OBSERVATIONISUBMISSION TO PLANNING APPLICATION
Case Reference: 323761

Gearoid Smyth
Cloonascragh
Lavally,

Tuam

Galway

To: An Coimisidn Pleanala
64 Marlborough Street
Dublin 1

D01 ve02

Date: 09 November 2025

Re: Observation/Submission to proposed wind energy development at Cooloo Wind Farm

Location: Cloondzahamper, Cloonascragh, Eimhiil, Cooloo, Lecarrow, Dangan Eighter, Lissavally, Slievegorm
- Co. Galway

Applicant: Neoen Renewables Ireland Limited

Dear Sir/Madam,

| have lived in Cloonascragh all my life. Itis a nice peaceful area to grow up in. 1 play footbalt with Killererin
GAA club and am aiso involved in many community organisations. Killererin is what [ call home.

lintend to build a house locally in the very near future and am concerned that if this Wind Farm goes ahead |
might not get planning permission to do so.

| oppose the construction of the Cooloo Wind Farm and request An Coimisiin Pleanala to reject this planning
application,

| am objecting on the following grounds.

Community Consultation and Engagement

The basis that the community consultation process was carried out by Neoen and MKO for the proposed
Cooloo Wind Farm has been fundamentally inadequate and does not meet the standards of meaningful



public engagement required under the Draft Revised Wind Energy Development Guidelines (2019) or An
Bord Pleandla’s Strategic Infrastructure Development protocols.

The consultation was poorly publicised, using the lrish Examiner, a Cork-based paper with minimal reach in
north-east Galway, for statutory notices instead of the Tuam Herald, the area's primary local newspaper. This
choice deprived many residents of awareness and opportunity to participate.

Claims of engagement with “local groups, clubs and schools” are inaccurate. Key organisations such as
Killererin Community Council and Killererin GAA received no correspondence of invitations to contribute.
Furthermore, no public consultation meeting was held in Moylough, where seven of the nine turbines are
proposed, further excluding the most affected residents.

Reported “door-to-door engagement’ reached just 55 homes within 1 km of the turbines, yielding only ten
written responses which is an unacceptably low level of participation for a project of this scale. Reliance on
online materials was ineffective given poor broadband in the area.

Overall, the process was selective, poorly targeted, and misleading in its presentation of local engagement.
These failings undermine the project’s compliance with public participation standards and should be given
significant weight in An Bord Pleanala’s assessment.

Planning Framework and Guidelines

Relying on the Wind Energy Development Guidelines 2006 is no longer appropriate. Since their publication,
wind energy technology has advanced significantly, and scientific understanding has deepened. The 2006
Guidelines were based on turbines under 100 metres and 1-2MW In capacity, whereas the proposed turbines
will be 180 metres tall and produce around 6MW, causing greater impacts.

The outdated nature of these guidelines has been acknowledged in the Dail multiple times. In 2013, Deputy
Micheal Martin noted that the guidelines did not reflect modern technology, and in 2025, Tanaiste Simon
Harris confirmed that the Government prioritizes the creation of new guidelines.

Therefore, it is inappropriate for An Coimisitn Pleanala to base decisions solely on the 2006 Guidelines.
Decisions must reflect current technology and environmental standards. All new Wind Farm developments
should be paused until updated guidelines are astablished so that affected communities are not unfairly
treated by these outdated guidelines

Right to Peaceful Enjoyment of Property

Article 1, Protocol 1 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) protects every individual’s right to
the peaceful enjoyment of their possessions. It provides that; “Every natural or legal person is entitled to the
peaceful enjoyment of his possessions. No one shall be deprived of his possessions except in the public
interest and subject to the conditions provided for by law and by the general principles of international law.”

Granting permission for this wind farm development would seriously interfere with my right to the peaceful
enjoyment of my property as a landowner and farmer. My land is not only my livelihood but also my home
and heritage, and its value lies in its usability, productivity, and tranquillity. The construction and operation of
large-scale wind turbines would bring constant noise, vibration, and shadow flicker, making it extremely
difficult to work or live on the land without disruption.

During the lengthy construction period, the constant movement of heavy machinery, road congestion, and
elevated noise levels would disturb livestock, damage rural roads, and make normal farm operations
significantly harder to carry out. Once operational, the turbines would permanently alter the landscape,
impacting both animal welfare and the environment in which | work daily. The cumulative effects of noise,
flicker, and visual dominance would deprive me of the peaceful enjoyment and practical use of my land.

Such disruption cannot reasonably be regarded as proportionate or justified in the public interest, and



therefore would constitute a breach of the protections guaranteed under Article 1, Protocol 1 of the ECHR.

Property Devaluation

A study from the University of Galway and international research indicates that homes within 1 km of wind
turbines experience adverse effects on property value, with reductions of up to 14.7%. My home falls within
this range, and | am deeply concerned about the financial and emotionaf impact this will have on my family
and our future prospects. The planning application does not appear to address or mitigate this issue.

https:I/www.universityofgalway.ielmedialresearchsites/cerislﬁlesNVP-2023—01 pdf

Noise

Planning permission for the proposed Cooloo Wind Farm should be refused on the basis that it poses a clear
and foreseeable risk of substantial interference with the normal use and enjoyment of nearby homes. [n
Byrne & Moorhead v ABQ Energy [2025] IEHC 330, the Irish High Court found that wind turbine
noise—specifically low-frequency and amplitude-modulated sound—constituted a private nuisance under
common law, as it significantly disrupted residents’ ordinary domestic life. The Court held that such noise
amounted {o an unreasonable and cantinuous intrusion, preventing the quiet occupation of the home and
resulting in the permanent shutdown of three turbines in County Wexford.

The Cooloo proposal relies on outdated ETSU-based noise criteria that fail to account for the same
low-frequency and modulated noise effects found to cause substantial nuisancs in the Wexford case. Given
the proposed turbines’ greater height and rotor size, the likelihood of these harmful acoustic effects occurring
at Cooloo is even higher. Approving this development under obsolete standards would disregard the High
Court’s findings and expose local residents to predictable and legally recognized interference with their right
to the peaceful enjoyment of their homes, Planning permission should therefore be refused in full on these
grounds.

Shadow Flicker

The EIAR's treatment of shadow flicker fails to meet statutory and international standards for the assessment

and mitigation of human health and residential amenity impacts. It relies on outdated guidelines, applies

over-simplified modelling assumptions, and does not provide adequate protection to the large number of |
dwellings and receptors affected. |

The EIAR confirms that:

- 218 residential receptors are located within 1.62 km of proposed turbines,
- 171 of these are predicted to experience shadow flicker, and |
- 43 receptors are within 1 km of a turbine.

These figures demonstrate that the project is situated in a densely inhabited rural area, yet the assessment i
dismisses the significance of impact based solely on a theoretical model rather than verified site conditions.

By any reasonable measure, 171 dwellings affected by a rotating shadow intrusion constitutes a major
residential amenity and public heaith concern, not a negligible effect.

The EIAR applies the 2006 DoEHLG Wind Energy Development Guidelines, which allow up to 30 minutes per
day or 30 hours per year of shadow flicker at any dweliing. -

However:

- The 2019 Draft Wind Energy Development Guidelines (and reiterated in the 2025 Climate Action Plan
Annex) require that no occupied dwelling or sensitive receptor experiences any shadow flicker through the
use of automatic turbine control systems.



- The EIAR itself acknowledges that turbine software could achieve this standard but chooses to assess
impacts under the cbsolete 20086 thresholds.

This approach is contrary to current best practice and fails to future-proof the development in line with
national policy on renewable energy development and community protection. Although the EIAR cites
various international studies (some over a decade old) claiming no proven medical link between shadow
flicker and disease, it fails to address contemporary health guidance:

- The World Health Organisation {2018) recognises annoyance and sleep disturbance as legitimate health
effects of environmental light and noise intrusions.

- The HSE's own scoping response {2023) requested an assessment of all likely significant impacts on
sensitive receptors, including shadow flicker, along with proposed mitigation.

- The EIAR's discussion focuses on whether shadow flicker can cause seizures (which is rare), but ignores
chronic stress, fatigue, and loss of amenity due to regular flicker events within residential interiors.

The result is @ narrow and outdated view of human health inconsistent with EPA (2022) guidance, which
defines health as “a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being.”

The shadow flicker assessment in the Cooloo Wind Farm EIAR is deficient, outdated, and incomplete. [t
underestimates the true scale of residential intrusion and fails to apply the precautionary principle required
under both EU and Irish environmental law. ’

Given:
- 171 dwellings predicted to experience flicker

- Qutdated 2006 guideline thresholds
- Absence of enforceable mitigation and cumulative analysis

this development cannot be deemed to have no likely significant effect on human health or amenity.

Biodiversity Impact - Earthworms

| object on the grounds that the Environmental Impact Assessment fails to address the impacts of wind
turbine-induced vibrational noise on soil biodiversity and ecosystern function, particularly earthworm
populations.

Recent peer-reviewed research by Velilla et al. (2021, Oikos, 130(7), 10331 047) demonstrates that wind
turbines generate continuous low-frequency vibrations (< 500 Hz} that travel considerable distances through
soil. Key findings include:

- Vibrational noise decreased by only 23 +7 dB over 200 metres, meaning measurable vibration extends
well beyond turbine bases '

- Earthworm abundance declined by approximately 40% near turbines compared to sampling points further
away

- Soil compaction and crop type were ruled out, confirming vibrational noise was the primary cause

- The impact is body-size-dependent, especially harmful to earthworms and other large soil inveriebrates

Earthworms are critical "ecosystem engineers” essential to soil health and agricultural productivity. A 40%
decline in their populations can lead to:

- Reduced soil aeration and water infiltration, increasing flooding and erosion risks

- Disruption of nutrient cycling and carbon sequestration, undermining soil fertility and climate regulation

- Deterioration of soil structure and microbial balance, impacting crop performance and long-term land
viability
These impacts are especially conceming in productive agricultural soils. The Cooloo site shares
characteristics with the farmland studied by Velilla et al. (2021) — organically managed, rural, and composed



of active agricultural soils,

The Environmental Impact Assessment submitted for Cooloo does not address subsurface vibrational noise
or it potential to degrade scit ecosystems. This represents a significant omission in the assessment of
environmental and agricultural impacts.

I respectfully request that An Coimisilin Pleandla require:

- Comprehensive assessment of soil-borne vibrational noise impacts

- Evaluation of effects on soil macrofauna, especially earthworms

- Protective buffer zones of at least 200—-250 metres from turbine bases to high-value agricultural soils
- Vibration-dampening measures in turbine design and foundations

- Sail biodiversity indicators in post-construction monitoring

Reference:

- Velilla, E., Collinson, E., Bellato, L.., Berg, M.P., & Halfwerk, W. (2021). Vibrational noise from wind energy
turbines negatively impacts earthworm abundance. Oikos, 130(7), 1033-1047.
hitps://doi.org/10.1111/0ik.08166

Climate impact

| support renewable energy but object to the Cooloo Wind Farm because it will worsen Ireland's land-use
emissions, Clearing mature forest and disturbing peat for turbine bases and access roads will release
iong-stored carbon into the atmosphere. Ireland's Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2021 and
the European Climate Law both require that each sector reduce its emissions without offsetting increases
elsewhere. This means energy targets cannot legally override land-use targets. If projects like this go ahead
without full rewetting and carbon recovery, Ireland risks breaching its climate budgets and facing EU fines.
We need clean energy that complements, not competes with, our land-based climate commitments.

Major accidents and natural disasters

| object on the grounds that Chapter 16 of the Cooloc Wind Farm EIAR fails to provide a robust assessment
of major accident and natural disaster risks.

The report's references to peat instability and raised-bog cutover are inadequate given the known
susceptibility of peat fandscapes to movement and sediment release during heavy rainfall or storm surge
events. The EIAR's reliance on generic statements about low geological risk neglects the amplified high-wind,
flood and peat-fire hazards forecast for County Galway under the local authority climate plan.

The lack of detailed modelling of flood-pathways or worst-case scenario storm events undermines the
precautionary principle embedded in Irish planning law. This is a serious deficiency given the scale of the
proposed development and the sensitivity of the peat landscape.

No explicit contingency or evacuation measures are detailed for the community atong the grid-route corridor
— a serious omission when tall furbines and infrastructure could present hazard in extreme events.

The assessment is incomplete and fails to satisfy the legislative requirements of an EIAR insofar as it must
identify, describe and assess direct and indirect effects of the development on the environment and human
beings.

I cail on An Coimisitin Pleanala to require an independent supplementary risk assessment, specific to
peat-hazard, flood-modelling and major-accident scenarios, before any decision is made on this application.

References:

- Galway County Council (2024) Local Authority Climate Action Plan 2024-2029
- Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (2022) Guidelines on the Information to be Contained in



Environmental Impact Assessment Reports (EIAR)
- European Commission (2024} Environmental Impact Assessment: Overview of EU Rules

Bird collision risk

| object to the proposed development on the grounds that the Collisicn Risk Assessment (Appendix 7-8, MKO
2025) is methodologically and scientifically inadequate to protect legally protected bird species.

The assessment relies on the theoretical Band Model, which assumes fixed avoidance rates and static
behaviour, without validation using telemetry or local field data. Survey coverage is temporally and spatially
limited, missing key migration and nocturnal flight periods. This approach fails to capture the real-world
behaviour of birds in the area.

The use of a 99.5% avoidance rate for Whooper Swans, without local validation, significantly underestimates
the risk of collision. Evidence from Irish Wetlands Bird Survey (I-WeBS) and BirdWatch Ireland indicates that
Whooper Swans routinely commute between Horseleap Lough and surrounding feeding areas at low altitudes
that overlap turbine rotor heights. The conclusion of 'negligible risk' is therefore unsupported and unreliable.

The report fails to consider cumulative impacts with other regional wind farms or infrastructure, contrary to EU
Directive 2009/147/EC (Birds Directive) and Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive. This is a serious omigsion
given the presence of multiple wind energy developments in the region.

Mitigation reasures are undefined and untested. Key figures such as flightline maps (e.q., Figure 7-6-1) are
omitted, hindering independent review and transparency. Without clear, evidence-based mitigation strategies,
there is no guarantee that collision risks can be managed effectively.

Under the Birds Directive (2009/147/EC) and the Habitats Directive, ireland has a legal obligation to protect
migratory and resident bird populations. The assessment as presented does not provide sufficient evidence
that these obligations can be met.

| respectfully request that the planning authority reject or defer this application pending an independent,
peer-reviewed reassessment. This should include:

- Full telemetry and radar data for local bird populations

- Expanded seasonal coverage including migration and nocturnal periods
- Transparent disclosure of all field survey data and model assumptions

- Cumutative impact assessment with regional wind farms

- Defined, evidence-based mitigation strategies

References:

- MKO (2025). Appendix 7-6 Collision Risk Assessment, Cooloo Wind Farm EIA

- Band, W., Madders, M. & Whitfield, D. (2007). Developing field and analytical methods to assess avian
collision risk at wind farms

- Scottish Natural Heritage (2018). Avoidance Rates for the Onshore Wind Farm Collision Risk Model

- NatureScot (2021). Research Report 909: Using a collision risk model to assess bird collision risks
onshore wind farms

- Rees, E. (2006). Whooper Swans: Biology and Conservation. T & AD Poyser

- Crowe, O. et al. (2019}, Migration and Roosting of Whooper Swans. Irish Birds 43

- BirdWatch Ireland (2024). Whooper Swan Species Profile & Irish Wetlands Bird Survey (I-WeBS)

- European Commission (2021). Wind Energy and Natura 2000

Visual Impact

The proposed turbines would be highly infrusive and visually dominant, overwhelming the existing rural
character of the local landscape. Their visibility from multiple vantage points would transform a natural and
agricultural setting into an industrial-scale development.



The proposal is out of scale with the surrounding environment. The turbines’ extreme height and size would
cause visual clutter and a loss of scenic amenity, remaining visible even at long distances and creating
continuous visual intruston,

When combined with existing or approved wind farms in the region, this development would lead to visual
saturation and skyline dominance, further eroding the landscape’s character and reducing its recreational
value.

The developer's visual impact assessment understates the visibility and significance of the turbines.
Photomontages appear selective and fail to represent the true extent of visual intrusion likely to be
experienced by residents and visitors.

The proposal would diminish the rural amenity, tranquillity, and identity of the local region. It threatens the
area’s sense of place and the quality of life for residents who value the natural and agriculturai landscape.

The local wind farm’s size and visual impact are excessive and inconsistent with the character of the area.
While supporting renewable energy, developments must respect the local landscape — this project does not.
The proposal should therefore be refused on the grounds of unacceptable visual and landscape impacts.

Conclusion

in light of the serious concerns outlined above | respectfuily urge An Coimisiun Pleanala to refuse permission
for this development. The proposal is not compatible with the principles of proper planning or sustainable
development. This proposal has also divided our community and in time, if this development is allowed to go
ahead, it will destroy relationships within the community and no doubt have an impact on the population of the
community.

If permission is not refused outright, | request that an oral hearing be held so that the community can have
our say oh the impacts of this development.

Yours Sincerely,

Name: Gearoid Smyth
Date: 09 November 2025



