OBSERVATION/SUBMISSION TO PLANNING APPLICATION
Case Reference: 323761

Martin and Evelyn Stone
Hillsbrook

Bamaderg

Tuam

Galway

To: An Coimisitn Pleandla
64 Mariborough Street
Dublin 1

D01 V302

Date: 19 November 2025

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

Location: Cloondahamper, Cloonascragh, Elmhill, Cooloo, Lecarrow, Dangan Eighter, Lissavaily, Slievegorm
- Co. Galway

Applicant: Necen Renewables Ireland Limited

Dear Sir/Madam,

I have lived in this village of Hillsbrook, Barnaderg all my life. My wife, Evelyn and | built a house here on our
small farm which | am proud to own and love dearly. Our three children are lucky enough to be able to work
within commutable distances form this area to there work places and desire to establish a home in the
locality. One of our sons has already buiit a home here with his wife, and the children. They have invested a
lot of money and hard work lo built this home and we are worried that their home, as well as ours, will be
devalued, should this development proceed. Their house is Tkm from the nearest proposad turbine, which will
undoubtedly have a negative impact on their home value. Our daughter has obtained planning permission to
build on a site we have gifted her, but she has discovered that Turbine 1 will be between 700-720m from her
house and adjoining curtilage. She has now nearly conceded that she cannot built there, as Turbine 1 is too
close and she fears she wilt not be able to secure a mortgage, as the house when built will be In negative
equity. Our oldest son who moved home two years, who we wish to gift a site to also is in the same sftuation,
| fear that will be forced to buy a home elsewhere. It was always our desire to gift all our children a site, 50
they could buitd and have families off their own in the area. Now | fear two of our children will be forced to live
in a town, away from the community, neighbours, and friends they have in the area. Our awn home will be
within 1.22km form Turbine 3. Turbine 1 and 2 are within 1.41km from our home. In total 6 turbines will be
within 1.93km from our home. We are hugely concerned about the potential adverse impacts on heaith and




well being Shadow flicker, noise, infrasound, and polential hazards from a subslation and BESS(Battery
enargy storage system) less than a km from our home, and only 200m from my sons home is sernously
worrying  We are also greally concerned about the impact this development will on our farm and our cattle
which we rely upon to make ends met We have worked our socks off all our lives to sustain a small farm. pay
off our mortgage and bills Will the Wake Effect of these huge turbines reduce the productivity of our
grassland and in turn reduce the amount of fodder avatlable lo our cattle? We have always farmed 1n an
enviranmentally conscious way, planting 1000’s of frees to establish hedgerows, nparian, and brodiversity
enhancement zones on our land through the various Agri Schemes. We have seen the resulls of this work, as
biodiversity has increased massively on our land and in the general area over the last 10 years. On a daiy
basis we get to see the various, bird species and mammals which have returned lo the area. Birds that were
here in my childhood, such as the barn owl, hen harrier, whooper swans, and buzzards have returned o the
area, This could be all reversed if this development proceeds. | would implore An Coimisiun Pleanala to reject
this development on the issue ive outlined above and below. Please take time to consider this submission,
and perhaps visit the area to get an Insight into the potential losses of biodiversity and habitats

Planning Framework and Guidelines

The ongoing reliance on the Wind Energy Development Guidelines 2006 is increasingly inappropriate given
the advancements in wind energy technology almost twenty years ago. At the time, lurbines rarely exceeded
100 metres in height and produced 1-2 MW of power. In contrast, the turbines proposed in this development
will reach 180 metres and generate approximately § MW, resulfing in significantly greater impacts than those
envisaged by the 2006 Guidelines.

These guidelines have repeatedly been acknowledged in the Dail as outdated. In 2013, Deputy Micheal
Martin informed then-Taoiseach Enda Kenny that the guidelines did not account for contemporary technology
In 2025, Tanaiste Simon Harris reiterated in the D3il that the guidelines remain outdated.

Accordingly, it is unreasonable and inconsistent with principles of proper planning and sustainable
development for An CoimisiGin Pleandla to rely solely on the 2006 Guidelines. Any decision must be informed

by current standards and technological realities.

Barnaderg Gortbeg Group Water Scheme

| use the water from Barnaderg Gortbeg Group Water Scheme as my main source of drinking water for my
household. The water is of excellent quality and 1 am very concemed that pollution of various types such as
silt, sediment and other contaminants wili enter the water source, causing me and my family harm. With the
location of two Turbines within the Source Protection Area (SPA) | believe the Cooloo Windfarm should not be
granted permission whatsoever, especially in such & highly karsified and hydrologically sensitive area

Right to Own/Transfer Property

Article 43.1.2 of Bunreacht na hEireann provides that "the State accordingly guarantses lo pass no law
attempting to abolish the right of private ownership or the general right to transfer, bequeath, and inherit
property.” Granting permission for this wind farm development would effectively undermine this constitutional
protection. Landowners and farmers within the affected area would face significant restrictions, as land
siluated near turbines would becoms unsuitable for residential development, This would prevent families from
transferring land for the purpose of building homes for future generations, thereby eroding their practical

righls of ownership and inherilance.

Furthermore, Article 43.2.1 acknowledges that the exercise of property rights musl be regulated by the
principles of social justice. However, this froposed development cannot be regarded as socially just. it



disproportionately burdens local residents while providing little to no direct benefit to the community Thosa of
us living in the area would experience substantial and lasting impacts — including increased traffic and road
closures during construction, ongoing noise pollution, shadow flicker, and significant visual infrusion on our
landscape. In addition, there remains insufficient sclentific evidence to conclusively demonsirate that
large-scale wind farms pose no long-term health risks to nearby residents. In these circumstances, permitting
this development would be neither fair nor consistent with the principles of social justice recognised under
Article 43.

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 persor'm is entitled fo 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 peacefut
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 fand 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,
impacling both animal welfare and the environment in which | werk 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 juslified in the public interest, and
therefore would constitute a breach of the protections guaranteed under Asticle 1, Protacol 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 emotional impact this will have on my family
and our future prospects. The planning application does not appear to address or mitigate this issue.

hitps:/fwww.universityofgalway.ie/media/researchsites/cerisffiles/\WWP-2023-01.pdf

Noise

The proposed Cooloo Wind Farm should be refused planning permission, citing the Irish High Court case
Byme & Moorhead v ABO Energy [2025] IEHC 330, in which wind turbine noise was legally recognized as a
private nuisance, leading to the permanent shutdown of turbines in County Wexford. The objection highlights
that the Cooloo proposal fails to address proven low-frequency and amplitude-modulated noise impacts
similar to those measured in the Wexford case, where sound levels far exceeded safe limits and caused
serious disturbance to residents living over a kilometre away. The Cooloo project’s refiance on cutdated
ETSU-styte noise standards, which disregard low-frequency and tonal effects, is therefare deemed
inadequate to protect public health and residential amenity.

The proposed turbines at Cooloo—significantly larger than those involved in the Wexford case—are likely to
generate even stronger low-frequency noise that travels farther and fluctuates more intensely under local
atmospheric conditions. This increases the risk of nuisance and potential legal liability for both developers
and planning autharities. Ireland’s 2006 wind energy guidelines are outdaled and fail to reflect modem



scientific understanding of turbine acoustics Unbit revised national standards are adopled approving
large-scale wind {arms under obsolete critenia would be unsafe and conlrary lo the public ntarest Ptanming
permission should therefors be refused dus to the clear and {oreseeable risk of harm lo residenbal amenitios
the inadequacy of currenl noise controls, and the legal precedent confirming wind turbine noise as a
substantial nuisance

Shadow Flicker

Chapter 5 of the EIAR (‘Population and Human Health') states that the nearest residenlial properly 1s 720
metres away from the closest wind turbine (T8) However there is no mention of a housa (Eircode H53 FF64)
that Is 530 melres away from Turbines 4 and 5 and 600 metres away from Turbine 8. This property is not
accounted for at all in the EIAR.

The Wind Energy Guidelines of 2006 advise a setback distance between a wind turbine and a house of 500
metres These guidelines are almost 20 years old and outdated.

The 2019 Draft Wind Energy Development Guidelines suggest a mandatory minimum setback distance of
500 metres between a wind turbine and the nearest residential property, and 4 times the tip height, whichever
is greater.

Shadow flicker, caused by the rotating blades of wind turbines casting intermittent shadows, can havea
significant impact on nearby residents. Prolonged exposure to these flickering shadows can cause visual
discomfon, headaches, and even trigger migraines in susceptible individuals. Adequate setback distances
and screening measures should be implemented to minimize the potential health effects assaciated with
shadow flicker.

Biodiversity impact

| object to the proposed development on the grounds of its significant and permanent impact on biodiversily.
including legally protected habitats and species.

The project's Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) acknowledges a residual adverse effect on
Degraded Raised Bog (habitat 7120), a habitat of County Importance with capacity for patural regeneration
(EIAR Ch. 6, p. 142). Construction of the proposed floating access road between turbines T7 and T2 will
directly remove approximately 0.18 ha of this sensitive peatland and disrupt its hydrological balance (EIAR
Ch. 6, Sec. 6.5.2.1.1). This is contrary to the conservation obligations set out under the EU Habitats Directive

{82/43/EEC).

The site supports cutover bogs (PB4) and Marsh Fritiltary (Euphydryas aurinia); an Annex Il species
protected under European law. Breeding webs ware recorded near turbine T5 within metres of proposed
construction works (EIAR Ch. 6, Sec. 6.4.3.3). The disturbance, dust, and drainage changes associated with
turbine and road construction threaten the species’ survival tocally, directly conflicting with Ireland's duty to
maintain favourable conservation status for Annex I species.

The EJAR highlights potential effects on hydrology and connected wetland systems that could degrade olter
(Lutra lutra) habitat and aquatic fauna (EIAR Ch. 6, Sec. 6.5.2.1.1 and 6.2.2). Otters are also protecied under
Annex I of the Habitats Directive, and any degradation of their habitat represents a breach of Ireland’s legal
obligations.

‘These outcomes are inconsistent with the objectives of the National Biodiversity Action Plan 2023-2030,
which seeks {o prevent net biodiversity loss. Allowing this development to proceed would contradict national
policy commitments and international conservation obligations.

Given the acknowledged residual adverse effects on protected habitats and species, | respectfully request
that An Coimisiun Pleanala refuse permission for this development. The permanent less and degradation of



biodiversity cannot be justified, particularly where prolecled species and habitals ara INv ived

Referances

- EU Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC)

- National Biodiverstty Action Plan 20232030
- EIAR Chapter 6 (Biodiversity)

- An Coimision Pleanala Case 323761

Lack of detailed traffic management plan

This submission objects to the proposed development due to insufficient traffic management and risk
assessment in Appendix 15-2 {Traffic Management Plan). The plan omits essential quantitative data—such
as expected abnormal load numbers, peak-phase traffic volumes, and route-specific scheduling—required to
evaluate construction impacts, Narrow rural roads near Barnaderg and Cooloo lack the capacity for large
turbine transport without pre-works strengthening or verge reinforcement. No detailed programme for road
condition manitoring or reinstatement is provided. The TMP also fails to model cumufative or worsl-case
haulage scenarios, nor does it include enforceable mitigation measures for school transport, farm access of
local business corntinuity. In the absence of these specifics, the project's potential impacts on road safety.
infrastructure integrity and rural amenity remain unacceptably high. The application states that locals will kept
informed about traffic construction. Judging by how poorly locals were informed about the windfarm initially, 1
would be very sceptical as to whether we would be kept informed once construction was to commence. The
Board should refuse permission or impose strict, verifiable traffic and haulage conditions.

Climate impact

| support renewable energy but object to the Cooloo Wind Farm because it will worsen Irefand's land-use
emissions. Clearing mature forest and disturbing peat for turbine bases and access roads will release
long-stored carbon into the atmosphere. lreland'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 largets. If projects like this go ahead
without full rewetting and carbon recovery, Iretand risks breaching its climate budgets and facing EU fines.
We need clean energy that complements, not competes with, our land-based climate commitments.

Battery storage and substation safety risks

| object on the grounds of unacceptable risks to public health, fire safety, and water contamination posed by
the proposed substation and Battery Energy Storage Systermn (BESS).

The developer's own Appendix 12-3 Battery Storage Noise Assessment {Sept 2025) idenlifies fifteer CATL
EnerC+ battery conlainers containing lithium-ion (LiFeP0O4) systems manufactured by CATL. Predicted
operational noise levels reach up to 31 dB LAeq at nearby homes, representing an increase of +11 to +14 dB
above background levels. The report itself classifies this as a "significant adverse impact” on residential
amenity. Scientific research shows that chronic noise above 30 dB can raise risks of cardiovascular disease

and sleep disturbance.

Lithium-ion Battery Energy Storage Syslem (BESS) installations worldwide have experienced fires and
explosions that release toxic gases such as hydrogen fluoride and hydrogen cyanide. Research shows that
fire-water run-off from lithium-ion battery fires can contain hydrofluoric acid, dissolved metals, and flucrinated
organic compounds, which may contaminate nearby soil and waterways if not properly contained.

This proposed Substation and BESS would have a major impact on The Lough Corrib Special Area of
Conservation, as a nearby sfream eventually flows into Lough Corrib, potentially harming aquatic life and

drinking water sources.



Based on the absence of any Fire Safety Management Plan within Appendix 12-3, it appeoars ihat noarby fire
services are not equipped or trained lo respond effectively lo large-scale Iithium-ion baltory fires

In Grace & Others v An Bérd Pleanala (2017), the Supreme Court ruled that a residence within one kilometer

of a proposed development sile had standing to argue againsi consent This case emphasizes the
significance of thoroughly evaluating related infrastructure such as the subslation and BESS, which oughl to

be included i the same consenting procadure as the wind farm Hself.
With homes, farmland, and livestock within a few hundred metres of the proposed site, this industrial-scale
development poses an unacceplable risk to community health, safely, and environmental integrity. Untl

independent noise, fire-safaty, and hydrological risk audits are compleiad and verified by competent
authonties, | urge An Bord Pleanala to refuse this application in accordance with the Precautionary Principle.

References.

- National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) (2020) Hazard Assessment of Lithium-lon Battery Energy
Storage Systems

- TNEI Ireland (2025) Appendix 12-3 Battery Storage Noise Assessment

- World Health Organization (WHOQ) (2018) Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region

- Irish Legal News {2017} Supreme Court: Challenge o wind farm development referred to CJEU

Visual Impact

The proposed turbines would be highly intrusive 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 intrusion.

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 frue 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 agricultural 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 tight of the serious concerns outlined above | respectfully urge An Coimisiiin Pleanala to refuse permission
for this development. The proposal is not compatible with the principles of proper planning or sustainable
development and would have lasting negalive effects on local residents, farmers, and the wider community. |

therefore strongly object to this proposal and ask that it be refused in full.

If permission is not refused outright, | request that an oral hearing be held so that local residents, farmers,
and the wider community can have our say on the impacts of this development.



Yours Sincerely,
Wak Boe

Name: Martin and Evelyn Stone
Date: 19 November 2025



