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Having considered the contents of the submission dated/ @abed &/4K
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D\ $}agM,n I recommend that section 131 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000

be/ W)e invoked at this stage for the following reason(s):. W NO f hWJa') Aw-
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For further consideration by SEO/SAO

Section 131 not to be invoked at this stage.
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Please treat correspondence received on ZZ /V/ a as follows:

Update database with new agent for Applicant/Appellant

Acknowledge with BP

Keep copy of Board’s Letter

1. RETURN TO SENDER with BP

2. Keep Envelope: n

3. Keep Copy of Board’s letter []

n

t.AL hd:

Amendments/Comments

4. Attach to file

(a) R/S a

(b) GIS Processing []

(c) Processing []

(d) Screening

(e) Inspectorate
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College road, Carrlgnavar, Co Cork.

14/04/2025 P A
Bord Pleanala, 64 Marlborough St, Rotunda, Dublin 1

Re: Bord Pleangla Case reference: PL10.322154

Kilkenny Co Council Planning Authority Case Reference: 2560003
22 APR an

ep Two: n\d:>

It:IS ,„ Mba\
Applicant: Briskalagh Limited.

Planning Application to Kilkenny County Council for a Renewable Energy Development and all

associated works in the townlands of Acragar, Ballyconra, Ballycuddihy, Ballyroe, Ballyroe (Grace),

Ballyroe (Maher), Baunaniska, Boherkyle, Briskalagh, Brittas, Clone, Coolnapisha, Curraghduff,
Freshford, Freshford Lots, Graigueswood, Grange, Huntstown, Kilmanagh, Knockeenglass,
Knockown, Moatpark, Monabrika, Monavadaroe, Moneenaun, Oldtown, Oldtownhill, Parksgrove,

Picketstown, Rathealy, Sart, Sweethill, Tobernapeastia, Tullaroan, Upperwood Demesne, Co.
Kilkenny,

Dear inspector,

Further to my submission to Kilkenny Co Council on this project I am now submitting my observation

on the MKO response, inserted below, to my initial observation :

Insufficient Turbine Spacing
One childs-paltV submISsion uladr an obs#wabon reladn£{ tc are spacurg bcrb'cru the proposed turbine
lo, laborIS suing chat it does rIot cornply vrich dIC scparadon dtsunces ncornmended wthrn thu Cuidelhe5
(i c. S rotor dialilet£ls in the cross wind direction and 7 rntnr diameters in are prevailing wind dir ecdnn I

The dcsi.Rn of rho Proposed Wind Farm llm been all informed and collaborative process hull tIle ouBal
rnv,1] Ilng the desIgners, devrlopers, engineers, landowbers, envlronrnentd, h)’drclu beal allo
8FUtCdUUCd1 archaeological specialists and urIBc consulants, 'Ftrc aim beIng to reduce pc?brJI a1 !or
en\HrrlrImentIJ e£fects u'hiIe designing a project capable cf being cun£uucced alla vi3hlr,

'l'he refrrerlcu to 3 and 7 rotul tliaIIrerer! from the Gtudehncs relates to the leqlriLed separation from wlr
uNsUng \and Urrbines rather Lhiu1 the requIred separation beRveen LLe proposed rurbhles. As stand in
Chapter 4, Suction 4.3. L.1 at the El AR, the propuled wind turbine layout has been optuni5ed using wind
farm design bafLw3re (WindPro) in inaximise the energy Held hour the Proposed Wind Farm, whIle
m,ant,arMs sdbcieul dbtances betweed the proposed turbines to ensure hlrblllhncr and nuke e£ecB do
not compromise turbine perfonniurce,

111 ranrlusion1 the proposed (urtjblc layntlt hn been cueRrlly designed using intlushy+rand ard software
ru opanli,ie energy yIeld uma nralnrakang appropriate separadon distances ’I'hc referenced guideline
distances apply to ixisbng turbines radley ChIn tho$c within a new development The design process hm
been a coRal'lulativn effort ensuring Eechnica1 feasibIIIty wMc minimlsing envimnmenul iInpact.

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of the El AR for further deUUs in relation to the locations of the
Prouosed Wilrd Farm turbIne.s.
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Wind turbine to wind turbine spacing comes under “Windtake” on page 34 of the WEDG2006
guidelines shown below

1.1 ; \\ tIlt II.lk t'

The qllestion of n'lndtake shollld be dealt u'lth at scopIng stage

and . 'or dllrlng pre-application discllsslons. to ensllre that an\'
proposed Id\-ollt of wind tIIrbines takes inlo accotlnt tIre
de\'elopnlent potential of an adjoIning site for a silnilal
de\’elopnre11t .

In general. to ensllre optinlal perfornrance and to accollnt for
tllrblllpnce and \\’ake effects. the nrinilrrllm distances bet\\-ecn
u'ind ttl]-bines \vi]I generally be three times the rotor dianretel-
{=3d) ill the cross\\-ilrd direction and se\'en til11es the rotor dianletel

{=7d'l in the prevaIling do\\'n\\-ind direction, Bearing in nrind the
reqlllnlnents for optllnal performance. a distance of not less than
ru-a rotor blades from adjoining propel-B' botlndaries \viII generally

be acceptable. llnless b)' wrItten aBreenlent ofadjointllg landou'ners

to a lesser distance. Ho\ve\'er. u'lrere permission for wInd elrerg}

de\'eloplnent has been granted on an adjacellt site. the principle

of the nrininuun separation distances betu'een nlrbines in cross\and

and do\\nu'Ind directions indicated above slrollld be respected.

The beginning of the second paragraph lays out this minimum spacing “to ensure optimal
performance and to account for turbulence and wake effects”. It is then confirmed at the end of that
paragraph whatever the scenario is.

It is not specific to distances to existing wind turbines on another windfarm. That would not make
sense. The applicant cannot say that the distance required from proposed turbines to existing

turbines on another windfarm is any different to the distances required between turbine to turbine
on a proposed windfarm.

Insufficient turbine separation distances results in excessive wear and tear, increased noise and
reduced output capacity.

The 2006 guidelines have those minimum distances stated for a reason and should not be
compromised for reasons of profit while at the same time increasing the risk of noise nuisance.

Yet again, and since my initial observation, another noise nuisance case has been admitted to by a
windfarm operator at Gibbett Hill in Co. Wexford a couple of months ago. It appears the “Industry
standard software" and the “collaborative design process” is not protecting human health and
wellbeing. The lack of understanding of the design teams regarding the critical issue of turbine

separation distances is worrying, especially in afforested and hilly terrain. It’s consequences are
showing up with multiple noise nuisance cases coming before the courts and families having to
abandon their homes.
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SEAI have published in 2024 a series of documents on how to design and plan a windfarm layout, see
the following link:

https://www.seai.ie/sites/defa u it/files/publications/Community-Toolkit-Planning-Process.pdf

Iq I SEAI Conrmundy Energy RebuuneToolkit:Ttre PlannIng Process

NoIse Levels

N= be gtn€rat on IS ,)(rcel','ed to tV dr ad',’€'s€ n-Fact oF :vllc tu’bIle 33618: on!. allhaJI,F rollbe

Itv el I o4 mace -n ,v r :I ,'r orgY a'e ge le ’dI y vt ry Ian'. Inproverr crt ! ir tf'cnlclogi€ b hdv ? it Juce':J
In acl Jai:a raise irrra it', ,lbnlfr:drt T H3'A'e JC' it is rt-F3't=n: :raI :JrElrus a’,' ocdtt':i dr'
3FFrc.F rialc' d stance ’-3T\ rai3c \els livY c:eve 03'ncrl! to qjn mise any adverse irr Facts
u oor' I OC,31 am..'n Ity.

v'f'ntl tuI D nes aIs: : ’+ ate no sc. '.vt-ict- cdr iv,pac: or the arr er iIT at tae accur3nts ot dry reiILy
dQ€ 1 f 95. As sucn. t b -?tOnIC Price tRill a SCI/<Ifat on dIstance S' iIt east SC J FFPt fes O' tOU’ t mob

t F Fei';nt is rcof FO 'dted De tn't'el th ? t J -bir e ald dry etre’ on ol ing .

ApOrufxut• DIstance
1 :u VI II neec IO cor 31'Jcr JDplODr Id:t clstir ct between III air d :Jrt:Irt’s and Do?yer lln€ i allen
pldrrilq +or a ’Id conl€:tlor s. The air.m Jn- cl€arar ce tsr a l:urbil€ = .1r 3 o','€rF ead tralslrilsion
I nts n'ILst 3€ tal ing di sta lcr 1 nods Jled tram tae edge at tre to,Jrc:t cal 3 us ir acditi.)rr: ' asP c/or

Jls13nce to' the re ,'','art','oltage. : r Ciria adVIses lhdt the cli STar cc be:,'.''an in overhead IIars-nisI ion
I ne 1 1 1 IkV. 12 •": or +C.:'k'# 1 and d =OF mercia ',’f'lrdtJ'Eir e :aol Id let b+ 1.: SS lhan tF re.: dr daF ali

rotor diameters Jrl€sb : rar c has agr€ec d 'diuctlor based or a ’iib gssess+l€tl.ES3 Net%'3'Ls
',hOJld Ee cc,ai Jlted or a3plicJtions. and evIdence at any pre aaallcat cl d bcu:lions shaLI o be
lu:)•-l t:cd as :Id’t o' the 9 ann rg a[rlicd tIDP

II i' , IC\.1383.elo acn eve a idtP ty ,etDdcl I'3 TI national ala 'egional ’3adq ind rail'It-dy'3 ot II dirtar ce
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Page 28 advice from SEAI (previous page), as shown and highlighted in red, does not agree with the
M KO reading of the WEDG 2006 guidelines on page 34. 1t does not, as I mentioned earlier,
differentiate between separation distances of turbines on a proposed windfarm to those on or
adjacent to an existing windfarm. This SEAI advice is specifically for turbines within a proposed
windfarm. They say the 3 rotor and 7 rotor spacing’s are required on proposed windfarms.

M KO and other windfarm designers may be referring to the 2012 Irish Wind Energy Association
“Best practice guidelines for the Irish Wind Energy Industry” (link below) instead of the WEDG2006
guidelines when preparing their applications. These IWEA 2012 guidelines are not in force.

https://windenergyi re land.com/images/files/9660bdfb5a4fld276f41ae9ab54e991bb600b7 . pdf

I am not aware if the applicant has submitted, as I requested, the turbine manufacturer’s
recommended minimum spacing between turbines for the sample turbine (Nordex N163STE).

This will show the minimum spacing they require to provide a valid warranty for those turbines.

Account must also be given to the afforested and hilly terrain of this project which will increase
those spacing’s by approximately 20%.

Will ABP please insist on the supply of this critical information.

Will ABP ask the applicants to show on a plan the distances between the turbines and the number of
rotor diameter’s that those distances represent.

Having that said, they should still abide by the WEDG2006 guidelines that are in force, on the
spacing between turbines.

I trust you will take this further observation on this application on board and I am available for oral
hearing or other forum if required.

I enclose 50 euro fee made out to An Bord Pleanala.

Yours sincerely,

Con Sheehan,

Chartered Land surveyor FSCSI

SOCIETY OF
CHARTERED
SU RVEYORS
IRELAND





Sheelran Land Surveys Ltd
Consulting Land surveyors and mappers.

College road,
Carrignava r,
Co. Cork.

Date: 13 January 2025
The Secretary,
Planning Department,
Kilkenny County Council,
County Hall,
John Street,
Kilkenny.

Re: Kilkenny County Council planning reference 25/60003

Applicant: Briskalagh Limited.

Planning Application to Kilkenny County Council for a Renewable Energy Development and all associated
works in the townlands of Acragar, Ballyconra, Ballycuddihy, Ballyroe, Ballyroe (Grace), Ballyroe (Maher),
Baunaniska, Boherkyle, Briskalagh, Brittas, Clone, Coolnapisha, Curraghduff, Freshford, Freshford Lots,
Graigueswood, Grange, Huntstown, Kilmanagh, Knockeenglass, Knockown, Moatpark, Monabrika,

Monavadaroe, Moneenaun, Oldtown, Oldtownhill, Parksgrove, Picketstown, Rathealy, Sart, Sweethilt,
Tobernapeastia, Tullaroan, Upperwood Demesne, Co. Kilkenny.

Dear planners,

I highly recommend this application be looked at in detail with respect to the turbine to turbine
separation distances within this application site boundary.

am a chartered Land Surveyor, in private practice since 1994, becoming a Fellow member of the
Society of Chartered Surveyors of Ireland & the RICS in 2006.

Since 2017 1 have being working in a professional capacity mapping distances and dimensions of
various Windfarms in Cork, Kerry, Waterford, Limerick and Wexford counties on behalf of certain
residents who have complaints of noise nuisance created by the operation of wind turbines. I was
also the surveyor involved in mapping the dimensions of the Ballyduff wind farm on behalf of the
Plaintiffs who were impacted by amplitude modulation and turbine noise to such an extent that one
of the Plaintiffs had to abandon his home and was found to have suffered psychological injury. The
findings in this case were made by the High Court in a Judgment of Ms. Justice Egan delivered on the
8" March 2024 (Webster &Anor -\I- Meenacloughspar (Wind) Limited and Shorten & Anor-v-
MeenacEoughspar (Wind) Limited. In that Judgment regard is had to the proximity of the turbines to
the homes of the Plaintiffs and to the many factors which may be contributing to turbine noise,
including possible wake effects of one turbine on the other turbine (the particular windfarm in that
case has just two turbines).
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I have recently carried out a study of all of the Windfarms I have worked on (on behalf of injured
parties) and one factor that I happened upon is present in all. This is the spacing of certain turbines
relative to each other. It is a factor in wake turbulence at particular turbines, creating noise nuisance
for nearby residents.

On reading the WEDG 2006 guidelines, referring to “wind take” on page 34, one could miss the
recommended siting of turbines relative to each other (as distinct from siting relative to dwellings
and adjacent windfarms / properties outside of the windfarm control).

It reads "In general, to ensure optimal performance and to account for turbulence and wake effects, the
minimum distances between wind turbines will generally be three times the rotor diameter (=3d) in the
crosswind direction and seven times the rotor diameter (=7d) in the prevailing downwind direction.”

This application (planning reference 25/60003) in particular has challenged me, a Chartered Land
surveyor with speciality in mapping and analysis of same, to find a suitable map in the entire
application that enables me to properly scale anything. One has to go the Hydrology report to get the
information where the seven turbines are all shown together with a scale and/or scalebar.

Planning reference 25/60003, to which this observation refers, has, as one can see in Map 1 (next
page), completely ignored the turbine separation distances from adjacent turbines. Also note the
location of the Met mast which I believe to be in a very poor location for the purpose it is intended.
Turbulence from the adjacent turbines will make it ineffective. The recommended spacing from a
met mast to a turbine is 2.5 rotor diameters
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Of the windfarms I have been involved in to date, those WEDG 2006 guidelines on turbine separation
distances from adjacent turbines have not been complied with, as is the case here.

Recommendation

On the basis of what I have outlined and experienced, I highly recommend the following information
be sought from the developers to enable the County Council and other parties carry out an in-depth
analysis of the proposal, and if fact, the entire validity of the proposal in relation to the Wind Energy
Development Guidelines 2006.

1: The manufacturer’s specifications for the particular model of turbines used in their design (the Nordex
N163 STE) with specific reference to the minimum separation distances from turbine to turbine within the

windfarm (not windfarm to windfarm). This should also be shown on a dedicated plan and the rotor diameters
between turbines given similar to Map 1 on page 3 of this observation.

(Turbine manufacturers recommend separation distances to avoid excess turbulence, wind shear, noise and

other impacts on the integrity of the turbine).
This is to enable them provide a warranty for the turbine being used and indicate the actual power output that

will be achieved versus the application stated output

It is my opinion that the developers will not get a valid warranty for the eventual turbine, after their tender
process, for a spacing less than 5 rotor diameters in the prevailing wind direction and 3 rotor diameters in
other directions. The layout on Map 1 shows a significant lack of spacing, if this is the case.

In the event that the aforementioned information is not supplied to the County Council I highly recommend
that this application is refused

I am available for consultation or other forum if needed.

I enclose a cheque for 20 Euro made out to Kilkenny County Council.

Yours $incereiy,

Con Sheehan,

Land surveyor /Fellow, “Society of Chartered Surveyors ireland:
Fellow, " Royal }nstitu{e of Chartered Surveyors'

CoEEege Road ,
Carrig iravar,
Co Cork, T34 TK26
Ereiand

Phone: ++353 21 4884923

MoE)ite: ++353 87 2751882

r::::f' : consheehan61@gmail.com

G\ iIIi+E e111:: i :i !!: GQ RICS

4



I


