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Dear Sir/Madam

I have lived in this village of Hillsbrook, Barnad8rg all my life. My wife, Evelyn and I built a house here on our
small farm which I am proud to own and love dearly. Our three children are lucky enough to be able to work
within tx>mmutable distances form this area to there work places and desire to establish a home in the

loality. One of our sons has already buIlt a home here with his wife. and the children. They have invested a
lot of money and hard work to built this home and we are worried that their home. as well as ours. will be
devalued, should this development proceed. Their house is 1 km from the nearest proposed 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 will 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 situation,
I fear that will be forced to buy a home elsewhere. It was always our desire to gift all our children a site, so
they could build and have families off their own in the area. Now I 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 own home will be
within 1.22km form Turbine 3. Turbine 1 and 2 are within 1.41 km 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 health and



well beIng Sh8dow RIcher. noise. lnfr8sound. and potentIal hazards from a substatIon and BESS(BatterY
energy storage system) less than a km from our home, and only 200m from my sons home IS serIOUSIY

wonytng We are also greatly concerned about the impact thIS developmenl will on our farm and our cattle
WhICh we rely upon to make ends met We havo worked our socks off all our IIves 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 avaIlable to our cattle? We have always farmed in an

environmentally conscious way. plantIng 1000's of trees to estabIISh hedgerows. rIparIan. and bIOdIversIty
enhancement zones on our land through the various AgN Schemes We have seen the results of thIS work. as

bIOdiversity has increased massively on our land and in the general area over the last 10 years On a daIly
basis we get to see the various. bird specIes and mammals which have returned to the area BIrds that were
here in my ChIldhOOd. such as the barn owl. hen harder, whooper swans. and buzzards have returned to the

area. This could be all reversed if this development proceeds. I would implore An Colmlslun Pleanala to reject
this development on the issue ivo 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 GuideIInes

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, turbines rarely exceeded

100 metres in height and produced l–2 MW of power. In contrast. the turbines proposed in this development
will reach 180 metres and generate approximately 6 MW. resulting in significantly greater impacts than those
envisaged by the 2006 Guidelines

These guidelines have repeatedly been acknowledged in the DaII 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 Dail that the guideIInes remain outdated.

Accordingly. it is unreasonable and inconsistent with principles of proper planning and sustaInable
development for An CoimisiOn Pleanala to rely solely on the 2006 Guidelines. Any decision must be informed

by current standards and technological realities

use the water from Barnaderg Gonbeg Group Water Scheme as my main source of drinking water for my
household. The water is of excellent quality and I am very concerned that pollution of various types such as
silt. sediment and other contaminants will enter the water source. causing me and my family harm. WIth the
location of two Turbines within the Source Protection Area (SPA) I believe the Cooloo Windfam1 should not be
granted permission whatsoever. especially in such a highly karsified and hydrologically sensitive area

Barnaderg Gortbe9 Group Water Scheme

Right to Own/Transfer Property

Article 43.1.2 of Bunreacht na h£ireann provides that -the State accordingly guarantees to pass no law
attempting to aboIIsh 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 r8strictions. as land
situated near turbines would become unsuitable for residential development. This would prevent families from

transferring land for the purpose of building homes for future generations. thereby eroding their practical
rights of ownership and inheritance

Furthermore. Article 43.2.1 acknowledges that the exercise of property rights must be regulated by the
principles of social justice. Howev8r, this proposed development cannot be regardod as socially just it



dIsproportIonately burdens local residents whIle provIdIng IIttle to no dIrect benefit to the communIty Thos8 of
us IIVIng in the area would experIence substantial and lasting Impacts – InclUdIng Increased traffIC and road
ciosuros durIng conslrucllon. ongoIng noise pollutIon. shadow FIIcker. and slgnlncant VISual IntrusIon on our
landscape in addItIon. there rematns insufficIent scientific evIdence to conclUSIvely demonstrate that

largbscalo 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 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
largbscale 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
significantIY harder to carTy out. Once operational. the turbines would permanently alter the landscape.

impacting both animal welfare and the environment in which I work daily. The cumulative effects of noise,
flickerl 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
thenfore would constitute a breach of the protections guaranteed under Article 1, Protocol 1 of the ECHR,

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 I 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 his issue.

https://www.universityofgalway .ie/media/researchsites/ceris/files/WP.2023-01 .pdf

Property Devaluation

Noise

The proposed Cooloo Wind Farm should be refused planning permission. citing the Irish High Court case
Byrne & Moorhead v ABO Energy 12025] IEHC 330. in which wind turbine noise was legalty recognized as a
private nuisance. leading to the permanent shutdown of turbines in County Wexford. nIe 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 mused

serious disturbance to residents living over a kilometre away. The Cooloo project's reliance on outdated
ETSU.style noise standards, which disregard low-frequency and tonal effects, is therefore 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 lot.nl

atmospheric conditions. This increases the risk of nuisance and potential legal liability for both developers
and planning authorities. Ireland’s 2006 wind energy guidelines are outdated and fail to renect modern



scIentIfic understandIng of turbIne acoustICS UntIl revIsed natIonal standards are aLJuptoll ap}lr(ivlrIf J
largo'scdle wind farms under obsolete cllt8rla would be unsafe and contrary to nIa pUbIIC lnt8ro';I PlannIng
pemllsslon should therefore be rofusod duo to the clear and forosoeablo rISk of harrn to 18slduIItlal alnonltlos

the Inadequacy of current nolso controls. and tho legal precedent confIrmIng wtnd turblno llolse as a
substantIal nuisance

Chapter 5 of the EIAR ('PopulatIon and Human H8alth') states that the nearest resIdentIal property IS 720
metres awaY from the closest WInd turbIne (T8) However there is no mentIon of a house (Elrcod8 H53 FFH)

that IS 530 metres away from TurbInes 4 and 5 and 600 metres away from TurbIne 8. ThIS property is not
accounted for at all in the EIAR

Shadow Flicker

The Wlnd Energy GuIdelines of 2006 advise a setback distance between a wind turbine and a house of 500

metres These guideIInes 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 fllckerl caused bY the rotating blades of wind turbines casting intermittent shadows, can have a

slgnlficant impact on nearby residents. Prolonged exposure to these flickering shadows can cause VISual

dlscomfort. headaches. and even trigger migraines in susceptible individuals. Adequate setback dIstances
and screening measures should be implemented to minimize the potentIal health effects associated with
shadow flicker,

BiodiversIty Impact

I object to the proposed development on the grounds of its significant and permanent impact on biodIversity.
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 natural regeneration
(EIAR Ch. 6, P. 142). Construction of the proposed floating access road between turbines T7 and Tg will
directly remove approximately 0.18 ha of this sensitive peaUand 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
(92/43/EEC)

The site supports cutover bogs (PB4) and Marsh Fritillary (Euphydryas aurinia), an Annex II species
protected under European law. Breeding webs were 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 locally. directly connic.ting with Ireland's duty to
maintain favourable conservation status for Annex II species.

The EIAR highlights potential effects on hydrology and connected weUand systems that could degrade otter
(Lutra luka) habitat and aquatic fauna (EIAR Ch. 6, Sec. 6.5.2.1.1 and 6.2.2). Otters are also protected under

Annex II 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 to prevent net biodiversity loss. Allowing this development to proceed would contradIct nauona

policy commitments and international conservation obligations,

Given the acknowledged residual adverse effects on protected habitats and species. I respectfully request
that An CoimisiOn Pleanala refuse permission for this development. The permanent loss and degradatlon of



bIOdIversIty cannot be jUstIfied, parlicularly where protected sp8cios and hal)II.IIs .irl' lrlvolvod
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Lack of detaIled traffIc management plan

ThIS submission objects to the proposed development due to insufficient traffic management and rISk

assessment in Appendix IS-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 monitoring or reinstatement is provided. The TMP also fails to model cumulative or worst'case
haulage scenarios, nor does it include enforceable mitigation measures for school transport. farm access or
local business continuity. 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 initialIY. I

would be very sceptical as to whether we would be kept informed once construction was to comment:8. The
Board should refuse permission or impose strict. verifiable traffic and haulage conditions.

I 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
long-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 IIke 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

Climate impact

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

Battery storage and substation safety risks

The developer’s own Appendix 12.3 Battery Storage Noise Assessment (Sept 2025) identifies fifteen CATL
EnerC+ battery containers containing lithium-ion (LiFeP04) systems manufactured by CATL. Predicted
operational noise levels reach up to 31 dB LJ\eq at nearby homes. representing an increase of +11 to +14 dB
above background levels. The report itself classifies this as a "significant advers8 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 System (BESS) installations woddwide 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 hydronuoric acid. dissolved metals, and nuorinated
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 stream eventually flows into Lough Corrib. potentially harming aquatic life and

drinking water sources



Based on tho absence of any FIre Safoty Manag8rnont Plan withIn Appondlx t 2.3. It apI>oilr\ that rIO.lrbY nro
servtces are not equIpped or tralnod to rospond effectively to large-scale llthlurn-Ion bnttory hlos

In Grace & Others v An BISrd Pleanala (2017). the Supr8mo Court ruled that a resIdence withIn ono kllom8tor

of a proposed development site had standIng to argue against cons8nl This case ernphasizes the
SIgnIficance of thoroughly evaluatIng related infraslructur8 such as the substatIon and BESS. whIch ought to
be InclUded in the same consenting procedure as the wind farm Itself,

WIth homes, farmland, and IIvestock withIn a few hundred metres of the proposed site. thIS IndUstrIal-scale
development poses an unacceptable risk to communIty hoalth. safety, and environmental integrity UntIl

independent noise. fIre-safety. and hydrological risk audits are completed and verified by competent
authOIIties. I urge An Bord Pleanala to refuse this application in accordance with the Precautionary Principle
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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 understat8s 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 idenHty 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.

In light of the serious concerns outlined above I respectfully urge An Coimisian Plean61a to refuse permission
for this development. The proposal is not compatible with the principles of proper planning or sustainable

development and would have lasting negative effects on local residents. farmers, and the wider community. I
therefore strongly object to this proposal and ask that it be refused in full

Conclusion

If permission is not refused outright. I 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

Name: Martin and Evelyn Stone
Date: 19 November 2025


