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Michael Mahon and Regina Hoctor

Clohaskin, Carrig, Birr, Co. Tipperary

To Attention of: An Bord Pleanila, nppenry County Council

Nenagh

Co. Tipperary

Date 188’ January 2024

Tipperary County Council Planning Application Reference Number: 2360763

An Bard Pleanila Case reference: PL92.318689

Applicant: Carrig Renewable Energy Urnited

Description of Development: The construction of 7 no. wind turbines and associated works.

Location: in the townlands of Croghan, Clohaskin, Caherhoereigh, Ballykinash, Tinnakilly, Armgh Mare,
Ballylaughnane, Faddan Beg, Coolderry, Tinlough, Sharragh, Doughkill, Ballaghgar, Faddan Mare,
Cloncorig, Killeen, and Cornhill, Co. Tipperary

A Chara,

I refer to the above planning application appeal submission and wish to make the following observation
in relation to the proposed development.

Sitting in relation to individual properties ('SetbacK):
The lst party appellant in their appeal submission {First Party appeal, Carrig Renewable
Windfarrn pg. 46) state that the proposed development compIIes with the Draft Wind Energy
Guidelines 2019 set back distance from residential properties.

Within these guidelines, it is set out that a setback distance for “visual amenity purposes" of 4
times the Turbine blade tip height should apply between a wind turbine and the nearest point of
the curtilage of any residential property in the vicinity of the proposed development, subject to
a mandatory minimum setback of 500 meters. The proposed development is proposing a

Turbine blade tip height of between 179.Sm and 18Sm meters, requiring a minimum setback
distance of between 718m and 74C)m depending on the final configuration.

The applicant has supplied setback distances from each household. This is shown with distances
and ITM coordinates as reference by their document submission Table 5-8 in “Chapter 5 -
Population and Human Beings" in their EIAR submission and locations of wind turbines in

drawing pack 1 “Site Layout Plan Sheet 1 of 4". This can be seen in Table 1 below.
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House IIM

Coordinates used by
appIIcant

nM coordinates for
turbines

Distance
to
nearest
turbine
centre

742

790

792

763

7S8

740

771

774

741

750

832

House TurbInes

TOI

TOt

T04

T02

T04

T04

Tal

T04

Fas

TD4

T04

Eastll

600119

600227

599239

600160

598648

598601

600212

598718

597973

598490

598384

NorthinB

701641

701429

700512

701724

700517

700555

701377

700479

700790

700606

700583

Eastine

59%43

599443

598906

599431

598906

598906

599443

598906

598324

598906

598906

NHdHng

701335

701335

701230

701949

701230

701230

701335

701230

701442

701230

701230

House Coordinat©

53.06539654,-7.99822451

S3.0634912..7.9966132

53.0552493..8.01 BSI 529
53.0661425. -
7.9976127425
53.ol5293, -
8.020167258611112
sj.o–5i63i4..
8.020868504 166668
53.0630238.
7.996837112222222
53.05495 17,-
8.019122944722223

53.0577445.
8.030237687500001

53.0560925,-
8.022524500000001
53.055 am
8.024105574722222

TurbIne CoordInates

53.06264613,-8.00830997

53.06264613,4.00830997
53.0617017,
8.016321134444444
53.0681644, -
8.008490081944444
53.0617017,-
8.016321194444444
ii.0617617,.
8.016321194444444

S3.06264613, -3 00830997
53.061 701.6, -
8 016321194444444

53.0636054, -
8.025CX>SOS3tBS5S7

S3.0617016,-
8.016321194444444
53.0617016..
8.016321194444444

4

5

8

14

36

37

42

44

51

52

18

Table 1

However, the measurements applied are flawed on several points. FIrstly, the measurements
were taken to the center of the household and not to the nearest point of the curtilage of any
residential property. An example is shown for household 37 in Fig 2, using the ITM coordinates
used by the applicant.

! ! J IIe leN A CrB IW

Fig 2
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If we use coordinates based on the nearest point of curtilage to the center of the wind turbines,

then 2 households (37 and 51) are below the minimum setback requirement for a Turbine tip
height of the lowest proposed wind Turbine blade tip height of 179.Sm x 4 = 718rn. A further 4
households {4,14,36,52) are below the minimum setback requirement for a Turbine tip height of
the tallest proposed wind turbine blade tip height of 185m x 4 = 740m. See Table 2 for
reference
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765 1 s Iasb in Bali968

Secondly, the applicant has incorrectly calculated the horizontal distance required to meet the
required set back distance of 4x times the Turbine blade tip height of the proposed wind

Turbines. These being between 718m and 740m set back distance.
The Canadian Wind Energy association (2007,pg2) defines the point from where on the wind
turbine setback measurement should be taken from. They define its as “the nearest part of the
wind turbine structure” . The wind turbine includes the tower, Nace11e, and Rotor.
The applicant themselves have applied this method when calculating other sensitive receptors
by using the following receptor buffer calculation in determining the required buffer zone
distance for Bats in “EIAR Appendix 6-2 Bat report” (Fig 3) :

b= I

b =required distance from center of Tower
bl.Blade length
hh -Hub Height
fh= Feature height
50=example Buffer distance

31 Page



(

Tree rn n tx:dot nih &en

nunn Gt BULB ,B
IIar III CdkuIa: bulru thqarrtes (X• druIdI Fil41llxl. .\11 I'

By applying the same method of calculation, we can then calculate the required horizontal
distance required to maintain the required setback distance for other sensitive receptors
(Households) to the nearest point of Curtilage of each household. For the calculation we will
make one assumption that the curtilage feature has height of 1.5 meters (Typical hedge height).

Fig.3

Calculation for 718m setback:

Setback distance of 718m and using the taller hub height of 110.5m and smaller rotor diameter
149rn (blade length is half rotor diameter) using the following equation :

718 ; Required set back distance for Turbine tip height 179.Sm
bI =74.Sm (blade length is half rotor diameter)
hh=110.5
fh=1.Sm

b= Horizontal distance required to meet setback requirements of 718m

b=7
b; 7&l.968m

Based on the above calculation the minimum distance from the curtilage to the center of the
turbine should be 785m to achieve a minimum setback distance of 718m

Calculation for 740m setback:
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Setback distance of 740m using the smaller hub height of 103.Sm and larger rotor diameter
163m (blade length is half rotor diameter)using the following equation:

b;J(740 + 81.5)2 – (103.5 – 1.5)2
b= 815.143m

Based on the above calculation the minimum distance from the curtilage to the center of the
turbine should be 815m to achieve a minimum setback distance of 74C>m.

There are 4 possible configurations (Hub height and rotor diameter) set out and using the above
calculations the separation distance required from all 4 vary between 78Sm and 81Sm
depending on configuration.

Taking this into account and based on the nearest point of the turbine structure being the
turbine blade, it can be calculated (see Table 3) that the following 11 households
(4,5,8,14,36,37,42,44,51,52,18} falls below the minimum separation distance to achieve the

setback requirement of 718m and 740m by a significant amount and household 35 falls below
the minimum separation distance to achieve the setback requirement of 740rrI.
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Table 3
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Fig 4 example of household 37 calculation

Conclusion:

In conclusion, the appellants statement regarding compliance to the draft wind energy
guidelines 2019 is incorrect. The Appellant in their planning submission have made numerous
errors in calculating the required separation distance to meet the minimum setback distance
requirement set out by the" Draft Revised Wind Energy Developrnent Guidelines December
2019", to satisfy the visual amenity requirement. They failed to take in to account the curtilage
of each household and failed to apply their own calculation used for calculating buffers for other
sensitive receptors (Bat Habitats) resulting in miscalculating the distances in their report. The
corrected distances using their own calculation results in 4 Turbines TaI,02,04 and 05 not
meeting the required setback distances as per their proposed app]ication.

They applicant has not produced any evidence to mitigate this, and they have not produced
evidence of written waivers from households which fall inside the required minimum distances.

Therefore, this application does not comply with the Draft Wind Energy Guidelines 2019 in
contrary to the appellants submission.
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Note+ There is precedence of use of these wind energy draft guidelines 2019 in numerous An
Bord Pleanala judgernents, and the applicant has used them in their application, although have
not applied them correctly.

References:

Canadian Wind Energy Association Position on Setbacks for Large-Scale Wind Turbines in Rural
Areas (MOE Class 3) in Ontario, 2007
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