproportionate and
adverse landscape and visual impact on the Killeshin Hills Landscape Character Area and Uplands
Landscape Type’, as is cited as part of the CCC refusal.

The following section of this appeal addresses commentary relating to designated scenic amenity in the
CCC Planer’s Report and the CCC refusal.
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No Significant Impactis on the Key Scenic Sensitivities of
Designated Scenic Routes and Views

The LVIA in Chapter 14 identified all designated scenic amenity designations within a 20km LVIA
Study Area. Chapter 14 first identifies all scenic amenity designations in Section 14.5 — Visual Baseline.
Designated scenic amenity designations were then either scoped in or scoped out from assessment
pending preliminary analysis using ZTV mapping and information gathered during site visits. All scenic
views and prospects scoped in for assessment were assessed with the aid of photomontage visualisations
or photowire visualisations. Tn some instances, a nearby representative photomontage or photowire
would be used to represent views from a receptor. A visual impact assessment was conducied for all
photomontage viewpoints and views and visual receptors scoped in for assessment.

The impact assesstnents were conducted using a methodology grounded in best practice guidance for
LVIA which is comprehensively set out and detailed in Appendix 14-1of the EIAR. The methodology
used for the visual impact assessment considers receptor sensitivity and the magnitude of change arising
as a result of the Proposed Development to the specific receptors or view. These are then combined
and considered with mitigating factors to arrive at a residual visual effect. Contrary to the opinions of
CCC’s Planner’s report, the assessments in Chapter 14 determined that there would not be any
‘significant’ residual visual effects on any visual receptors or designated scenic amenity designations.
The following sub-sections of this appeal address specific commentary in CCC’s Planner’s Report
relating to the visual impact on the following Co. Carlow designated scenic routes and protected views
which are located in close proximity to the Proposed Developmment.

?  Scenic Routes 6, 7, 8 and 9;
»  Protected views 31, 32,

All of these designations were comprehensively assessed in Chapter 14 using best practice methods and
tools for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. Particularly Section 14.7.3.2.2 of Chapter 14 - ‘Co.
Carlow Designated Scenic Amenity within 5km of the site: Discussion of Visual Effects’which includes
discussion, mapping figures, photowire visualisations and images captured on site. Therefore, the
response to the refusal (cited above) and CCC’s Planner’s report will draw upon the information
reported in Chapter 14 and its associated appendices.

CCC’s Planner’s Report states, “ The applicant has identified that there will be very significant impacts
on designated views and sceric routes as well on the wider landscape™. This was never stated in
Chapter 14, and it indicates that the LVIA in Chapter 14 and its associated impact assessment
appendices were not read in their entirety by the planning authority. The following sub-sections
highlight the evidence based conclusions made in Chapter 14 (following best practice guidance for
LVIA), which in many cases show there are very limited visual impacts, and no instances where
significant residual visual effects were deemed to arise on the key scenic amenities of the designations.

The refusal suggest that the proposed turbines will ‘egatively impact on the established appearance
and aesthefic aftributes’ of the designated views. Chapter 14 acknowledges that the proposed turbines
will be visible from some areas of these scenic views, Ilowever, a key conclusion of the visual impact
assessments included in Chapter 14 was that the Proposed Development will not significantly impact
the key scenic sensitivities of any designated scenic amenity designations (scenic routes and views).

Designated Protected Views 31 and 32

CCC’s Planner’s Report states, “Designated Protected View 31 and 32 are also within 2km of the site
and whilst these views and scenic routes are noted for their aspect over the central plains and to the east
these views are not limited fo a single angle”. As stated in the CCDP 2022-28, Carlows Designated
Scenic View 31 is directed “east across central plain to Blackstairs™, This is the apposite direction from
the proposed turbines. Carlows Designated Scenic View 32 again faces to the east “From the Killeshin
Hills across the central plain to Blackstairs”. This again is the opposite direction than towards the
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proposed turbines. Although the Planner’s Report states that these are not limited to a single view, the
views in the direction of the Proposed Development comprise short range views of roadside vegetation
which are of limited scenic quality, From multiple site visits during the course of the LVIA reported in
Chapter 14, it was determined that the Designated Protected Views 31 and 32 have open panoramic
views in easterly direciions across the central plains. As stated in Section 14.7.3.2.2 of Chapter 14, the
site visits determined that there will be extremely limited visibility of the proposed turbines from these
locations due to local undulations and mature roadside vegetation providing visual screening to the
west in the direction of the Proposed Development. Views directed towards the Proposed Development
from locations from these scenic views can be seen below in Plate 42 and Plate 4-3. This was ground-
truthed multiple times including during site visits and the route screening analysis exercise. In both
instances (view 31 and 32), the proposed turbines and Wind farm Site is located to the west, in the
opposite direction. Therefore, there is no high value scenic amenity in the direction of the proposed
turbines and there is likely to be very limited visibility. The Proposed Development will not
significanfly impact the key scenic sensitivities of Protected Views 31 and 32.

Plate 42 View towards the Proposed Development from Co. Cariow Scenfc View 3/ reproduced from the EfAR.

Plate +3 View west toward the Proposed Development from Co. Carlow Scenfc View 32 reproduced from the EIAR.

Scenic Route 6,7, 8and 9

Section 14.7.3.2.2 of Chapter 14 is called * Co. Cardow Designated Scenic Amenity within 5km of the
site: Discussion of Visual Effects’. This discussion discusses the visual effects arising from Designated
Scenic Routes 6, 7, 8 and 9.

Scenic Route 6

As stated in the LVIA:

“A photowire {early-stage photomontage) was produced from Co. Carlow Scenic
Route 6 — PWVPA presented in Appendix [4-5. PWVP-A shows a view towards
the site as northbound users of the local road (SR-0) exit the settlement cluster at
the Ridge Crossroads. The Proposed turbines will not be significant from this
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location or the location of any residents within the enclosed area around the
Ridge Cross-Roads, nor will it affect the key scenic sensiéivities of Scenic Route 6,
‘No Significant’ visual effects will occur on these scenic amenity designations —
Scenic Route 6.

It should also be noted that this photowire viewpoint is representative of one of the only areas with
views towards the proposed turbines on the scenic route. This is supported below where the route
screening analysis identified the roadside vegetation percentages which lead to visual screening.

CCC’s Planner’s Report states “Scenic Route 6 has the potential to be most impacted”but it is
presumed that this is an error within CCC’s Planner’s Report, and they intended this text for Co.
Carlow Scenic Route 7. The Proposed Development is to the north and west of Scenic Route 6 and not
the cast which CCC's Planner’s Report stated. Irrespective of this mistake, Scenic Route 6 will not be
subjected to significant effects and in reality, the proposed turbines will have limited visibility from this
scenic route. The Route Screening Analysis exercise provided information on the nature of visual
screening along the local road network swrounding the site. It was determined that along Scenic Route
6 there would be 57% dense roadside vegetation, 23.5% Intermittent roadside vegetation and 10.5% clear
views. CCC’s Planner’s Report states “ Would be informed by views of the turbines and not the
panorama for which it is designated”. This is not the case along Scenic Route 6 as there is very limited
clear views north and west towards the Proposed Development. Like Protected View 31 and 32, views
are directed to the east from scenic route 6 where there are open panoramas across the Barrow Valley
and central plains to the east, the opposite direction of the Proposed Development. highly unlikely to
have a panoramic view along this route. In this regard, the Proposed Development will not significantly
impact the key scenic sensitivities of scenic route 6.

Scenic Route 7

The Proposed Development will have the greatest visual impact on Designated Scenic Route 7, where
all proposed twrbines and some ground level infrastructure will be visible from several occasional
locations at the southern end of the route (shown by Viewpoint 14 and 15 in the photomontage
booklet). As reported in Chapter 14, there is dense roadside screening along much of the route, and in
general limited visibility of the proposed turbines from most locations. The protected scenic amenity
from this routes is described in the CCDP as views directed across the ‘ central plain’ which is the
lowlands of the Barrow Valley to the East of the site. The Proposed Development is therefore located
between the scenic route and the Central plains and there was potential for the proposed turbines to
obstruct and intrude upon views of the central plains.

Multiple site visits were conducted, and the road of the scenic route was driven multiple times. These
visits did not identify any vantage points permitting open views of the central plains in combination with
the proposed turbines,
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Figure 4-8 Extract from mapping Figure 14-17 in Chapter 14 of the EIAR

The map above is an extract form Chapter 14 - Figure 14-17. The map shows the location of
viewpoin(s 14 and 15 which are located on Scenic route 7, to the south-west and south of the Proposed
Development. Viewpoint 14 and 15 were two of the only locations on scenic route 7 identified with
clear open views of the Proposed Development. Geographically, VP14 had the greatest potential to
impact views of the central plain from Scenic Route 7 considering its location south-west of the
Proposed Development and the location of the central plains to the east. A 360-degree image from
viewpoint 14 is shown below in Figure 4-9 including the extracted 90 degree photomontage shown for
Viewpoint 14 in the photomontage boollet.

Figure 49 300 View from Viewpoint 14 and the %) degree photomontage exiracted from the Volume 2 photomontage Booklet

As shown in the image above, the following text is reported in Chapter 14 and in the viewpoint impact
assessment appendix (Appendix 14-3):

“Although this is a designated scerde route, this is a relafively shortrange view of a
working landscape comprising flelds and commercial forestry and does not
indlude distinctive or wique landscape features’.

2
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Whilst there is a visual impact of the Proposed Development, and they might ‘inform’ some occasional
views {from this scenic route’ they are not intruding upon any scenic amenity of the central plains.
Instead, the proposed turbines are visible in a landscape of commercial forestry and agricultural fields.
The Barrow Valley and the central plains are not visible from this viewpoint. A full and comprehensive
visual impact assessment of both Viewpoint 14 and Viewpoint 15 is included in Appendix 14-3 which
supports Chapter 14. The impact assessments follow best practice methods for assessment of visual
effects and include and consider potential for cumulative effects with other wind energy developments.
Taking account of many mitigating factors, the resultant residual impacts of both Viewpoint 14 and 15
were deemed to be ‘Moderate’. For some of the reasons highlighted above (amongst others), the LVIA
determined that there will not be a significant impact on the key scenic sensitivities of Scenic Route 7
which are the protected views across the ‘central plain’.

Scenic Route 8

As shown in the mapping figure above, scenic route 8 is located (o the north-east of the Proposed
Development and the description of the protected views from the route in the CCDP is Panorama fo
the south-east’ Viewpoint I was captured from this scenic route, although it is to be noted that
Viewpoint | was captured from one of the only locations where the Proposed Development will be
visible, a bend in the road at the southermn extent of the scenic route. The figure below shows the full
360 degree view form viewpoint 1 and the location of the proposed turbines, and then the open
panorarmic views across the central plains to the south-east towards the Blackstairs mountains and Mt
Leinster in an alternative field of view.

View of the proposed turbines in an area of forestry

Figure +10: View from PWVP.D and the 90 degree photowire extracted from the Volume 14-5 Photowire Booklet

The full comprehensive impact assessment of Viewpoint 1 is included in the impact assessment
Appendix 14-3 which supports Chapter 14. The proposed turbines are visible from this route and the
magnitude of change was considered ‘Moderate’ (accounting from some potential cumulative impacts).
However, the following key points are made in relation to the impact assessment of views from
Viewpoint 1

?  “There are open and expansive panoramic views across the Barrow Valley of high
scenic quality in an easterly and south-easterly direction from Co. Carlow scenic
route 8. This viewpoint was captured from a small bend in the scenic route which
permits open views to the south-west towards the Proposed Development. There will
be very limited visibility of the Proposed turbines from many other areas of the
designated scenic route.

?  Within the CCDP, the view of the designated Scenic Route SR-8 is described as a
panorama o the South-East, looking away from the Proposed turbines, Both the
description and appraisals during site visits determined that the main focus of the
views from this scenic route is towards the Barrow Valley rather than the medium
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range view towards the area of commercial forestry that comprises the Proposed |
Development;
?  Whilst SR8is a designated scenic route, it is a local road of low traffic density, and it |
is unlikely this route is highly valued for its tourism amenity.
?  The Proposed turbines do not significantly impact upon the key scenic sensitivities of
thig area and the designated scenic route, which are considered to be the expansive
panoramic views to the east and south-east, in a different direction to the Proposed
turbines. |
> The Proposed turbines are evenly spaced and read coherently within the landscape;
> From this location, the Proposed turbines comprise only a narrow horizontal spatial
extent of the view.
> Siting of Proposed turbines adheres to the recommended 500m set-back distance in
the DoEHLG 2006 Guidelines and also the 4-times-tip-height set-back distance set out
for residential visual amenity prescribed by the Draft DoHPLG 2019 Guidelines;
> Residential receptors, such as those visible in the foreground of the photomontage
have their primary scenic amenity focused across the Barrow Valley to the east and
south-east, not in the direction of the Proposed turbines,”

As reported in Appendix 14-3 and Chapter 14, a residual visual effect of ‘Moderate” was detenmined
form Viewpoint 1. The LVIA determined that there will not be a significant impact on the key scenic
sensitivities of Scenic Route 8.

Scenic Route 9@

The LVIA in Chapter 14 states the following in relation to scenic route 9

“There will be Imited visibility of the Proposed Project fromn Scenic Route 9. This
was detertnined by visibility appraisals which identified that visual screening
would occur from vegetation and undulating topography and verified by a
photowire captured on the rowte PWVP-D, as shown below in Plate 14-28, No
Significant visual effects are likely to occur from this scenic route”.

For clarity, photowire PWVP-D is reproduced again below, as was included in Chapter 14 in Plate 14-
28. Photowire PWVP-D was also presented in A3 within the photowire booklet included in Appendix
14-5 of the EIAR.

Blate 44 Extracted from Chapter 14 of the EIAR: *Proposed turbines will be screened from view by localised landform and
mature vegetation on Co. Carlow Scenic Route 8, Full photowire presented in A3 in Appendix 14-5 reproduced from the EIAR.’
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Acceptability of visual impacts when viewed from the East
(Including Cumulative effects)

Response to CCC's Planner’s Report - Viewpoints to the East

Potential for visual impacts from scenic amenities in the Barrow Valley to the east of the Proposed
Development were highlighted in CCC’s Planner’s Report. The CCC Inspectors Report states:

“the selected viewpoints from the east are fimited in extent and as such the full
extent of potential has not been filly examined”

The CCC planners report also stated that there were specific areas along the M9 and outside of the
LVIA Study Area where a photomontage was not captured.

Firstly, it is to be noted that it is not possible to produce a photomontage from every receptor in the
LVIA Study Area and that other tools such as ZTV mapping and information gathered during site visits
are also used to determine potential landscape and visual effects, As well as specific receptors,
photomontages or photowires can used to represent the views from general areas. For instance, views
from the east looking towards the Proposed Development from the Barrow Valley show the proposed
turbines to have a similar form above the distant ridgeline of the Killeshin Hills. In the LVIA, views
from easterly perspectives were represented by a total of 20 No. photomontages and photowire
viewpoints from a variety of geographical perspectives and receptors, including from the north-east, east
and south-east.

The following text was stated in Chapter 14 of the EIAR:

“Photomontages are just one of the tools employed during the LVIA that was
conducted in order to inform the assessment of fandscape and visual effects. It
would be a disproportionate measure to include an individual photomontage
from every residential dwelling and this is not required to conduct a thorough and
robust assessinent of landscape and visual effects. In Fne with the guidance laid
out in the GLVIA (2013), the viewpoints selected for the LVIA conducted were
Informed by a range of factors including the “ZTV analvsis, by fieldwork, and by
desk research” (para 6.18, GLVIA 2013). Furthermore, the GLVIA (2013) states
that represeniative viewpoints are “selected lo represent the experience of
different tvpes of visual receptor, where larger numbers of viewpoints cannot all
be inciuded individually and where the significant effects are unlikely fo differ”
(para 6.19 GLVIA, 2013). It is submitted that the large number of viewpoints used
in the conduct of the LVIA particularly in very close proximity to the proposed
turbines are suflicient to represent the residential receptors within the LVIA study
area, including the “distribution of population” (para 6,18, GLVIA 2013}

Imagery was captured from a total of 20 No. viewpoints in the Barrow valley to the east of the Proposed
Development. 7 No, locations were included as Viewpoints in the Volume 2 Photomontage Booklet -
VP06 and VP13 from the north-ecast; VP VP12 and VP04 from the east; and, VP 05, VP07 and VP11
from the south-east. 13 No. viewpoints were also inchided as photowires in Appendix 14-5 from easterly
perspectives ( PWVPs C; PWVP D; PWVP E; PWVP F; PWVP G; PWVP H; PWVP K; PWVP L;
PWVP M; PWVP N; PWVE O; PWVP P; PWVP () and PWVP T).

Contrary to the statements in the CCC Planners report, the 20 No. visualisations are deemed sufficient
to appropriately assess the full extent of visual effects from receptors to the east of the LVIA Study
Area, which also includes | photomontage viewpoint and two photowire viewpoints representing the
M9 motorway.
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Acceptability of the Proposed Turbines in Combination with other Wind Energy
Developments when viewed from the East

Chapter 14 discusses how the Proposed Developiment is effectively absorbed within the Upland
Landscape of the Killeshin Hills when viewed from the East, including in combination with other
existing and permitied wind energy projects. This is also highlighted previously in this report on Pages
41, 43 and 44 in Section 52.3.3. Whilst the Proposed Development is visible, it is well absorbed in the
background of distant views in the upland landscape centred between the Permitted White Hills Wind
Farm (to the south) and Permitted Bilboa (currently at appeal with ABP) and Existing Gortahile Wind
Farms (to the north). In mind of the existing and permitted developments, the introduction of the
Proposed Development does not bring a novel element to this area of the landscape and due to its
positioning between the other developments it does not extend the horizontal extent of wind energy
seen form the east.

The photomontages illustrate that the staggered linear form of the Proposed Development is coherent
and balanced with the linear fonm of the fdgeline when viewed in the landscape from the east.
Discussion throughout Chapter 14 also highlights the alignment of the Proposed Development with the
siting and design guidelines set out in the WEDGs (DoEHLG, 2006) and Draft WEDGs (DoHPLG,
2019). I'rom the east, the moving components of the turbines (the blades) are visible above the horizon,
causing separation from the complexity of the landcover on the farmed ridges of the Barrow Valley,
therefore eliminating the potential for visual confusion to occur. As detailed throughout Chapter 14, the
proposed turbines were strategically sited to be ‘inset’ to the west of the primary ridgeline of the upland
area. This therefore causes partial screening of lower tower elements when seen from the east and
reduces the visual prominence of the proposed turbines when viewed from the east.

The following text is stated in Section 14.7.3.3.1 of the LVAI in Chapter 14:

“In general, the Proposed Project is not adding new novel elements to this area of
the landscape, the Proposed turbines are generally viewed in combination with
the other existing, permitted, and proposed projects. The assessments in this
LVIA have determined that this upland area has the capacily to absorb additional
wind energy development without significant effects on the character of the
landscape”.

Considering the setback distances and the coherent form of the Proposed Development upon inset
beyond the distant ridgeline considered that there will not be any significant impact on key scenic
sensitivities of views from the east and the proposed turbines are effectively absorbed in one of the only
viable areas for wind energy development in County Carlow (see geospatial analysis previously in
Section 4.2.3.1.

Response to Other Feedback on the LVIA in the CCC
Planner’s Report

LVIA Study Area

CCC’ Planners Report suggests that a larger study area could have been used. As detailed in Section
1.4.1 of the Appendix 14-1 — LVIA Methodology, the use of a 20km buffer from the proposed turbines
for the LVIA Study Area was considered appropriate for the assessment of the Proposed Development
as it adheres to best practice guidance - (Draft DoHPLG 2019 Guidelines (p. 152), DoEHLG 2006

Guidelines (p.94)). 20km is generally considered as appropriate as significant landscape and visual
effects are unlikely to oceur from receptors located greater than 20km from turbines.

No Direct views of turbines 3, 4 and 5

CCC’s Planner’s Report states:
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“ft is also noted that none of the selected closerange viewpoints include direct
views of turbines 3, 4 or 5. direct views of turbines 3, 4 and & which are positioned
in close proximity to the public road with limited set-back”

Viewpaint 1 in the Photomontage Booklet provides a relatively direct view of turbines 3 which is one of
the closest to the viewpoint. It is to be noted that isolated rural local roads are not representative of
High sensitivity receptors, particularly the local road which traverses through the site near to turbines 3,
4 and 5. Viewpoint selection prioritised locations nearby local residential properties, as well as the
designated scenic routes which represent higher sensitivity receptors. Also, as shown in the route
screening analysis mapping, there is dense mature vegetation lining a large proportion of the local road
network swrrounding the site and photomontages were not captured form the local road where there
would be no views in the direction of the proposed turbines, particulazly the local road immediately
east of the site near turbine T03 and TS5,

Landscape and Visual Assessment of Turbine Range

CCC’s Planner’s Report Stated the following:

“Whifst maximum tip height and hub height has been allowed for this assessment
it is noted that a medium rotor diameter of 150m has been applied and not the
maximum agreed parameter of 155m”

The Planner’s Report is correct in relation to the primary module used for assessment in the TVIA,

however the maximum rotor was also addressed and included in the assessment. Section 14.1,3.2 of
Chapter 14 discusses the range of turbine dimensions assessed in the LVIA. The model used for all
ZTV mapping photomontage visualisations was:

#  Maximum Tip Height: 180m;
»  Maximum Hub Height: 105m;
> Rotor Diameter: 150m:;

The turbine configuration above was selected within the proposed range for inclusion for all viewpoints
within the photomontage booklet (and all photowires in Appendix 14-5). The basis for this selection
was that this combination is likely to show the greatest extent of the entire turbine structure (hub, blades
and tower) and is likely to be the most visible from the Viewpoints assessed in this LVIA. The hub (or
‘Nacelle’) of a turbine is a prominent focal point and the visual prominence of a turbine is typically
increased if the hub is viewed above a landscape feature, rather than below. Therefore, the turbine
configuration above (Tip Height 180: Hub Height 105m; Rotor Diameter 150m) which incorporates the
maximum hub height and maximum tip height is likely to increase the visual prominence of turbines
and represents a precautionary scenario for likely significant landscape and visual effects within the
range proposed. This turbine configuration constitutes the tallest height for the purposes of modelling
HalfBlade Zone of Theoretical Visibility {£1V) Maps and was the model used for all ZTVsin in
Chapter 14 Chapter. The ZTV map generated from the proposed turbines is presented and discussed
in Section 14.3.

A tarbine model comprising the largest rotor diameter of 155 metres was also assessed — termed
‘Maximum Scenario |'which includes a turbine model with maximum rotor and maximum tip height.
This model was included in two photomontage visualisations from the two viewpoints in closest
proximity to the turbines {Viewpoints 14 and 15). These were considered in the impact assessment
tables in Appendix 14-3, and a conclusion is included in relation to turbine range in Section 14.7.3.4,
which states:

“The photomontage visuals show that there is barely a discernible difference
between the different ranges. The difference is only just evident with the aid of a
comparative wireline {the alternative turbine envelope overlain the Median
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Scenario used for all Viewpoints). Irrespective of which range is used, the
determination of kkely significant residual visual eflects will not be altered.”

Summary of Response Refusal Reason 1

Due to the contradictory policies within the County Development Plan, and the fact that policy
objective WE. P4, along with the associated wind energy zoning and target, is not consistent with
national and regional renewable energy policy, itis submitted that the proposed Seskin Wind Farm
neither material contravenes nor is contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the
area, as suggested in Carlow County Couwncil’s refusal.

As outlined in Chapter 14 of the EIAR and detailed in this appeal document, the following key points
justify the permission of the Proposed Development from an LVIA perspective and are contrary to the
landscape and visual refusal reasons cited in Carlow in their refusal and in CCC's Planner’s Report:

> From a landscape perspective, the uplands region of the Killeshin Hills comprises
some of the only viable areas for wind energy development in Co. Carlow as is
comprehensively detailed and illustrated by mapping outputs from a geospatial
analysis in Section 4.2.3.1. The mapping exercise and analysis of policy in this appeal
has shown local planning policy and zoning for both wind and landscape are
deficient, incongruent and not fit for purpose, particularly in mind of national
planning policy which supports the development of wind energy in Ireland.

> Upland landscape types in general and the Proposed Development site itself is an
eminently suitable landscape for absorbing the infrastructure of a wind energy
development;

»  'The upland area of the Killeshin Hills LCA and wider area within the visual envelope
of the Proposed Development can effectively accommodate and absorb the Proposed
Development without compromising the key sensitive landscape characteristics of
County Carlow.

7 The mitigation measures implemented as part of the iterative design of the Proposed
Development are as effective as is possible with regards to reducing, as is feasibly
possible, potential for landscape and visual effects of a wind farm, therefore in line
with many local landscape planning policies.

»  The Proposed Development will not have any significant impacts on the key scenic
sensitivities of designated scenic routes or protected views;

> The Proposed Development is effectively absorbed within the landscape when seen
in combination with other existing and permitted wind energy development from
sensitive receptors in the Barrow Valley to the East of the site,

In mind of the factors addressed in this section of the report and summarised in the points above, it is
clear that refusal of the Proposed Development on wind energy policy and landscape and visual
grounds would eliminate the opportunity to generate renewable energy in one of the very few (if not
the only) suitable sites for the development of commercial wind project in County Cadow. Refusal
would therefore be contrary to the proper planning at a national level with national policy directives in
place to support Ireland achieve its climate and carbon emission targets. It is reminded that the Board,
as a public body, in so far as practical, perform its functions in a manner consistent with the Climate
Action Plan 2024, the National Energy & Climate Plan 2021 - 2030 and other national climate
mitigation and adaptation plans.

Should An Bord Pleandla, in its assessment of the application, consider that the Proposed Development
does materially contravene the policies or objectives of the County Development Plan, it is reminded
that under Section 37(2}(a) of the Planning Act, An Bord Pleanala may grant permission even if the
proposed development contravenes materially the County Development Plan. ‘The circumstances which
would make it appropriate for An Bord Pleanala to exercise its discretion under Section 37(2)(a) {or
indeed Section 37(2){b) of the Planning Act are cutlined in Section 3 above.
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Reason for Refusal 2 - Traffic and Transport

Carlow County Council’s second reason for refusal is stated as follows:

2 The proposed wind farm development is located in an upland area which fs 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 submitted plans and particulars, including the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report, have faled to satistactorly demonstrate that the
local road network is of adequate capacily and design lo accormmodate the volume and
frequency of HGV traffic along the proposed haud routes. Accordingly, to permiit the proposed
development would fikely result in significant adverse impacts on the Jocal road network,
would endanger public safety by reason of a traffic hazard and obstruction of road users, and
would therefpre be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Grounds of Appeal against Refusal Reason 2

This response was prepared by Alan Lipscombe Traffic and Transport Consultants Ltd, whom,
together with MKO, prepared Chapter 15.1 - Traffic and Transport, of the Environmental Impact
Assessment Report (EIAR) and the Appendix 152 of the ETAR - Traffic Management Plan.

It is noted that the Reason for Refusal 2, set out above, is extracted from the summary of the CCC
Transportation Report. The issues raised by the Transportation Report are addressed below. Further
issues were raised within CCC’s Planner’s Report and are addressed in Section 4.3.1.2 of this response.

Issues Raised in Internal Transportation Report

It is noted that the conclusion of the internal Transportation Report is extracted as Refusal Reason No,
2 and is addressed in this section. Additional points of detail raised in the Transportation Repont,
together with the Applicant Team Responses are as follows.

The existing road network and potential damage resulting from the construction of the
Proposed Development

The following concerns were raised

> The local road network providing access to the development consists of the 1-30372,
1-3037, 1-7123 and the E-1837, which are legacy roads that have neither been
designed or constructed to carry the loads proposed by the development during the
construction phase as outlined in ETIAR Chapter 15,

7 Existing open drains run adjacent to significant lengths of these roads which make the
road structure additionally vulnerable to damage from both the heavy loads and also
the laying of the underground cables to facilitate the grid connection.

»  Itis noted that the applicant proposes a pre-condition survey of the roads prior to
construction to record the condition of the roads, which it is presumed in the CCC
Internal Transportation Report, that it will record the lack of structure to the network.

? It is further anticipated in the CCC Internal Transportation Report that given the
likely composition of the soil layer significant heavy loads will cause significant rutting
and dips as roads are “floating” roads on boggy type lands. The report further
suggests that given the high volume of HGV's with heavy loads it is anticipated that
significant reconstruction of the local road network will be required and there is
insufficient information with regards to proposals post construction on the network
with regards to both the road structure and adjacent open drains.

JH
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Applicant Response

Of the local roads highlighted by CCC, as set out in Section 15.1.4.1 of the EIAR, it is not proposed to
use the L-30372 or its junction with the 1-3037 for the delivery of materials during the construction of
the Proposed Development. During the construction phase the L-30372 will only be used as a crossing
point between from the southern part of the Proposed Wind Farm site (Turbines 3 to 7} to the northern
section (Turbines 1 and 2), and not used as a construction haul route for the Proposed Wind Farm.

Sirndarly the L7123 is a local secondary road that runs to the south of the Proposed Wind Famm site
and will not be used as a construction haul route for the Proposed Wind Farm.

As detailed in Section 15.1.3.3 of the EIAR, in order to facilitate the construction of the Proposed
Development, all concrete, rock and hardcore material that will be required during the construction
will be sourced from local, appropriately authorised quarries. The potential routes for general
construction materials for the purposes of the EIAR assessment, is as per the routes identified in Figure
15-1 of the EIAR considered for the turbine components via the N78, 1-1834, 1-1835, L-3037 {road in
which the site entrance is located as identified in Figure 4-22a) with the additional route from the north
of Leighlinbridge via the R#48° and 1-3037 (road in which the site entrance is located). The L-3037
road where the site entrance is located, along with the L-1834 and 1-1835, is a road network that has
speed limits of 80 kph and provides for two-way traffic with grass verges. This road network provides
access to the N78 and R448 for the turbine delivery compoenent and construction matexials haul routes.
As identified above, and in the interest of clarity, the 1-30372 and L-7123 will not be used as a
construction haul route for the Proposed Development.

The Proposed Grid Connection route cabling is proposed within the 1-30372 and there will be
construction taking place along a 1.8km section of this road for a short duration {estimated 19 days).
The Traffic Management Plan included as Appendix 152 of the FIAR, and Figure 15 -7f identifies the
proposed diversion route of 4.7 kms for the duration of these construction works along the L-7123. As
identified above, and in the interest of clarity, the L7123 will not be used as a construction haul route
for the Proposed Development but as diversion route for the Proposed Grid Connection Route works
for a short duration (19 days).

A detailed Traffic Management Plan, included as Appendix 152 of the EIAR, will be finalised and
confirmatory detailed provisions in respect of traffic management measures will be developed in detail
and submitted for agreement with Carlow County Council and Kilkenny County Council and An
Garda Siochéna prior to construction works commencing.

While it is proposed that the delivery stage of the Proposed Development will include the delivery of
abnormally laxge loads, the loads are not abnormal in terms of their weight, with all axle loadings being
within accepted national limits, as set outin Table 15-1 of the EIAR, which addresses scoping issues
raised by Transport Infrastructure Ireland. Itis also noted that all 5IGVs delivering materials to and
from the Proposed Development site, including the Proposed Wind Farm site and the Proposed Grid
Connection Route, will be made by standard HGVs, trucks and cement mixers. All of these vehicle
types currently use the L-3037, L-1834 and L-1835 local road network.

While it would be expected that the existing local road network, that will provide access to and from
the Proposed Wind Farm site and the Proposed Grid Connection Route, should be capable of
providing for standard HGV deliveries, as set out in Section 15.1.12.5.2 of the EIAR, a commitment is
made to underiake a pre-condition survey of all haulage routes associated with the Proposed
Development prior to construction commencement to record the condition of the roads, and the
location and status of existing bridges and culverts. A commitment is also made by the Applicant to
repair any damage to roads or other structures as a result of the Proposed Development and to
undertake a post construction survey when the work is complete to ensure full reinstaternent of

0 Incorrectly referenced on page 15-14 in Chapter 15 as N52
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roadgfstructures to their original condition. The timing and format of these surveys will be agreed with
the local authority prior to commencement of construction, The Applicant can also commit to put in
place a road reinstatement bond with the local authority prior to commencement, if additional security
is required.

The traffic management plan will incorporate details of the road network to be used by construction
traffic, including over-sized loads, and detailed arrangements for the protection of roads, bridges,
culverts or other structures to be traversed, as may be required. The plan will also contain details of
how the developer intends to engage with and notify the local community in advance of the delivery of
oversized loads. Any works, including reinstaternent works, to existing junctions on the national road
network will comply with Transport Infrastructure Ireland (TII) standards as outlined in TII
Publications and shall be subject to Road Safety Audit as appropriate.

Potential impacts at Black Bridge

1t is noted in the CCC Internal Transportation Report that the Black Bridge located on the boundary of
the L3037 and L1837 will require to be strengthened to carry the construction traffic and the abnormal
Ioads. While it is acknowledged that a strengthening proposal was submitied as part of the EIAR based
on a visual inspection, it was considered in the CCC Internal Transportation Report that it would not
be appropriate to make a grant of planning permission for these works in the absence of a fitll structural
assessment and complete design of the bridge having due consideration of the heritage of the bridge,
load bearing capacity and the hydrological capacity fincluding the possible impact of the proposed
development on surface water flows and retention in the area and climate considerations).

Applicant Response

The applicant is collaborating with the developer of the White Hills Wind Farm (White Hills Wind
Limited) (ABP Ref: 315365-22) with regard to strengthening works at Black Bridge. If permitted, it is the
intention of the Applicant to continue collaborating during the undertaking of the proposed bridge
strengthening works. For clarity, the proposed strengthening works at Black Bridge are the same works
as those previously permitted by the Board for the White Hills Wind Farmm SID application.,

Itis noted that concerns were raised by Kilkenny County Council in response to the White Hills Wind
Farm application in relation to the proposed works at Black Bridge while Carlow County Council
raised no objections to the proposed sirengthening works in the White Hills Wind Farm application,
The design clarification and commitments provided in the response to submissions by White Hill
Winds Limited have been incorporated into this application.

The proposed strengthening works were granted by the Board on the 213 November 2023, with the

associated condition:

16 ‘Al works shall be carried out to Black Bridge, Protected Structure or Crettyard Bridge shall
bhe carried out under the supervision of a qualified professional with specialised conservation
expertise and in accordance with best conservation practice as detailed in “Architectural
Heritage Protection: Guidelines for Planuing Authoriites” issued by the Department of the
Environment, Heritage and Local Government in 2011. An Architectural Impact Assessment
shall be submitted for the written agreement of the Planning Authorily prior fo the
commencement of any works.

Reason: To ensure that the character and infegrity of the protected structure and NIAH fisted structures
Is maintained and protected from unnecessary damage and loss of fabric.’

It is evident from the above that the Board came to the conclusion that all of the issues raised with
regards to the permitted works at Black Bridge could be dealt with by condition.
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However, in order to address the concems raised by CCC as part of the subject application, the
following topics relating to the Black Bridge are addressed hereunder.

Heritage of the bridge

As identified in Section 13.4.3.5 in Chapter 13 of the EIAR (Cultural Heritage), the raising of the
parapet walls will be carried ont in consultation with the Planning Authority, specifically with regard to
the use of appropriate materials and finishes which should be in keeping with the character and
appearance of the Protected Structure D84, Black Bridge. A comprehensive parapet wall construction
works plan (to be prepared by a suitably qualified historic building consultant or conservation architect)
will be undertaken and will detail construction methodologies to be followed, materials to be utilised
and finishes to be applied to ensure consistency and conformity with the existing parapet walls. The
potential residual effect after the implementation of the mitigation measures is likely to be Not
Significant.

Load bearing capacity and proposal based on visual inspection

A preliminary structural assessment on the Black Bridge has been conducted by Jennings O’Donovan &
Partners Limited which is included as Appendix 4-5 of the EIAR, ‘Bridge Crossing Structural
Assessment Report’ The assessment of the masonty arches of the Black Bridge has been carried out in
accordance with BA 16/97: The Assessment of Highway Bridges and Structures which incorporates the
modified MEXE method which determines the capacity of masonry arches in terms of allowable axle
weights. The assessment utilises measurements taken onsite at the Black Bridge in the modified MEXE
method, and identifies the required strengthening works to reinforce the bridge. The upgrade works,
which has been informed by the assessment, are for the provision of a 175mm thick reinforcing
concrete slab on the road carriageway/bridge deck, over the existing road surface and involves the
raising of the parapet walls from c. 1200mm to 1250mm, and road surface dressing.

Hydrological capacity:

As identified in Section 9.3.6 in Chapter 9 (Water), a Flood Risk Assessment for the Project has been
carried out by HES and included as Appendix 9-4. National Indicative Fluvial Flood Mapping

Fluvial flood zones are mapped along the Dinin River at Black Bridge, however, there is an existing
watercourse crossing at this location and the works will result in no displacement of floodwaters. Further
to this, it is identified in Section 9.5.2.14 that no significant effects will occur as all works are relatively
minor and localised and cover very small areas; the excavation/earthworks will all be small scale, these
works are distributed over a wide area; and all works are temporary in nature.

The potential for the release of suspended solids to watercourse receptors is a risk to water quality and
the aquatic quality of the receptor. Proven and effective measures to mitigate the risk of releases of
sediment have been proposed and will break the pathway between. the potential sources and the
receptor. The residual effect will be negative, imperceptible, indirect, short term, unlikely effect on
down gradient rivers, water quality, and dependant ecosysterns.

Detailed Construction Environmental Management Plan

A CEMP has been prepared for the Proposed Development and is included in Appendix 4-4 of this
EIAR. Section 2.3.15 of the CEMP identifies the construction methodology for the works to be carried
out at the Black Bridge. The CEMP also states that a detailed Architectural Assessment will be carried
out by the Project Archaeologist/Conservation Architect prior to any construction works, and agreed
with the Local Authorities, and that the Black Bridge carriageway strengthening works will be carded
out to the specifications of the OPW bridge design guidelines ‘Construction, Replacement or Alteration
of Bridges and Cuiverts - A Guide to Applying for Consent under Section 50 of the Arterial Drainage
Act 1945 and in consultation with Inland Fisheries Ireland.
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In the event planning permission is granied for the Proposed Development, a pre-construction survey
on the Black Bridge will be undertaken, and detailed arrangements for the protection of roads, bridges,
culverts or other structures to be traversed, as may be required. Similarly, the CEMP will be updated
prior to the commencement of the development, to address the requirements of any relevant planning
conditions, including any additional mitigation measures which are conditioned and will be submitted
to the Planning Authority for written approval.

Conclusion of the CCC Internal Transportation Report, which is also Refusal reason No 2
provided by CCC

Refusal Reason 2 is as follows:

The proposed wind farm development is located in an upland area which is predominately served by a
local road network of restricted width and capacity. Having regards 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 submitted plans and particulars, including the Environmental Impact Assessment
Report, have failed to satistactorily demonstrate that the Jocal road network is of adegnate capacity and
design to acconunodate the volume and frequency of HGV traffic along the proposed haul routes.
Accordingly, to permit the proposed developrrient would likely result in significant adverse impacts on
the local road network, would endanger public safety by reason of at traffic hazard and obstruction of
road users, and would therefore be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the
area.

Applicant Response

While it is considered that many of the points set out in the Conclusion of the CCC Transportation
Report (and Refusal Reason No 2) are addressed in the responses to specific points raised in the report
and addressed above, the following additional issues highlighted in Refusal Reason No 2, together with
Applicant’s responses are provided below.

Geometric capacity of road network

While the structural capacity of the network is addressed in the paragraphs above, the capacity in terms
of raffic volumes is considered below.

Applicant Response

An assessment of the capacity of the road network to accornmodate the additional traffic velumes
generated during the construction of the Proposed Development is addressed in detail in Section 15.1.6
Traffic Effects During Construction, Operation and Decommissioning of the EIAR.

Link capacity

In terms of the link carrying capacity of the routes accessing the Proposed Development, the additional
traffic volumes are forecast to peak on the 7 days that the 80 loads of concrete will be delivered to the
site per day. Onmn these days, if approaching the site from the north, it is forecast that the increase in
traffic volumes will range from +10.4% on the N78 eastern arm from the direction of Athy (Link 1), to
+46.7% on the L-1834 between the N78 and the Proposed Wind Farm site access (Link 2). i
approaching from the south it is forecast that traffic flows on the R448 just north of Leighlinbridge (Link
3) will increase by 4.9% and on the L-3037 travelling towards the Proposed Wind Farm site access (Link
4) by 16.2%.

In terms of link capacity the busiest link is forecast to be the R448 (Link 3) which is estimated to

operate at 79% of capacity without the additional traffic forecast to be generated by the Proposed
Development. For this road it is forecast that during the 7 foundation pouring days the level of capacity

ol
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will increase to 83% (or 4% points above base) before reducing to a maximum of 81% capacity (or 2%
points above base).

For the 11834 (Link 2) travelling south toward the site access junction on the L-3037 is forecast to
operate at 19% of link capacity in the construction year without any development generated traffic. Itis
forecast that during the 7 foundation pouring days the level of capacity will increase to 25% (or 10%
points above base) before reducing to a maximum of 23% capacity (or 4% points above base).

Based on this assessment it is established that the network will continue to operate within capacity
during the construction of the Proposed Development.

[unction capacity

Junction capacity tests were undertaken for the N78 / -1834 /1.-5872 junction and the proposed wind
farm access junction on the L-3037. Both of these junctions were established to operate well within
capacity with the former established to operate at a maximum of 18.0% capacity and the later 4.2%
capacity, during the construction of the Proposed Development. With up to 85% capacity considered to
be an acceptable level of operation in accordance with TII guidelines, it is considered that these
junctions will operate will within capacily during the construction of the Proposed Development.

Road safety
The following statemnent forms part of the Refusal Reason No 2;

Accordingly, to permit the proposed development would likely result in significant adverse impacts on
the local road network, would endanger public safety by reason of at traflic hazard and obstruction of
road users, and would therefore be conirary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the
area,

Applicant Response
As established in this response the following summary points contradict this statement;

7 As demonstrated in Chapter 15 of the EIAR, the highway capacity and junction
capacity are more than adequate to provide for the additional traffic volumes that will
be generated during the construction of the Proposed Development, and

? A Stage | Road Safety Audit was subsequently undertaken for the Proposed
Development as set out in Section 3 below. The Audit identified 2 minor issues for
which the design team responses were accepted by the auditors.

In summary, the Applicant disagrees that the Proposed Development represents a traffic hazard or will
result in an obstruction to road users.

L

Additional Roads and Transportation Issues Raised in the CCC
Planner’s Report

While the majority of the roads and transportation related issues raised in the Planner’s Report
prepared by CCC are common to those set out in the CCC Transportation Report, additional issues
raised in the section titled “Traffic/Roads Impacts” in pages 30 to 33 of the Planner’s report, together
with the Applicant’s responses, are summarised as below.

S
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Insufficient consideration given to potential cumulative impacts with neighbouring
permitted wind farm developments

There are concerns that sufficient consideration has not been given to the cumulative impacts from the
potential simultaneous construction of Bilboa Wind Farn and White Hills Wind Farm and the subject
development on the local road network. The contention that the construction phase of the subject
development will be scheduled, where possible, to avoid the construction phases of thee permitted
wind farm developments is vague and it is unclear how timelines for construction could effectively be
agreed with developers.

Applicant’s Response

The potential for cumulative impacts with the neighbouring Bilboa and White Hill Wind Farms is
assessed in Section 15.1.12.7 of the EIAR. While it is acknowledged that the Applicant does not have
control of the scheduling of the construction of these developments, it will clearly benefit all
developments if agreement is reached by the various developers to phase the constructions of the
development in order to minimise the impacts on the common sections of the delivery routes. The
Applicant has already been collaborating with the White Hills wind farm developer regarding turbine
delivery works and the proposed upgrades to the Black Bridge. The traffic management plan will
incorporate details of the road network to be used by construction traffic, and identify in consultation
with the Local Authority, a construction schedule that is cognisant of any other construction work and
raffic management plans that is before or to be agreed by the Local Authority at that time. In the event
that the construction phase for the Proposed Development overlaps with either of the permitted
development or proposed development, the cumulative impacts of thig scenario are set out in Section
15.1.12.7 of the FIAR, and are established to be negative, short-term and slight to moderate, based on
the potential overlap of TDRs and associated traffic generation.

Potential conflicts of interest with the permitted White Hills Wind Farm in relation tc
remedial works for Black Bridge

The Planning Authosity also note that there is an extant planning permission for road strengthening
works as part of the White Hills proposal to Black Bridge, which raises concerns regarding any potential
contlicts of interest or different requirements that may have been stipulated as part of the proposal. The
curnulative assessment has focused only on the traffic impacts from potential simultaneous construction
of the adjoining wind farm developments and has not considered the detailed design of these proposals
{for example the proposed strengthening works to Black Bridge) and any potential conflict that may
arise with the current proposal.

Applicant’s Response

The proposed strengthening works at Black Bridge are the same as those permitted for the White Hills
Wind Farm. The Applicant for the Proposed Development engaged with the developer for the White
Hills project on the turbine delivery route works and have proposed the same required works in order
to reduce any additional construction work on the N78/1.1835 temporary link road and Black Bridge.
The structural assessment report for the Black Bridge produced by Jennings Donovan Partners is the
same as that submitted as part of the Further Information Response for the White Hills planning
application to An Bord Pleanala (ABP Ref: 315365-22).

Road Safety Audit

A Road Safety Audit was not carried out as part of the assessment and it is stated that this will be
windertaken at the detailed design siage.

Applicant’s response
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Traffico Road Safety Engineering Consultants Ltd were commissioned to undertake a Stage 1 Road
Safety Audit for the access arrangements for the Proposed Wind Farm site, in accordance with GE-STY-
(01024 Road Safety Audit Guidelines, TII, December 2017. The Stage | Road Safety Audit Report is
included in appendix 2 of this report.

As documented in the Andit Report, the Audit Team identified 2 potential Problems. For each
Problem identified the Design Team are required to provide a response, as documented in Appendix
A, Road Safety Audit Feedback Form of the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit Report. The 2 problems
identified, together with the Design Teams response and whether the response was accepted by the
Audit Team are set out below.

Problem 2.1 — Impact of Stream Crossing on Abnormal Load — Location 5, Temporary Access, Stream
to Fast of Local Road 1.1834

The Audit Teams notes that failing to make suitable provision for the stream crossing could lead to the
abnormal loads grounding and becoming trapped. It could also lead to flooding on the L1834

The Audit Team recommends that Appropriate measures should be set in place to facilitate the stream
crossing of the abnormal load.

The Design Team Response is as follows - During the period that the temporary access is in use during
the delivery of the abnormally sized loads measures will be put in place to ensure that the egress onio
the L1834 at this location is flat and that the flow of the existing stream is maintained by means of a
temporary culvert,

The Design Team response was accepted in in the Road Safety Audit Feedback Form included as
Appendix A of the Audit Report.

Problem 2.2 - Sightlines Partially Obscured by Field Boundary — Location 7, Access junction A, Field
Boundary

Sightlines to the left appear to be partially obscured by the existing field boundary, which includes
ditch, foliage and some trees. This could lead to side impact type collisions within the access junction’s
conflict zone.

The Audit Teamn recommends that the ditch should be modified to ensure that an appropriate sightline
is provided at the location described.

The Design Team Response is as follows - It is confirmed that all existing obstructions that are
currently located within the required visibility splays shown in Figure 15-12 of the EIAR, including the
existing field boundary and foliage / trees are within the control of the applicant and will be removed
during the construction of the Proposed Wind Farm. The visibility splays will be kept clear during both
the construction and operational stages of the proposed development.

The Design Team response was accepted in in the Road Safety Audit Feedback Form included as
Appendix A of the Audit Report.

Summary of Stage 1 Road Safety Audit - The Audit Team raised 2 potential road safety problems. The
Design Team agreed with each problem and each recommendation suggested by the Audit Team and
provided a detailed solution describing each mitigation measure proposed. Itis confirmed that each
solution was to the satisfaction of the RSA Team.
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Refusal Reason 3 - Noise

Carlow County Council’s second reason for refusal is stated as follows:

3. From an assessment of background noise levels and predicted cumulative noise levels for
nighttime noise detailed in Chapter 12 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report, it has
not been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority, due to the submission of
Insutficient information, that the predicted increase in the cumulative noise emvironment for
the operational phase of the proposed wind farm development would not give rise to adverse
impacts on local residents. Therefore, to permit the proposed development in the absence of
this information would be prejudicial to public health and the protection of the residential
amenities of the area and would therefore be contrary to the proper planning and
development of the area.

Grounds of Appeal against Refusal Reason 3

This response was prepared by TNEIL, whom, together with MKO, prepared Chapter 12 - Noise, of the
EIAR. The EIAR chapter is supported by three Technical Appendices {which are referred to
collectively as ‘the noise assessment’):

> Appendix 12-1: Construction Noise Report;
> Appendix 12-2: Wind Turbine Operational Noise Report; and,
> Appendix 12-3: BESS Operational Noise Report.

The following response has been prepared by James Mackay, Director of Environment & Engineering
at TNEI Services Limited (TNEI}, an energy consultancy specialising in the planning and development
of energy generation and energy infrastructure projects. James holds the degree of Bachelor of Science
in Environmental Science, a Diploma in Acoustics and Noise Control and is a full Member of the
Institute of Acoustics in the United Kingdom (UK).

4 Background

The noise assessment was reviewed by the HSE Environmental Health Department who provided a
consultation response to the CCC Planning Section dated 14" June 2024. It is evident that the
conclusions of the HSE submission formed the basis of the Planning Authority’s third refusal point. In
relation to noise, the submission concluded that;

7. The applicant has predicted that there will be no significant noise eflects during the construction
phase, however, a munber of locations have been identified where exceedances of levels outlined in
B55228 may occur during particular periods of construction. It is recommended that the applicant
notifies the local receptors who may be impacted during these periods of construction, they should be
advised of the period of time and the level of disruption which may be expected. General guidance for
controlfing construction noise through the use of good practice given in BS 5228 should be followed.
During construction of the proposed wind farm, operations should be limited to working times
incorporated in any planning permission.

8. An examination of the background noise levels and predicted cumulative noise levels for night time
noise indicates an increase of more than 10dBA at a number of noise assessment locations at varying
wind speeds. The predicted increase in the cumulative noise environment above the background level
indicates a significant change in the night ime noise environment at a number of sensitive receptors.
This change in the noise environment, even at low noise levels, could have an adverse effect on health.
1t is recommended that the applicant cairies out firther assessment and proposes possible mitigation
measures to ensure that noise levels do not have an adverse impact on local residents,

17
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9. The NEHS recommends that the operators are compelled by conditions of planning permission,
should it be granted, to manage the construction, operation and decomumissioning of the proposed wind
farn in a manner which ensures local residents are not exposed o excessive noise, the applicant should
be required to comply with relevant best practice, legislation and guidelines. It is recommended that the
mifigation measures outlined in Section 12.7.2 of the EIAR should be included as a condition of
pPlanning permission should it be granted.’

It is noted that that the response does not include a specific objection in relation to noise, rather, the
information in points 7 and 9 discusses the need for appropriate noise related planning conditions
(which are discussed further below in Section 4.4.1.5), whilst point 8 recommends that further
assessment is undertaken, and that consideration is given to possible mitigation measures. To reiterate,
the response does not provide any specific reason or recommendation for refusal an the grounds of
noise,

CCC did not request further information as recommended in in point 8 of the HSE Environmental
Health Departments submission. On the 5% of July 2024, CCC decided to refuse permission on three
grounds, the third of which related to noise: ‘3. From an assessment of background noise level and
predicted camulative noise levels for night-time noise detailed in Chapter 12 of the Environmental
Impact Assessment Report, it has not be demonstrated to the satistaction of the Planning Authority, due
lo the submission of insufficient infprmation, that the predicted increase in cumulative noise
environment for the operational phase of the proposed wind farm development would not give rise to
adverse impacts on Jocal residents. Therefore, to permit the proposed development in the absence of
this information would be prejudicial to public health and the protection of residential amenities of the
area and would therefore be contrary to the proper planning and development of the area.’

Each of the points raised above is considered in the sections below,

Noise limits and noise assessment methodology

The operational noise assessment (presented in Appendix 12-2) considered cumulative wind turbine
noise impacts in detail. The assessment presented the results of a background noise survey and set out
suitable noise lmits that need to be met by the combined operation of all wind turbines in the area
{referred to hereafter as ‘the Total WEDG Noise Limits’}. The assessment concluded that, subject to the
adoption of suitable mitigation measures'!, predicted cumulative noise levels would comply with the
proposed noise limits that were set in accordance with the relevant guidance (Wind Energy
Development Guidelines, 2006' (WEDG 2006’)12.

As set out in Appendix 122, the WEDG 2006 are the current guidelines for setting noise limits for wind
energy developments (and the guidelines were referenced on page 12 of CCC’s Planner’s Report). The
information relating to noise in the WEDG 2006 is very limited, though it is widely agreed that the
limits proposed in the WEDG 2006 were drafted to broadly align with the UK guidance ETSU-R-97
‘The Assessment and Rating of Noise fiom Wind Farms™?. In 2013, the UK guidance was
supplemented by a document produced by the Institute of Acoustics ‘4 good practice guide to the
application of EISU-R-97 for the assessment and rating of wind turbine noise’ (I0A GPG). Throughout
the operational noise assessment'%, reference was made to guidance contained in ETSU-R-97 and the
10A GPG to supplement the WEDG 2006.

! This involves operating turbines in Jow noise mode. This involves resiricting the rotor speed with a corresponding reducton in
noise emissions and electrical power generation.

¥ Department of Environment. Heritage and Local Government (DoFEHLG).

Jrtps: vus.oode en gkl acion FESe wind cnerey -devedopmene cuidedines 2. Wind Energy Development Guidelines.
[Oulinef 2006.

¥ ETSU for the DT] (Department of Trade and Industry. The Working Group on Noise from Wind Turbines ETSU-R-97 The
Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms’ 1996.

2 REF: Institute of Acoustics. Good Practice Guidance on the application of ETSU-R-97 for wind turbine noise assessment. 2013,
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The use of the WEDG 2006 to set noise limits and assess proposed wind energy developments is
consistent with the approach adopted in recent appeals including the Fahy Beg Wind Farm
(ABP-317227-23), which was granted permission in a Board Direction dated 20-02-2024, and Strategic
Infrastructure Development (SID) applications including the Sheskin South Wind Farm {ABP-315933),
which was granted permission on 13%® March 2024.

The Total WEDG Naise Limits are set 5 dB above the existing background noise levels but are subject
to fixed minimum limits when background noise levels are low. The concept of fixed minintum limits is
discussed in ETSU-R97, which states on page 60, that:

‘Applying the margin above background approach to some of the very quiet arcas in the UK would
imply setting noise kmits down to say 25-30dB{A) based upon background levels perhaps as low as 20-
25dB(A). Limits of this level would prove very restrictive on the development of wind cnergy. As
demonstrated below, it is not necessary to restrict wind furbine noise below certain lower fixed lmits in
order to provide a reasonable degree of protection to the amenity.”

ETSU-R97 then goes on to consider what fixed minimum limits might be appropriate for the night time
period and concludes:

“The Noise Working Group recormmends that an appropriate fixed kimit for the night-ime is 43dB({A).”

The approach set out in ETSU-R97 to setting night time fixed minimum limits was also adopted in the
WEDG 2006, which states:

Separate noise limits should apply for day-time and for nighttime. During the njght the protection of
external amenity becomes less important and the emphasis should be on preventing sleep disturbance.
A fixed limit of 43dB(A) will protect sleep inside properties during the night. ‘Neither the WEDG 2006
nor ETSU-R97 include a maximum allowable difference between background noise and predicted
turbine noise and instead rely on the use of fixed minimum limits when background noise levels are
low. Accordingly, the appropriate test to be applied when considering operational noise from the
proposed development is whether noise meets the proposed noise limits, which incorporate the
appropriate fixed minimum limits. The fixed minimum limits used in the noise assessment are set out in
Section 2.5 of Appendix 12-2 of the EIAR. As stated in Section 0, the predicted noise levels will meet
the noise limits set in accordance with the WEDG 2006.

In addition, it should be noted that the Total WEDG Noise Limits have already been established for a
number of noise sensitive receptoss in the area and these limits are set out in the noise conditions
attached to nearby previously consented wind farms, for example Bilboa Wind Farm (ABP Ref:
318295). In particular, this includes limits for properties to the north of the proposed development
(some of which were referenced in the HSE Environmental Health Departments consultation response).
1t is noted that the approach adopted to setting noise limits in the operational noise assessment for the
previously consented Bilboa Wind Farm are consistent with those used in the noise assessment for the
proposed development.

Whilst not repeated here, it should be noted that the operational noise assessment did consider the draft
update to the WEDG (in Section 2.5 of Technical Appendix 12-2), as published for consultation in
2019, and the references in that document to World Health Organisation guidance published in 2018 in
respect of wind turbine noise. The operational noise assessment concluded that it was appropriate for
the assessment to continue to follow the guidance contained within WEDG 2006, supplemented by
ETSU-R-97 and the IOA GPG.

Notwithstanding the fact that predicted cumulaiive noise levels meet the relevant noise level limits, the
HSE's Environmental ealth Department requested that the applicant carries out further assessment
and proposed possible mitigation measures to ensure that noise levels do not have an adverse impact
on local residents. This is considered in the sections below.

it
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Background noise levels and predicted cumulative noise
levels

The HSE’s Environmental Health Department’s consultation response provided a comparison of the
background noise levels measured at Noise Menitoring Location (NML) 1 and compared them to
predicted cumulative noise levels at Noise Assessment Location (NAL4)' and concluded (on PDF page
8 of 10) that:

‘An example of a direct comparison of the background night time noise levels with the predicted
cumulative noise levels as shown in the tables below would indicate an increase of more than 10 dBA
at wind speeds of 4-7myk at NALL. A number of similar predicted cumudative noise level increases over
the background level were noted at varying wind speeds.’

Table 1 below provides a comparison of the relevant data at NAL4. The data in row 2 does show that
the predicted cumulative levels (including the proposed development} are more than 10 dB above the
background noise levels, however, it should also be noted that the cumulative noise levels excluding
the proposed development (row 4) are already 10 dB above the background noise levels i.e. the
addition of the proposed development is not increasing the cumulative noise level by 10 dB, as may be
construed in the above text.

Table 1 - Comparison of background neise and predicted noise levels at NAL4 (dB LAS0, 10 minutes

M1 Speed 115 A8 SLAT '.I.I&a'l () '!i LC1E 1]

Background Noise 186 | 186 | 188 | 20.6 | 236 | 274 | 31.7 | 36 40.1 | 434 | 458 | 466
(night tme)

Predicted - - 303 | 334 | 37.6 | 406 | 413 | 414 | 41.6 | 416 | 41.6 | 41.6
Cumulative Noise
(including the
proposed
development)

Difference (2-1) 11.5 | 128 | 14 132 |96 |54 |15 |18 | 42 | -5

Predicted - - 279|309 | 348 37 | 376|378 381|382 382 | 382
Cumulative Noise
(excluding the
proposed
development)

Difference (4-1) 9.1 103 | 11296 |59 |18 |2 52 | 7.6 | 84

Increase associated 24 |25 |28 |36 |37 [36 |35 |34 |34 |34
with the proposed
development (24)

The appropriate test to be considered in relation to noise is whether the proposed development can
operate in accordance with the relevant guidelines (the noise level limits established in accordance with

'3 Background noise monitoring was undertaken at a representative sample of NMLs, and these were used to set noise kmits at
each of the NALs (the data was NMLI was used to assess NAL4).
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the WEDG 2006) and the EIAR has demonstrated that this can be achieved, and this should be
sufficient to protect residential amenity and no additional mitigation is therefore proposed.

As set out in Section 12.8.2 in the EIAR, it is acknowledged that operational noise associated with the
proposed development would be audible at the closest properties under certain wind speeds and wind
directions. Audibility, however, is not a threshold of acceptability, nonetheless, it is however important
to ensure that suitable planning conditions are attached to any consent to ensure that the amenity of
local residents is protected, and this is discussed further in Section 4.4.1.5 below.

Concerns raised by Consultees and third parties

The CCC Planner’s Report also summarised points raised by third parties. In relation to noise the
Planner’s Report notes {on Page 8 of 42) that submissions objected to /raised concems regarding the
proposed development on the following grounds:

‘Adverse noise impacts from the proposed development including low frequency noise. Impact of
vibrations is not quantified or surveyed.’

Low Freguency Noise

Low Frequency Noise (LFN) and infrasound were discussed in Section 3.2 of the operational noise
report (Technical Appendix 12-2). The term infrasound can be defined as the frequency range below
20 Hz, while low frequency noise (LFN) is typically in the frequency range 20 — 200 Hz. An average
young healthy adult typically has an audible frequency range from 20 Hz to 20,000 Hz, although the
sensitivity of the ear varies with frequency and is most sensitive to sounds with frequencies between 500
Hz and 4,000 Hz.

As noted in the Technical Appendix the WSP BEIS report'® considered a number of studies which
investigated claimed Jinks between adverse health symptoms and infrasound emissions from wind
turbines. The report notes, on page 116, that:

Tt has been demonstrated in controlled experiments, including the involvement of participants self-
reporting to be sensitive to wind turbine inffasound, that exposure to infrasound at levels representative
of wind turbine emiissions at dwellings is not associated with physiological or psychological health
effects, whereas the expectation of effects fiom being exposed to wind turbine infrasound, and positive
or negative messages influencing that expectation, can affect health symptomn reporting.

Overall, the findings from the existing evidence base indicate that infrasound from wind turbines at
typical exposure levels has no direct adverse effects on physical or mental health, and reported
symptoms of ill-health are more likely to be psychogenic in orjgin.

It is expected that further evidence from ongoing studies into wind turbine infrasound efects will
emerge soon, in particular from the NHMRC studies in Australia. However, based on the existing
scientific evidence, it does appear probable that the above findings will not be contradicted by newer
evidenice.’

Since the publication of the WSP BEIS report, the study that was granted funding by NHMRC (the
National Health and Medical Research Council of Australia) was published in the Environmental
Health Perspectives (EHP) journal which is published by the United States National Institute of
Environmental Health. The study aimed to test the effect of exposure to 72 hours of infrasound
(designed to simulate a wind turbine infrasound signature) exposure on human physiology, particularly
sleep. The study concluded that:

16 4 review of nolse guidance for onshore wind turbines’ a report commissioned by (the former) UK Govemnment Department
for Business, Fnergy & Industrial Steategy (BEIS).

iy
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‘Our findings did not support the idea that infrasound causes WTS, High level, but inaudible,
infrasound did not appear to perturb any physiological or psychological measure tested in these study
participants.’

The exclusion of an assessment to consider LFN /infrasound is consistent with the findings in the WSP
BEIS report which stated on page 201 that:

1t has been noted in the evidence review that the weight of evidence appears to indicate that wind
turbine infrasound has no adverse effects on human health at typical exposure levels. In the stakeholder
engagement it was suggested that a clear guiding statement on the relevance of infrasound to wind
turbine noise assessments would be helpful for assessors and decision takers to understand the
appropriate scope of noise assessments. At present it appears that an evidence based statement could
be robustly justified, with the eflect that considering wind turbine infrasound would not normally be
necessary when delermining development applications, until such time that the position is reviewed
against newly emerging evidence.’

In relation to the need to control LFN, the WSP BEIS report states, on page 129, that:

‘controls on A-weighted wind turbine sound levels are expected to be sufficient to contro! the effects of
low frequency noise.’

The operational noise related planning condition proposed by the Applicant {which is discussed in
more detail below) controls the A-weighted noise levels and, as such, additional controls are not
necessary.

Vibration

Vibration associated with the operation of the proposed development was discussed in Section 3.2 of
Technical Appendix 12-2 which outlines why an assessment of vibration was not necessary.

With regards to vibration associated with the construction phase, the various formulae that have been
developed empirically and presented in BS 5228 to predict vibration levels at a receiving point do not
take into account variability of ground strata, the source/ soil interaction process, coupling between the
ground and the foundations, etc. Predictions can, therefore, only provide a first assessment of whether
or not vibrations emanating from a site are likely to constitute a problem once the influence of these
factors has been assessed, however, vibration levels from typical construction activities would only ever
be noticeable if the activity was occurting very close to a property e.g. with a few meters. With regards
to blasting, which could generate higher levels of vibration, an assessment can only be achieved after
calibration of the site, i.e. after test blasting has taken place to establish a site-specific formula, and no
assessment can be undertaken until works progress on site. Once test blasts have been conducted, it is
then possible to design the blasts such that vibration levels will remain below any vibration limits that
have been set for the nearest sensitive receplors.

Should An Bord Pleanala be minded to grant consent a condition could be included to account for
vibration during the construction phase, this is discussed further below.

Planning conditions

Should An Bord Pleanéla be minded to grant permission for the Proposed Development, it would be
appropriate to include suitably worded noise related planning conditions to control noise during
construction and operation.

In relation to construction noise, it may be appropriate to include a condition that limits construction
hours, as suggested by the HSE’s Environmental Health Department. Such limits should apply to noise
generating activities but should exclude emergency works and turbine erection works and allow for
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deviations to be agreed with the Council as required. Deviations may be required to allow specific tasks
to be completed {e.g. it may not be practical or safe to cease work mid-way through a turbine tower
erection), whilst it may also be preferable to undertake some work at other times, e.g. it may be
appropriate to agree that some abnormal loads should be delivered outside of periods of peak traffic
flow. Such a condition could be warded as follows:

s Subject to paragraph (2), during the construction and decomumissioning phases, works on the
Site shall only take place between the hours of 07.00 to 19.00 Monday to Friday inclusive and 07.00 to
13.00 on Saturdays, with no construction work taking place on a Sunday or on national public holidays.

Z) Qutwith the hours specified in paragraph (1), works on the Site shall be limited to work that is
generally and reasonably regarded as being quiet (such as abnormal load deliveries, and lifing and
installing turbine components), or where carrying out works is necessary due to weather conditions
andfor health and safety requirements. In addition, access for securily reasons, emergency responses or
to undertake any necessary environmental controls is permitted outside these hours.

An operational noise related planning condition was proposed in Annex 9 of Technical Appendix 12-2.
The condition uses a format which is commonly adopted in the United Kingdom, which has developed
over time and represents an evolution of the example condition included in the IOA GPG. The
condition is comprised of several elements including the main condition (which is split into paragraphs),
tables of noise limits (for daytime and nighttime) and a set of Guidance Notes. The purpose of each
element is described below:

- Paragraph A requires submission and agreement of a list of suitably qualified consultants
who would be able to undertake an assessment to determine compliance with the
condition;

- Paragraph B details a requirement for the operator to undertake compliance monitoring
in the event of a request from the Council;

- Paragraph C details how the noise limits for a given property should be determined;

- Paragraph D requires agreement of a method to determine compliance if measurements
are undertaken close to the wind turbines!” (rather than at a dwelling);

- Paragraph E requires the submission and approval of an assessment protocol detailing
the conditions to be considered in any compliance assessment;

- Paragraph F details a requirement for the submission of a report detailing the findings of
any compliance monitoring that is undertaken,

- Paragraph G details submission timescales should a more detailed assessment be
required to calculate the noise rating levels'®;

- Paragraph H details the data that the Operator should log to enable compliance with the
conditions to be evaluated;

- The Tables detail the Noise Limits applicable at each location. The Site Specific Noise
Limits are those set out in Technical Appendix 12-2; and

7 This approach has been included as per paragraph of [OA GPG Supplementary Guidance Note 5 which notes that: ‘wiere
noise fimits are less than ETSU-RG7 kmits fe.g. apportionment of noise impacts due to cumulative impacts) compliance
measurements may need o be undertaken in closer proximity to the wind farm to ensure background noise levels do not unduly
influence the readings.’

18 The noise rating level is determined in accordance with Guidance Note 4 and is calculated by sublmeting the measured fevel
with the wind farm off from the measured Jevel with the wind farm on. Where appropriate the rating level includes a tonal
penalty calculated in accordance with Guidance Note 3,
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- Guidance Notes provide further technical detail regarding the methodology to be used
in the event that compliance monitoring is required. The guidance notes cover; the
collection of data to inform the assessment, analysis of data, calculation of a tonal noise
penalty should it be required and the calculation of noise rating levels.

'The operational noise related planning condition as proposed by the Applicant sets clear and
enforceable naise limits, includes a mechanism for the Council to request compliance monitoring in the
event of a complaint, and sets out the methodology that should be used should an assessment be
required.

Summary of Response to Refusal Reason 3

The HSE’s Environmental Health Department did not formally object to the proposed development in
relation to noise. The Department’s consultation response did, however, recommend that the Applicant
should carry out further assessment and propose possible mitigation measures to ensure that noise
levels do not have an adverse impact on local residents.

For completeness, further information has been presented that compares predicted cumulative wind
turbine noise levels to background noise levels, however, it should be noted that a comparison of those
data in isolation is inappropriate given the low background noise levels. In such circumstances wind
farm noise assessments consider suitable fixed minimum limits (as originally discussed in the UK
guidance ETSU-R-97 and set out in the WEDG 2006). Suitable Total WEDG Noise Limits have been
set in accordance with the relevant guidance and, following the implementation of suitable mitigation,
predicted cumulative wind turbine noise levels meet the limits at all locations. The noise assessment
also presented suitable site specific noise limits that would apply to the proposed development and a
robust noise related planning condition has also been proposed to ensure that the compliance can be
assessed and enforced as required.

The Applicant continues to rely on the information submitted within the EIAR. Subject to the
imposition of suitable noise related planning conditions, the Applicant is of the opmion that there is no
reason that consent should be refused on noise grounds.

v
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CONCLUSION

This First Party Appeal is being lodged in respect of the decision issued by Carlow County Council to
refuse planning permission for the Seskin Wind Farm proposed under P1. Ref.24/60122. This First Party
Appeal document has set out Carlow County Council’s reasons for refusal; a summary of their
assessment of the Proposed Development with responses to issues raised provided by the Applicant
where appropriate; An Bord Pleanala’s obligations and a detailed Grounds of Appeal.

The Proposed Development, if permitted, will contribute towards national wind energy target of 9GW.
In summary, the Proposed Development is strongly supported by the following:
European & National Energy and planning policy, guidance and legislation, including

7 REPowerEU and Renewable Energy Directive 1T,

»  Project Ireland 2040 National Planning Framework (including the Draft Revised
NPF),

?  National climate and energy policy including the CAP 24, with regard to the
acceleration of renewable energy roll-out and greenhouse gas emissions reductions,

> The Climate Act, which requires public bodies to carry out their functions in
accordance with the national climate policies and objectives,

?  The provisions of the Wind Energy Development Guidelines, Guidelines for
Planning Authorities issued in 2006, and the Draft Wind Energy Guidelines issued in
2019,

7 The National Energy Security Framework and Energy Security in Ireland to 2030 -
Energy Security Package.

Regional and Local Level Policy, including:

> 'The Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy,

> The policies of the planning authority as set out in the Carlow County Development
Plan 20222028 in relation to achieving national climate and renewable energy targets
and addressing climate change.

Other Matters, including

> Carlow County Council’s assessment of the EIAR and NIS, highlights that the site is
considered to be acceptable for wind energy across a number of key material
considerations. Any other perceived deficiencies have been instead in the contents of
this first party appeal report. The refusal reasons issued by Carlow County Council in
relation to wind energy policy, landscape and visual, traffic and transport, and noise
have been comprehensively addressed in this report.

> Carlow’s RES, in particular policy WE. P4, do not align with and does not reflect the
ambition of national policy.

In response to refusal reason 1, it has been demonstrated that the policy WE. P4 is not aligned with
national planning palicy, nor is the County Carlow’s wind energy target. There are also policies within
the County Development Plan that support wind energy developments at this location, contradicting
policy WE. P4. The landscape and visual impact of the Proposed Development is also assessed in
further detail including its impact on scenic routes and protected views. It is concluded that the
landscape can accommodate the Proposed Development and will not have any significant impacts on
the key scenic sensitivities of designated scenic routes or protected views.

In response to refusal reason 2, further clarity has been provided to address the comments of the
Transportation Section and the Planning Authority. It is concluded that the road network has the

i
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capacity to accommodate the Proposed Development during the construction and operational phases
and will not cause traffic hazard or result in an obstruction to road users. A Road Safety Audit has been
undertaken and is appended to this report. The Audit identified 2 minor issues for which the design
team responses were accepted by the auditors.

In response to refusal reason 3, further information has been provided that compares predicted
cumulative wind turbine noise levels to background noise levels, however, it should be noted that a
comparison of those data in isolation is inappropriate given the low background noise levels. In such
circumstances wind farm noise assessments consider suitable fixed minimoum limits (as originally
discussed in the UK guidance ETSU-R97 and set out in the WEDG 2006). Suitable ‘Total WEDG Noise
Limits have been set in accordance with the relevant guidance and, following the implementation of
suitable mitigation, predicted curmnulative wind turbine noise levels meet the limits at all locations. The
noise assessment also presented suitable site specific noise limits that would apply to the proposed
development and a robust noise related planning condition has also been proposed to ensure that the
compliance can be assessed and enforced as required.

Ultimately, it is considered that this Proposed Development is in accordance with the provisions of
proper planning and sustainable development and should be granted planning permission in respect of
the suitability of the site and the need for renewable energy development. It is the policy of the
government to rapidly accelerate the roll-out of renewable energy technology. However, if suitable sites
are ruled out due local wind energy policy that is clearly not aligned with naticnal policy, it is unlikely
that any acceleration will be seen.

To combat the effects of climate change, Ireland must decarbonise its economy by 2050. There is no
“silver bullet” to do so. It will take hundreds, if not thousands, of individual renewable energy projects
to decarbonise the Irish economy. The scale of the challenge we face to decarbonise the Irish economy
is enormous, but the climate change implications of not doing so are even greater. There is no other
way to decarbonise a modemn society except through renewable energy projects such as the Proposed
Development.

Therefore, it is respectlilly requested that the Board overtumn this reason for refusal and resultingly
grant planning permission for this development in accordance with the provisions of proper planning
and sustainable development.
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CARLOW COUNTY COUNCIL
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ACTS 2000 (AS AMENDED)
NOTIFICATION OF DECISION TO REFUSE

TO: EDF Renewables Ireland Limited
¢/0 MKO Planning and Environmental Consultants,

Tuam Road,

Galway,

H91 VW34,
Planning Register Number: 24/60122
Valid Application Received: 13/05/2024

Further Information Received Date:

In pursuance of the powers copferred npon them by the above-mentioned Acts, Carlow County Council
has by Order dated _$5 EO ﬂlrz_‘t decided to REFUSE TO GRANT PERMISSION for development of
land, namely:-

(i) The construction of 7 no. wind turbines with the following parameters: a. Total tip height range of 179.5m—
180m, b. Rotor diameter range of 149m—155m, c¢. Hub height range of 102.5m—105m, (ii) Construction of
associated foundations, hardstand and assembly areas; (iii) All associated wind farm underground electrical and
communications cabling connecting the turbines and meteorological mast to the proposed onsite electrical
substation including road crossing at 130372, Co. Carlow; (iv) Construction of 1 no. permanent 38kV electrical
substation compound including a single-story control building with welfare facilities, all associated electrical
plant and equipment, security fencing, entrance on to the access track, all associated underground cabling,
wastewater holding tank and all ancillary works in the townland of Seskinrea, Co. Carlow; (v) A permanent
Battery Energy Storage System within the elecirical substation compound in the townland of Seskinrea, Co.
Carlow; (vi) All works (within County Carlow) associated with the connection of the proposed wind farm to the
national electricity grid, via underground 38kV electrical cabling predominantly within the public road corridor
from the proposed onsite electrical substation in the townland of Seskinrea, Co. Carlow to the existing 110kV
Kilkenny substation; (vii) Provision of 2 no. joint bays, communication chambers and earth sheath links along
the underground electrical cabling route; (viii)Reinstatement of the road and track surfaces above the cabling
trench along existing roads and tracks; (ix)] no. meteorological mast of ¢. 36.5m in height, and associated
foundation and hard-standing area in the townland of Ridge, Co. Carlow; (x)The permanent upgrade of 1 no.
existing site entrance off L3037 for the provision of construction and operational access; (xi)The provision of 1
no. new permanent site entrance and the upgrade of 1 no. existing site entrance off the L.30372; (xii)Upgrade of
existing tracks/roads and provision of new site access roads, 2 no. clear span bridge crossings, junctions and
hardstand areas; (xiii) 2 no. temporary construction compounds with temporary offices and staff facilities in the
townland of Ridge and Seskinrea, Co. Carlow; (xiv)Carriageway strengthening works at ‘Black Bridge’ on the
L1835/L3037 (Protected Structure: Kilkenny RPS Ref. D84); (xv)Peat and Spoil Management; (xvi)Tree
Felling to accommodate the construction and operation of the proposed development; (xvii) Operational stage
site signage; and (xviii) All ancillary apparatus and site development works above and below ground, including
soft and hard landscaping and drainage infrastructure; A 10-year planning permission and 35-year operational
life of the wind farm from the date of commission of the entire windfarm is sought. A concurrent planning
application for works within Co. Kilkenny including junction accommodation works, bridge sitrengthening
works and the 38kV underground grid connection to the existing 110kV Kilkenny substation will also be lodged
to Kilkenny County Council. A design flexibility opinion issued by Carlow County Council on 14th March
2024 accompanies this application. The details unconfirmed in this application are the turbine tip height, rotor
diameter and hub height. The range of parameters under which the turbine dimensions will fall are specified on
this notice and in the design flexibility opinion that accompanies this application. The proposed development
includes bridge strengthening works within the curtilage of a Protected Structure (Black Bridge — Kilkenny RPS
Ref. D84). An Environmental Impact Assessment Report (ELAR) and Natura Impact Statement (NIS) have been
prepared in respect of the proposed development and will be submitted to the planning authority with this
application AT the townlands of, Ridge, Agharue, Coolnakisha, and Seskinrea, Co. Carlow IN ACCORDANCE
WITH THE PLANS SUBMITTED WITH THE APPLICATION.




For the 3 reasons set out in the Schedule hereto.

Signed on behalf of CARLOW COUNTY COUNCIL ; g:, g @2
A/SENIOR EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Date: 5— / ?/Z[L

An appeal against a decision of a Planning Authority maybe made to An Bord Pleanala.

THE APPLICANT FOR PERMISSION OR ANY OTHER PERSON may appeal within four weeks beginning on the date
of the making of the decision by the Planning Authority. Appeals should be addressed to An Bord Pleanala, 64
Marlborough Street, Dublin 1, and be accompanied by a fee of :-

(2) €4,500 (appeal against a decision of a planning authority on a plaming application relating to commercial
development, made by the person by whom the planning application was made, where the application includes the
retention of development. (€9,000 if EIS or NIS involved)

(b) €1,500 (appeal against a decision of a planning authority on a planning application relating to commercial
development, made by the person by whom the planning application was made, other than an appeal mentioned at (a)
{€3,000 if EIS or NIS involved)

(c) €660 (in the case of an appeal made by the person by whom the planning application was made, where the application
includes the retention of development other thar an appeal mentioned at (a) or (b)

(d) €220 (appeal other than an appeal mentioned at {a), {b) or (c)

{e) €50 for an oral hearing, submissions or observations.

Appeals submitted without the appropriate fee will be invalid. An appeal by the applicant for permission
should be accompanied by this form. In the case of an appeal by any other person, the name of the applicant,
particulars of the proposed development or of the structure proposed to be retained and the date of the decision
should be stated.



PL Ref: 24/60122
Refusal

Planning Permission for (i) The construction of 7 no. wind turbines with the following
parameters: a. Total tip height range of 179.5m-180m, b. Rotor diameter range of
149m~155m, ¢. Hub height range of 102.5m—105m, (ii) Construction of associated
foundations, hardstand and assembly areas; (iii) All associated wind farm underground
electrical and communications cabling conneeting the turbines and meteorological mast
to the proposed onsite electrical substation including road crossing at 130372, Co.
Carlow; (iv) Construction of 1 no. permanent 38kV elecirical substation compound
including a single-story control building with welfare facilities, all associated electrical
plant and equipment, security fencing, entrance on to the access track, all associated
underground cabling, wastewater holding tank and all ancillary works in the townland
of Seskinrea, Co, Carlow; (v) A permanent Battery Energy Storage System within the
electrical substation compound in the townland of Seskinrea, Co. Carlow; (vi) All works
(within County Carlow) associated with the connection of the proposed wind farm to
the national electricity grid, via underground 38KY electrical cabling predominantly
within the public road corridor from the proposed onsite electrical substation in the
townland of Seskinrea, Co, Carlow to the existing 110kV Kilkenny substation; (vii)
Provision of 2 no. joint bays, communication chambers and earth sheath links along the
underground electrical cabling route; (viii)Reinstatement of the road and track surfaces
above the cabling trench along existing roads and tracks; (ix)1 no. meteorclogical mast
of ¢. 36.5m in height, and associated foundation and hard-standing area in the townland
of Ridge, Co. Carlow; (x)The permanent upgrade of 1 no. existing site entrance off
L3037 for the provision of construction and operational access; (xi)The provision of 1
no. new permanent site entrance and the upgrade of 1 no. existing site entrance off the
L30372; (xii)Upgrade of existing tracks/roads and provision of new site access roads, 2
no. clear span bridge crossings, junctions and hardstand areas; (xiii) 2 no. temporary
construction compounds with temporary offices and staff facilities in the townland of
Ridge and Seskinrea, Co. Carlow; (xiv)Carriageway strengthening works at ‘Black
Bridge’ on the L1835/1.3037 (Protected Structure: Kilkenny RPS Ref, D84); (xv)Peat
and Spoil Management; (xvi)Tree Felling to accommodate the construction and
operation of the proposed development; (xvii) Operational stage site signage; and (xviii)
All ancillary apparatus and site development works above and below ground, including
soft and hard landscaping and drainage infrastructure; A 10-year planning permission
and 35-year operational life of the wind farm from the date of commission of the entire
windfarm is sought. A concurrent planning application for works within Co. Kilkenny
including junction accommodation works, bridge strengthening works and the 38kV
underground grid connection to the existing 110kV Kilkenny substation will also be
lodged to Kilkenny County Council. A design flexibility opinion issued by Carlow
County Council on 14th March 2024 accompanies this application. The details
unconfirmed in this application are the turbine tip height, rotor diameter and hub
height, The range of parameters under which the turbine dimensions will fall are
specified on this notice and in the design flexibility opinion that accompanies this
application. The proposed development includes bridge strengthening works within the
curtilage of a Protected Structure (Black Bridge — Kilkenny RPS Ref. D84). An
Envirenmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) and Natura Impact Statement (NIS)
have been prepared in respect of the proposed development and will be submitted to the
planning authority with this application.




For: EDF Renewables Ireland Limited

1.

The proposed wind farm development is located in the Killeshin Hills Landscape Character
Area and Uplands Landscape Type, as designated in the Carlow County Development Plan
2022-2028 and accompanying County Landscape Character Assessment and Schedule of
Protected Views. The Killeshin Hills Landscape Character Area has key characteristics
including being open to views from a wide area within the County, the distinct prominence
of the Castlecomer Plateau as a backdrop to the area, a tapestry of small to medium scale
fields, and designated protected scenic routes and views, and the Uplands Landscape Type
is assigned the highest landscape sensitivity rating of 5. Policy WE. P4 in the Plan states
that wind energy development is not normally permissible in the Uplands Landscape Type,
and Policies LA. P1, LA. P2, LA. P3 and LA. P11 seek to protect and maintain the overall
integrity of the County’s landscape by recognising its capacity to sustainably integrate and
absorb appropriate development, by ensuring development does not have a
disproportionate landscape or viswal impact in sensitive upland areas, by adopting a
presumption against developments on elevated or visually exposed sites or areas, and by
protecting the aesthetic attributes of views and prospects. It is considered that the proposed
wind farm development, incorporating 7 no. wind furbines with a maximum blade tip height
of 180 metres and maximum rotor diameter of 155 metres, by itself and in combination
with adjoining permitted wind farm developments, would have disproportionate and
adverse landscape and visual impacts on the Killeshin Hills Landscape Character Area and
Uplands Land Character Type, would be out of scale with and result in overbearing impacts
on the receiving landscape, would unduly detract from those characteristics which
contribute to its landscape value, scenic quality and sensitivity, and would negatively
impact on the established appearance and aesthetic attributes of protected scenic route
numbers 4, §, 6, 7, 8, and 9 and protected view numbers 27, 28, 31, 32, 33, and 34 as
identified in the Carlow County Landscape Character Assessment. Accordingly, to permit
the proposed development would be contrary to Policies WE. P4, LA, P1, LA. P2, LA. P3
and LA. P11 in the Carlow County Development Plan 2022-2028 and would therefore be
contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

2. The proposed wind farm development is located in an upland area 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 submitted plans and particulars, including
the Environmental Impact Assessment Report, have failed to satisfactorily demonstrate that
the local road network is of adequate capacity and design to accommodate the volume and
frequency of HGV traffic along the proposed haul routes. Accordingly, to permit the
proposed development would likely result in significant adverse impacts on the local road
network, would endanger public safety by reason of a traffic hazard and obstruction of road
users, and would therefore be contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development
of the area.

From an assessment of background noise levels and predicted cumulative noise levels for
night-time noise detailed in Chapter 12 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report,
it has not been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority, due to the
submission of insufficient information, that the predicted increase in the cumulative noise
environment for the operational phase of the proposed wind farm development would not
give rise to adverse impacts on local residents. Therefore, to permit the proposed
development in the absence of this information would be prejudicial to public health and
the protection of the residential amenities of the area and would therefore be contrary to
the proper planning and development of the area.
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Notice

This document and its contents have been prepared and are intended solely for EDF Renewables Ireland
Limited's information and use in relation to the Seskin Wind Farm, County Carlow,

Traffico assumes no responsibility to any other party in respect of or arising out of or in connection with this
document and / or its contents.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Report Context

This report describes the findings of a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit associated with the proposed
Seskin Wind Farm, County Carlow.

The Audit has been completed by Traffico on behalf of EDF Renewables Ireland Limited.

1.2  Details of Site Inspection

Date Daylight / Darkness Weather & Road Conditions

i Sunday 5% May 2024 | Daylight ‘ Sunny skies with dry roads.

Table 1.1 — Site Inspection Details

1.3  Locations Considered for This Road Safety Audit

The following locations along the abnormal load delivery route were examined as part of the audit
(5,7 & 8).

Figure 1.1 - Locations Considered for Road Safety Audit (Extract from ALT&TC Figure 15-2a)

. — el ——'—1-:\‘.
Proposed Wind
Farm

L L TN

1.4  The Road Safety Audit Team

The members of the Road Safety Audit Team have been listed following:

Status Name / Qualifications Tit Auditor Reference No:

Audit Team Leader (ATL) Martin Deegan MD101312
BEng(Hens) MSc CEng MIE!

JR*101

Audit Team Member (ATM) ‘E{Er',},"ogﬁ’gaﬂ& BE

Table 1.2 - Audit Team Details
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Design Information Examined as Part of the Audit Process

The following drawing(s) were examined as part of the Road Safety Audit (RSA) process:

Drawing No. Drawing Title Revision
Figure 15-2a Turn[ng delivery route assessment locations and access .
junctions
Figure 15-8 Location 6 - N78 / L-1834, proposed temporary access road .
for abnormally sized loads during construction phase
Figure 15-9 Location 6 - N78/ L-1834, proposed temporary access road N
I for abnormally sized loads — blade extended artic ] ]
Figure 15-10 Location 6 - N78/ L-1834, proposed temporary access road .
for abnormally sized loads — tower extended artic
Figure 15-11 Location 8 — Access junction A — Proposed access junction -
off L-3037
Figure 15-12 Location 8 — Access junction A — Proposed access junction .
o off L-3037 — visibility splays ] ]
Figure 15-13 Location 8 — Access junction A — Proposed access junction B
- off L-3037 — blade extended artic
; B Location 8 — Access junction A — Proposed access junction .
Figure 15-14 | off L-3037 — tower extended artic
| Figure 15-15 Location 8 — Access junction A ~ Proposed access junction _
L off L-3037 — standard large HGV
Figure 15-16 Location 9 — Access junction B — Proposed access junction .
off L-30372 B |
; 9 Location 9 — Access junction B — Proposed access junction i}
| Figure 1317 | 41 30372 — visibility splays |
: . Location 9 — Access junction B — Proposed access junction _
| Figure 15_1_8 off L-30372 — blade extended artic 1
igure 15-19 Location 9 — Access junction B — Proposed access junction ) |
i off L-30372 — tower extended artic |
Figure 15-20 Location @ — Access junction B — Proposed access junction _
i off L-30372 — standard large HGV

Table 1.3 - Designers Drawing List

Road Safety Audit Compliance

Procedure and Scope

This Road Safety Audit has been carried out in accordance with the procedures and scope set out
in TIl publication number GE-STY-01024 - Road Safety Audit.

As part of the road safety audit process, the Audit Team have examined only those issues within
the design which relate directly to road safety.

Compliance with Design Standards

The road safety audit process is not a design check, therefore verification or compliance with design
standards has not formed part of the audit process.

Minimizing Risk of Collisicn Occurrence

All problems described in this report are considered by the Audit Team to require action in order to
improve the safety of the scheme and minimise the risk of collision accurrence.



2.1

2.2

traffico

Road Safety Issues Identified

Problem: [Impact of Stream Crossing on Abnormal Load

Location: Location 5, Temporary Access | Stream to East of Local Road L1834

Failing to make suitable provision for the stream crossing could lead to the abnormal load grounding
and bacoming trapped. It could also lead to flooding on the L1834,

Figure 2.1 — Stream to East Side of Local Road which Abnormal Load Must Traverse

Recommendation

Appropriate measures should be set in place to facilitate the stream crossing of the abnormal load.

Problem:  Sightlines Partially Obscured by Field Boundary

Location: Location 7, Access Junction A | Field Boundary

Sightlines to the left appear to be partially obscured by the existing field boundary, which includes
ditch foliage and some trees. This could lead to side impact type collisions within the access
junction’s conflict zone.

Figure 2.2 — Section of Field Boundary Impacting Upon the Left-Hand Sightline

Recommendation

The ditch should be modified to ensure that an appropriate sightline is provided at the location
described.
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Audit Team Statement

Certification & Purpose
We certify that we have examined the drawing(s) listed in Chapter 1 of this Report.
Sole Purpose of the Road Safety Audit

The Road Safety Audit has been carried out with the sole purpose of identifying any features of the
design which could be removed or modified to improve the road safety aspects of the scheme.

Implementation of RSA Recommendations

The problems identified herein have been noted in the Report together with their associated
recommendaticns for road safety improvements.

We (the Audit Team) propose that these recommendations should be studied with a view to
implementation.

Audit Team's Independence to the Design Process

No member of the Audit Team has been otherwise involved with the design of the measures audited.

Road Safety Audit Team Sign-Off

Martin Deegan
Audit Team Leader Signed: M.—!,_..'DZG}!‘\—\
Road Safety Engineering Team

traffico Date: 16th May 2024

John Ryan

—
Audit Team Member Signed: /:;;7——

Road Safety Engineering Team

traffico Date: 16th May 2024
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Designers Response
How the Designer Should Respond to the Road Safety Audit

The Designer should prepare an Audit Response for each of the recommendations using the Road
Safety Audit Feedback Form attached in Appendix A.

When completed, this form should be signed by the Designer and retumed to the Audit Team for
consideration. See flow-chart following for further description.

1. Road Safety Audit Team issue Draft
Audit Report to the Designer.

2. Designer & the Employer Reviews
Audit Report, completes and signs
Feedback Form in Appendix A and

returns it to the Audit Team for Review.

Figure 4.1 — Road Safety Audit Sign-Off and Completion Process

Returning the Completed Feedback Form

The Designer should return the completed Road Safety Audit Feedback Form attached in Appendix
A of this report to the following email address:

o Email address: martin@traffico.ie

The Audit Team will consider the Designer's response and reply indicating acceptance or otherwise
of the Designers response to each recommendation.

Triggering the Need for an Exception Report

Where the Designer and the Audit Team cannot agree on an appropriate means of addressing an
underlying safety issue identified as part of the audit process, an Exception Report must be
prepared by the Designer on each disputed item listed in the audit report.
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A1 Road Safety Audit Feedback Form
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Road Safety Audit Feedback Form

Scheme: Seskin Wind Farm, County Carlow

Audit Stage: Stage 1 Road Safety Audit [Audit Date: 16" May 2024
Problem Designer Response Section Audit Team
Reference Response
{Section 2) Secti
ection
Problem | Recommended ‘ Alternative Measures or Comments Alternative
Accepted Measure Measures
(yes/no) Accepted Accepted
| (yes/no) | {yes/no)
2 1 Yes | Yes | During the period that the temporary Designer
access is in use during the delivery of the VM EE noted
| ‘ abn_ormally sized loads measures will be & aceepted
put in place to ensure that the egress onto '
the L1834 at this location is flat and that
the flow of the existing stream is
maintained by means of a temporary
culvert.
|
22 Yes Yes It is confirmed that all existing Desianer
cbstructions that are currenily located comment noted
within the required visibility splays shown & actepted.
in Figure 15-12 of the EIAR, including the
existing field boundary and foliage / trees
will be removed during the construction of
the Proposed Wind Farm. The visibility
splays will be kept clear during both the
construction and operational stages of the
| proposed development.

*The Designer should complete the Desigher Response Section above, then fill out the designer
details below and return the completed form to the Road Safety Audit Team for consideration and

signing.

Designer's
Name:

Employer's
Name:

Audit Team’s
Name:

) Designer's jm . .
Alan Lipscombe Signature: | ol | Date: 25/07/24
Employer's N .
John Conaghan Signature: %(‘W Date: 31/07/2024
Martin Deegan Aditiicamis M | Date:  26/07/2024
Signature:










