
To:

An Bord Plean6ta

64 Marlborough Street
Dublin 1
DOI V902

Re: Cootoo Wind Farm SID Application 323761– Objection Submission

Submitted by:
CLare O’Rourke, Tra$ternagh South, Moylough, Ballinasloe, Co. Galway, H53 CD43

Date: 07/Nov/2025

Dear Sir / Madam,

I am submitting this objection to the proposed CooLoo Wind Farm development. I live

with my husband and children at our family home in Trasternagh South where we have

built our life, our support systems, and our children’s routines. Our home lies within the
zone of visual dominance of the turbines and within the predicted shadow flicker
catchment, meaning we would be directly and personally affected by this development.

1. Personal and Household Health Sensitivity

Four out of five members of our immediate household suffer from recurrent migraine,

and two, including one of our children, have documented photosensitivity triggers that
can be brought on by flickering or repetitive shadow effects. Our youngest son is also

currently undergoing assessment for Autism Spectrum and ADHD, and experiences

sensory overload easily from movement, visual repetition, and flashing contrasts,

The proposed development’s shadow flicker modelling predicts exposure exceeding the

WHO recommended thresholds for neurological sensitivity. Even with mitigation, there

is no guarantee of compLete removal of flicker, especially during autumn and winter

when sun angle is low.

A binding operational shadow flicker shutdown protocol is not provided in this

application. Without an enforceable, real-time automated curtailment plan, our home
would be at risk of constant triggers, placing our children’s health and daily functioning
in jeopardy.

2. Chapter 5: Population & Human Health - Deficiencies

The EIAR does not carry out any quantitative health impact assessment, despite:
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• Recognised photosensitivity and migraine prevalence in the general population

• Proximity to residential receptors and two national schools

• Known need for minimum sunlight stability for neurodiverse children

The EIAR treats human health as a secondary by-product of noise and flicker

assessment, rather than a protected subject of the EIA Directive (2014/52/EU). This is

not compliant with the EPA EIAR Guidelines 2022, which require:

• Identification of vulnerabLe population groups

• Specific assessment of neurological, psychological, and sensory effects

• Demonstration that effects can be avoided before consent

This was not done.

3. Chapter 7: Landscape, Birds, and Environmental Setting

The proposed turbines would be visually dominant on a landscape that is currently

rural, open, and agricultural. The turbines would be 180 metres high, out of scale with
all surrounding built form. This would cause:

• Loss of rural visual character

• Artificial skyline intrusion

• Reduction of scenic and amenityvalue

In addition, Chapter 7’s bird surveys fall below NPWS minimum effort standards,

particularly for migratory and overwintering species, including Whooper Swan – a

species that travels across this area annually. Mitigation is deferred to post-consent ,

which has been found unlawful in Sweetman (C-258/1 1) and People Over Wind (C-
323/17).

If the applicant cannot demonstrate, before decision, that impacts are fully understood
and avoidable, permission cannot legally be granted

4. Shadow Flicker - Required Conditions (if Not Refused)

Should ABP consider granting permission, the following must be imposed

A binding, automated shadow flicker curtailment scheme including:

• Real-time light sensor monitoring at our house

• Automatic turbine shut-down when flicker is detected

Page 2 of 19



• No reliance on complaint-based reporting

• Written guarantee that annual flicker will not exceed zero hours, not 30

hours/year

This is essential for health protection in a household with neurological sensitivity.

Conclusion

The proposed development presents unacceptable health, amenity, and environmental
impacts on my family and on the local community. The EIAR does not comply with the

EPA (2022) requirements for human health assessment, and the risks to photosensitive
and neurodiverse individuals are neither quantified nor mitigated,

For these reasons, I respectfully request that the Board refuse permission.

Request for Acknowledgement & Notification

Please acknowledge receipt of this submission and notify me directly of

• Any Further Information requests

• Any Oral Hearing or consultation dates

• The finaLdecision of the Board

Yours sincerely,

Clare O’Rourke

Trasternagh South, Moylough
Batlinasloe, Co. Galway
H53 CD43
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Cooloo Wind Farm - Chapter 5: Population and Human Health
This technical review analyses Chapter 5 of the Cooloo Wind Farm EIAR and its cross-
referenced appendices, assessing compliance with the EPA EIAR Guidelines (2022), WHO
Environmental Noise Guidelines (2018), and the societal and health governance pillars set
out in EPA Research Report No. 494 (Peat Hub Ireland, 2025)

1. Scope and Methodology
Chapter 5 addresses population, community, and human health impacts. It relies on cross.
references to other EIAR chapters (Noise, Traffic, Climate, Peat/Geotechnical) and uses a
qualitative narrative method. No quantitative health-risk modelling or socio-economic
survey was included. Sensitive receptors include 439 dwellings, Cooloo National School, and
Brierfield National School.

2. Key Findings Claimed in the EIAR
Topic Developer’s Summary Conclusion

Demographics & Employment Stable population; limited short-term
construction jobs; negligible demographic
change

Community & Amenity Wind farms compatible with rural amenity;
visual and noise effects within limits

Noise & Vibration Within WEDG 2006 thresholds; no adverse

health or amenity effect predicted,

Shadow Flicker Below 30 hours/year per receptor;
negligible significance,

Traffic & Construction Temporary disturbance mitigated by TMP;
no significant residual impact.

Peat Stability / Safety Residual risk low; public safety risk
minimal.

Overall Human Health No predicted significant adverse effects

3. Technical Review of Approach

• No quantitative baseline for health, air, or well-being indicators; human health is treated
as derivative of physical effects, contrary to EPA §3.5.4

• Noise thresholds rely on WEDG 2006/ETSU-R-97, not WHO 2018 s40 dB Lnight
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• Traffic-phase exposure near both schools unquantified; no pedestrian risk modelling.

• Peat stability and emergency scenarios lack human safety risk modelling.

• No cumulative or equity (vulnerable group) analysis provided.

4. RR-494 Pillar Comparison
RR-494 Pillar Expectation Cooloo Status

Society & Culture Community well-being
central; participatory
health-risk dialogue.

Limited consultation; no
health baseline or

participatory process.

Accountability Pre-consent clarity and

open data on human risk.
Monitoring deferred to
post-consent CEM P.

Longevity Long-term community
monitoring.

No binding health or
amenity monitoring beyond
construction,

Equity Protect vulnerable groups
(children, elderly).

No receptor-specific
health/safety analysis.

5. EPA EIAR 2022 Compliance Review
Clause Requirement Compliance Comment

§3.4 Characterise

human-
environment
interactIons

I Partial No health or social

baseline provided.

§3.5.4 Assess direct and

indirect health

effects

X Non-compliant No quantitative
health impact
assessment.

§3.5.6

§3.6

Assess public safety
risk

I Partial No accident

scenario modelling.

Include cumulative

impacts
X Non-compliant Cumulative

noise/traffic effects
omitted

§3.8 Provide mitigation
and monitoring

X Non-compliant Health monitoring
deferred to post-
consent
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6. Findings
1. No quantitative human-health analysis; outdated guidance relied upon,
2. Construction-phase risks near schools under-assessed

3. Health monitoring deferred to post-consent

4. No socio-economic or equity-based assessment.

5. Non-compliance with EPA 2022 and RR.494 pillars of accountability and longevity.

7. Recommendations

• Conduct a full Health Impact Assessment (HIA) using WHO 2018 thresholds

• Prepare school-specific Safety and Health Plans restricting HGV movements during school
hours.

• Update noise criteria to 540 dB I.night and include amplitude modulation penalties.

• Establish participatory community monitoring with transparent reporting,

• Publish a socio-economic baseline survey and integrated risk register covering health and
safety.

8. Conclusion

Chapter 5 does not meet EPA EIAR 2022 or RR-494 standards. The absence of quantitative

health assessment, reliance on outdated thresholds, and failure to protect vulnerable
receptors mean that significant effects on human health and community well-being cannot
be ruled out. A standalone Health Impact Assessment is required before any determination
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Technical Review Report - Chapter 7: Birds [Cooloo Wind Farm EIAR)
Prepared as an independent ornithological and environmental impact review against the
EPA EIAR Guidelines (2022), the EU Birds Directive (2009/147/EC), the Habitats Directive

(92/43/EEC], NPWS Wind Energy and Birds Guidance (2023), and relevant Irish and EU
case law (O'Grannia v ABP [2014] IESC 25; People Over Wind C-323/17; Sweetman

C-258/11)

1. Scope and Context
Chapter 7 of the Cooloo EIAR assesses ornithological impacts arising from the proposed
nine-turbine wind farm. The site lies within 15 km of multiple designated sites, including

Lough Corrib SPA/SAC, Lough Ree SPA, and Slieve Aughty SPAs, supporting sensitive

species such as Curlew, Lapwing, Snipe, Hen Harrier, and Whooper Swan. Habitats comprise
improved grassland, wet heath, and peat mosaic, forming potential feeding and flight
corridors

2. Methodology as Presented in the EIAR

• Field surveys undertaken 2020–2023 for breeding, wintering, and migratory birds.
• Approximately 360 hours of vantage-point observations across six locations,
• Collision risk estimated using SNH Band Model (2017, Option 1).
• 15 km desktop review and 2 km detailed field envelope.
• Significance evaluated using CIEEM (2018) magnitude and receptor sensitivity matrices.

3. Key Findings Claimed by the Developer
The El AR concludes no significant impacts on SPA-listed species. Collision risk is predicted
to be 50,02 collisions/turbine/year for Whooper Swan and Hen Harrier. Curlew and

Lapwing recorded in low single figures off-site; disturbance considered minor due to
extensive alternative habitat. Mitigation proposed includes pre-construction surveys, 200 m

buffers, and operational monitoring set out in Appendices 7-7 and 7-8.

4. Review of Supporting Appendices

4.1 Appendix 7-6 - Collision Risk Assessment (CRA)

Uses Band Model Option 1 with 95% avoidance for swans/geese. Observation dataset
(-360 hrs) falls below NPWS minimum 720 hr standard. No turbulence, nocturnal, or
weather-based corrections applied. No radar validation, despite site proximity to known
Whooper Swan flyway. A Assessment under-represents actual collision risk and
uncertainty.

4.2 Appendix 7-7 – Bird Mitigation Plan
Contains generic avoidance measures (nest buffers, lighting control, timing restrictions) but
no fixed exclusion zones or species-specific design. Mitigation deferred to pre-construction
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stage. This approach is contrary to the precautionary principle and fails to demonstrate that
all reasonable scientific doubt has been eliminated before consent.

4.3 Appendix 7-8 – Bird Monitoring Programme

Proposes three years of operational-phase monitoring, limited to vantage-point watches
and carcass searches without detection-rate correction. No independent review or
long-term continuation mechanism is specified. Duration and methodology are inadequate
to verify effects over the full 25-year operational lifespan,

5. Key Technical Deficiencies
Issue: Survey effort below guidance

Observation: 360 hrs vs NPWS 720 hr minimum; limited winter coverage
Regulatory Concern: EPA §2.5; NPWS 2023 §3.2

Issue: Temporal coverage incomplete

Observation: Spring migration and nocturnal sampling gaps
Regulatory Concern: Birds Directive Arts. 4 & 5

Issue: Collision model under-parameterised
Observation: Band Option 1 only; no uncertainty or night-flight correction
Regulatory Concern: EPA §3.9

Issue: Deferral of mitigation

Observation: Pre-construction surveys define buffers post-consent
Regulatory Concern: People Over Wind; Sweetman

Issue: No cumulative analysis
Observation: Nearby wind farms excluded from CRA

Regu]atory Concern: EPA §3.6; CJEU C-142/16 (Holohan)

Issue: Habitat linkage unproven
Observation: No teIemetry/ring data for Whooper Swan corridor
Regulatory Concern: Habitats Directive Art. 6(3)

Issue: Monitoring weak
Observation: Three-year duration, no independent oversight
Regulatory Concern: EPA §3.8
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6. EPA EIAR (2022) Compliance Matrix

§2.5 - Scientific methods: Best-practice field effort & validated models - I Partial

§3.4 - Baseline: Adequate seasonal & spatial data - X Non-compliant

§3.6 – CumuIative effects: Include other projects - X Non-compliant

§3.B - Mitigation & monitoring: Quantified and enforceable - X Non-compliant

§3.9 - Residual & uncertainty: Quantify uncertainty - X Non-compliant

7. Comparative Context – Derrybrien & National Precedents
The Derrybrien (C-215/06) and 0’Grannia (2014) rulings highlight the necessity for robust,
pre-consent ecological assessment. Cooloo’s approach of qualitative modelling and deferred
mitigation parallels deficiencies found unlawful in those cases. Consequently, a higher
standard of proof is required to exclude adverse effects on protected bird species and SPAs,

8. Findings

• Survey effort and spatial coverage are below NPWS standards, limiting confidence in
baseline data

• Collision risk for Whooper Swan, Hen Harrier, and Curlew likely underestimated due to
model simplification and limited observation hours,

• Mitigation is deferred and non-binding, contrary to the precautionary approach.

• No independent data validation or peer review has been undertaken,
• Cumulative and long-term monitoring deficiencies remain unresolved.

9. Recommendations – Further Information & Conditions

• Undertake additional year-round vantage-point and radar monitoring (2720 hrs) covering
dawn/dusk migration.

• Re-run Band Model Option 2 or stochastic 3-D modelling with uncertainty bands and
avoidance rate justification.

• Map and exclude known Curlew/Lapwing breeding territories and Whooper Swan flight
corridors from turbine siting.

• Impose binding 200-500 m nest buffer zones and construction exclusion periods as
pre-consent conditions.

• Require an independent ornithological peer review and oversight committee for
operational monitoring,

• Conduct a cumulative CRA including all permitted and operational wind farms within 20
km radius
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10. Conclusion

Chapter 7 and Appendices 7-6 to 7-8 do not meet EPA EIAR (2022) standards for
completeness, transparency, or scientific rigour. Survey effort is inadequate, collision risk is
under-modelled, and mitigation is deferred. Consequently, reasonable scientific doubt

persists as to whether significant adverse effects on qualifying bird species and nearby SPAs
can be excluded. Further information and binding conditions are required before consent
can be granted.
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