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Background
To whom it may concern,
My name is Patrick Stone. Born and reared in Hillsbrook, Barnaderg Tuam Co. Galway

My home place sits in the middle of the proposed wind farm. To say that I am not in favour of the
wind farm is an understatement. Something that would bring such a detrimental change to such an
idealic landscape cannot bring sufficient positive benefits that will out way negative consequences,

Consequences that are already becoming obvious before a spade hits the ground. To think that a
few gullible landowners falling for the possibility of easy money have put the future of our
community at risk

Community is in the coming together. This proposed windfarm and the methods being used are
already pulling us apart. People accepting minimal sums of cash, tieing themselves into contracts
that are going to make them to say the least, very unpopular in our community. People that should
know better. Some of whom turned to that same community in their own time of need. And this is
how they repay. Others who have made their living from that same community are now selling us
out. We are a rural community who have always pulled together especially when challenges came
our way,
There has always been just enough support to keep the local services viable. Post-office, shop, pub,
restaurant, church and just enough incoming children into our school to keep our brilliant teachers
And just about enough to keep our Gaa club competitive,

suppose what I'm saying is that our community has survived because there is a balance. Just
enough new homes being built. Just enough new families bringing up their children. And generally,
just enough people living in our community. Obviously, we would welcome more. But we are
grateful for the people that choose to live in Barnaderg and Killererin parish.
Something like the proposed windfarm has the potential to disrupt that balance. The fact that they
can object to individuals seeking planning permission to build their own home. This is an abuse of
power by wind farm developers

Even if planning is successful, the fact that homes will be devalued in the future means Banks are
not going to take a chance on the mortgage of a new home or indeed any kind of business
development. There is already anecdotal evidence from a local community of a Bank refusing a
home loan because of 'proposed wind farm'
Nobody wants to live beside one of these enormous wind turbines. And the reality is that they are

so big that they will appear to be beside all of us
All my life I have spent my summers going to the bog. A big part of that memory is the plentiful

sounds of the curlew. Obviously, the numbers have decreased but they are not extent. A
development such as what is proposed will certainly see to that. This development is in total
contradiction to the Governments 'Curlew Conservation programme’

• Conservation status: The curlew has a high conservation value because it is on the Birds of
Conservation Concern in Ireland's red list, a status it shares with only a few other species,
and is on the IUCN red list as a Near Threatened species, according to National Biodiversity
Data Centre and National Parks & Wildlife Service

Government action: The Irish government has established the Curlew Conservation
Programme to protect the species, which involves local teams working with landowners to
protect nests and improve habitats
Habitat loss: The main threats to the curlew are habitat loss and fragmentation, which make
breeding and nesting difficult and increase predation

https://birdwatchireland.ie/birds/curlew/
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• Community means a lot to me. I have spent most of my adult life as an active member of
local organisations and community groups,

Board of Management Barnaderg National School

Killererin Community Council

Killererin Development Company

Killererin GAA

Killererin Young At Heart

Killererin Cemetary Group

Barnaderg/Moylough CE scheme Sponsor

Strongly request that this planning application be refused and want to object to Cooloo Wind
Farm on the following ground.

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 AnBord Pleangla’s Strategic Infrastructure Development protocols.

The consultation was poorly publicised, using the Irish 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 or 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 Pleanila’s assessment,

Planning Framework and Guidelines

The continued reliance on the Wind Energy Development Guidelines 2006 is no longer appropriate
or proportionate given the significant evolution of wind energy technology and the clear
advancements in scientific understanding since their publication nearly two decades ago. The 2006
Guidelines were developed in an era when turbines were typically less than 100 metres in height and
generated 1–2 MW of power. The turbines in this proposed development will be 180 metres and
produce approximately 6 MW of power. This will result in greater visual, acoustic, and environmental
impacts than those contemplated in 2006. The fact that the Wind Energy Development Guidelines
2006 has been acknowledged in the D6il many times by many different people. In 2013 Deputy
Mich6al Martin told, the then Taoiseach, Enda Kenny that the guidelines were outdated and were
never framed in the context of the new technology. Yet in 2025 Tgnaiste Simon Harris is still saying in
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the Dgil that he acknowledges that the guidelines are outdated and that there is a specific
commitment from the Government to prioritise the publication of new guidelines. It is therefore
unreasonable and contrary to the principles of proper planning and sustainable development for An
Coimisi6n Pleanila to continue to rely solely on the 2006 Guidelines. An Coimisi(in Pleanila must
make sure, that any decision made is not based on outdated standards

Barnaderg, Gortbeg Group Water Scheme
I 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 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 Windfarm should not be granted permission whatsoever, especially in such a highly karsified
and hydrologically sensitive area.

Right to Peaceful Enjoyment of Property

Article 1, Protocol 1 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) safeguards 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.”

Approval of this proposed wind farm would constitute a clear interference with this right. If the
development proceeds, I will be deprived of the peaceful enjoyment of my home and property. The
construction and operation phases would bring significant and continuous disturbance – including
persistent noise po[lution, low-frequency noise (LFN), shadow flicker, and heavy vehicle movements
The tranquillity and visual amenity of my surroundings, which form an intrinsic part of my home
environment and well-being, would be irreversibly diminished,

During construction, the constant flow of heavy machinery and associated noise would cause
ongoing disruption and stress, further impacting daily life. Once operational, the presence of
industrial-scale turbines dominating the landscape would permanently alter the character of the
area, stripping residents of the quiet enjoyment of their homes and lands. This level of intrusion
cannot be considered proportionate or justified in the public interest, and therefore conflicts with
the protections afforded 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 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 this issue,

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

6



Case Reference: 323761

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. In Byrne & Moorhead v ABD 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 to an unreasonable and continuous 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 nuisance 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 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

Like noise, shadow flicker caused by turbines would be like living with a faulty light bulb during the
day, and at night, with flashing red lights. Residents have a right to live in their homes without
unreasonable interference. The UN Convention on Human Rights guarantees that people will not be
subjected to arbitrary interference to their homes or family.

Barnaderg National School
Barnaderg National School is located approximately 3.49 km from Turbine No 1. The turbines being
this close to the school will no doubt have an impact on the education of the children in Barnaderg
NS. The school will suffer from noise pollution and infrasound. In additIon to this, during the
construction phase and while laying cabling the roads to and from the school will be impacted by
road closures, traffic, additional noise and dust. Again, all of this will impact on the children of the
school

I am also concerned that if t planning permission is granted less people will be moving to or building
in the area of Barnaderg. This will lead to fewer children in the community and may lead to the
school losing teachers, and ultimately the school closure,

Farming

am deeply concerned about the impact this proposed windfarm will have on the farmers in
Barnaderg, Cooloo, and the surrounding areas. Many of these are full-time and part-time dairy and
dry-stock farmers, with holdings of varying sizes, and their livelihoods depend directly on the health
and productivity of their animals. Farming in this area is not just a way to make a living–it is a way of
life, a source of pride and satisfaction. Farmers rely heavily on the local roads for moving cattle and
accessing their land every day. These essential activities could be disrupted by construction traffic,
turbine maintenance, or other project-related impacts, further jeopardizing livelihoods. Also the
presence of shadow flicker, excessive noise, and visual intrusion from turbines would seriously
disrupt this, affecting both our work and our well-being,
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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 (HAR) acknowledges a residual adverse effect on Degraded Raised Bag [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 T9 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(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 TS
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 conflicting with Ireland's duty to maintain favourable conservation status for Annex II
species.The EIAR highlights potential effects on hydrology and connected wetland systems that could
degrade otter(Lutra lutra) 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 national policy
commitments and international conservation obligations. Given the acknowledged residual adverse
effects on protected habitats and species, I respectfully request that An Coimisian Plean61a refuse
permission for this development. The permanent loss and degradation of biodiversity cannot be
justified, particularly where protected species and habitats are involved

References

- EU Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC)

- National Biodiversity Action Plan 2023–2030

- EIAR Chapter 6 (Biodiversity)

- An CoimisiOn Pleanila Case 323761

https://www.facebook.com/share/v/l CYyDbwDxk/

Biodiversity Impact - Bats
object on the grounds that the assessment of bat mortality risk is inadequate and fails to meet

current scientific standards for acoustic monitoring and mitigation. Wind turbines are well
documented sources of bat mortality through collision and barotrauma. Recent peer-reviewed
research by Behr et al. (2023, Mammal Review, 53: 65-71) confirms that bat fatalities can be reliably
estimated only where standardised, referenced acoustic monitoring protocols are applied. The
Cooloo

Wind Farm EIA does not demonstrate compliance with these standards

- No evidence of standardised, referenced acoustic monitoring at nacelle level

- Ground-level acoustic surveys and short-term transects are insufficient and cannot predict turbine
specific collision risk
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- The proposed tall, large-rotor turbines increase collision risk and monitoring uncertainty

- No commitment to validated curtailment systems (such as Probate) which have been shown to
substantially reduce bat mortality

- Absence of site-specific validation and continuous monitoring means bat fatalities may be severely
underestimated

Under the EU Habitats Directive (Articles 12 and 16) and the Wildlife Acts 1976-2018, all Irish bat
species are strictly protected. Developers and planning authorities have a legal duty to ensure
projects do not result in deliberate killing or disturbance of bats or deterioration of their breeding or
resting sites. The absence of scientifically robust, standardised acoustic monitoring represents a
significant procedural and ecological shortcoming.

I respectfully request that An CoimisiCln Plean£la require

Standardised, referenced acoustic monitoring following international best practice

Nacelle-mounted, calibrated detectors to monitor bat activity contInuously throughout operation

- Validated curtailment systems (e.g. Probate) to automatically shut down turbines during high bat
activity

Independent review and public reporting of all monitoring protocols and data

PrecautIonary curtailment during high-risk seasons until adequate local reference data are available
Reference

- Behr, O., Brinkmann, R., Mages, J., Niermann, I., Korner-Nievergelt, F., & Voigt, C. C. (2023)

Standardised and referenced acoustic monitoring reliably estImates bat fatalitIes at wind turbines
Mammal

Review, 53(1), 65-71. https://doi.org/10,1111/mam.12302

Road disruption during construction

wish to object to the proposed development on the grounds of significant traffic and road safety
impacts during construction, particularly in relation to abnormal load deliveries. The Traffic
Management Plan (Appendix 15-2) lacks essential detail, including the number, timing and routing of
heavy goods and turbine loads, and commitments to off-peak scheduling. Without clear and

enforceable mitigation, there is a risk of damage to narrow rural roads, verges and drainage, along
with conflicts between construction vehicles, farm traffic and school transport. No robust plan has
been presented for road strengthening, maintenance or reinstatement. The absence of detailed
community-specific measures leaves local access, amenity and safety inadequately protected. UntII
comprehensive information and binding commitments are provided, the proposal represents an
unacceptable risk to road infrastructure and rural community wellbeing. Having roads closed for a
combined 210 days (at a minimum) is unacceptable. It is also unacceptable for locals to have
diversions of up to 13.7km per journey for the duration of this project

Extra construction traffic

I strongly object to this proposal due to the major disruption and safety risks it poses to our local
community during the construction phase. The Traffic Management Plan fails to provide clear
information on delivery schedules, routes or mitigation for abnormal turbine loads. Our rural roads
are narrow, shared by farm machinery, school buses and local traffic, and cannot safely
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accommodate such heavy haulage without damage or obstruction. The application states that there
will be approximately 14 extra return trips made by trucks carrying materials. This is vastly
underestimated for a project of this size. There is no binding guarantees on road repairs, traffic
management or timing of deliveries to avoid peak community use. Residents, farms and schools in
Barnaderg, Cooloo and surrounding areas will face delays, dust, noise and restricted access. This plan
does not adequately safeguard community safety, local livelihoods or the integrity of rural
infrastructure. Permission should not proceed without full, enforceable traffic controls and local
protection measures

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 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 initially, I 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
From a scientific standpoint, developing the Cooloo Wind Farm on peat and forested land will create
significant carbon losses from disturbed soils and vegetation. The Environmental Protection Agency
already reports over 7 Mt C02e annually from the LULUCF sector. Any further increase breaches the
intent of Ireland's carbon budgets and the EU LULUCF Regulation, which requires no net debit from
land use. The Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2021 obliges decision-makers to act
consistently with these limits. Replacing intact carbon sinks with infrastructure and limited native

replanting does not align with the national climate objective of net zero by 2050. This project should
be refused unless it fully restores and rewets the affected peatlands to avoid additional emissions

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 System (BESS). The developer's own
Appendix 12-3 Battery Storage Noise Assessment (Sept 2025) identifies fifteen CATLEnerC+ battery
containers containing lithium-ion (LiFeP04) 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 System (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 fluorinated organic compounds,
which may contaminate nearby soil and waterways if not properly contained
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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 the absence of any Fire Safety Management Plan within
Appendix 12-3, it appears that nearby fire services are not equipped or trained to respond effectively
to large-scale lithium-ion battery fires. In Grace & Others v. An B6rd Pleanala (2017), the Supreme
Court ruled that a residence within one kilometre of a proposed development site had standing to
argue against consent. This case emphasizes the significance of thoroughly evaluating related
infrastructure 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 livestock within a few hundred metres
of the proposed site, this industrial-scale development poses an unacceptable risk to community
health, safety, and environmental integrity. Until independent noise, fire-safety, and hydrological risk
audits are completed and verified by competent authorities, I urge An Bord Pleangla to refuse this
application in accordance with the Precautionary Principle

References

National Fire ProtecHon Association (NFPA) (2020) Hazard Assessment of Lithium-Ion Battery Energy

Storage Systems

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

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

- Irish Legal News (2017) Supreme Court: Challenge to wind farm development referred to CJ EU

Major accidents and natural disasters

I object on the grounds that Chapter 16 of the Cooloo 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 landscapes 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 Hood-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 along the grid-route corridor–
a serious omission when tall turbines and infrastructure could present hazard in extreme events,

The assessment is incomplete and fails to satisfy the legislaHve 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

call on An Coimisi6n Pleanila to require an independent supplementary risk assessment, specific
topeat-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)
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- European Commission (2024) Environmental Impact Assessment: Overview of EU Rules

Bird coLLision risk

I object to the proposed development on the grounds that the Collision Risk Assessment (Appendix
7-6, 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 (1-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
omission given the presence of multiple wind energy developments in the region. Mitigation
measures are undefined and untested. Key figures such as nightline maps (e.g„ 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.

I 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

- Cumulative 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., Madden, 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 Mode

- 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
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- 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 (1-WeBS)

European Commission (2021). Wind Energy and Natura 2000

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 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 agricultural landscape. The local wind farm’s size and visual
impact are excessive and inconsisten\ 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,

Broadband Impact

Given the number currently working from home now, strong broadband is a necessity. There are
concerns that the signal and therefore working from home capabilities will be negatively affected by
this proposed wind farm. This is due to the fact that the windfarm is situated exactly within line of
sight to the mast. It is unacceptable that broadband signal and mobile phone services utilizing this
mast will be degraded, and potentially to such a degree that it will be unusable. This may be
worsened by the width of the wind turbine needed to support the weight, and the blades which can
create periodic drops in signal level and variable amounts of reflection

Conclusion

In light of the serious concerns outlined above I respectfully urge An Coimisidn Pleanila 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

'A..k';4©
Patrick Stone

16th November 2025
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