OBSERVATION/SUBMISSION TO PLANNING APPLICATION
Case Reference: 323761

Theresa Smyth
Cloonascragh
Lavally

Tuam

Galway

To: An Coimisian Pleanala
64 Marlborough Street
Dublin 1

D01 V802

Date: 09 November 2025

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

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

Applicant: Neoen Renewables Ireland Limited

Dear Sir/Madam,

My family home where | reside every weekend is within 1km radius of windmill T7. My parents and three
brothers live there also, My family are dry stock farmers and have multiple concerns regarding this prosed
development because of the dignity of the children's burial ground, passible property devaluation, flooding,
disruption of future plans ,considerable noise disruption, shadow flicker and a lack of planning for possible
accidents or hazards that can result from this development,

My family home provides a vital escape from the noise and busyness of urban life offering a tranquil rural
environment that | have always cherished. The introduction of large industrial windfarms so close to my home
would have a devastating impact on both the character of the landscape and the quality of life for those who
live here,

The constant low frequency noise and the shadow flicker from the turning blades can be highly intrusive
especially in a quiet rural area where sound traveis further and background noise levels are low. This would
destroy the sense of calm and relaxation that makes this place so special to me. These towering structures
would dominate the skyline making it impossible to enjoy the unspoiled countryside views that are an
essential part of this areas identity. What is currently a peaceful natural environment would instead become
an industrial zone visible for miles around.

I have specific concerns regarding biodiversity as | and my family have frequently observed the white owl



while walking the land in this area, a known rare and protected species. The surrounding foliage also
supports the Devils Bit Scabious an essential larval food plant of the Marsh Fritillary butterfly this is a
protected species under the EU Habitats directive and its Habitat and food plant are of high conservation
importance.

There is a children's burial ground within the 720m Zone which has been maintained by my family for
generations . This is an obvious concern for us and our communities heritage. This sacred site deserves the
most respect and protection. We are extremely concerned that the censtruction site runoff and altered
drainage patterns from the turbine foundations could increase flooding risk in this low lying area. Any flooding
and soil disturbance could compromise the integrity and dignity of the burial ground. The cultural and
emotional value of this burial site must not be overlooked or diminished for industrial development.

For these reasons and for the reasons outlined below | respectfully urge that the proposal be rejected .

Community Consultation and Engagement

The basis that the consultation was undertaken by Neoen and MKO for the Cooloo Wind Farm has failed to
meet the basic expectations of transparent and inclusive community engagement. It falls short of national
guidelines and the intent of An Bord Pleanala’s Strategic Infrastructure Develcpment process.

Statutory notices were published in the Irish Examiner instead of the Tuam Herald, which most local
households rely on for news.

Despite claims of consultation with local groups, key organisations such as Killererin Community Council and
Killererin GAA, were not engaged in any meaningful way.

No public event was held in Moylough, even though seven of nine turbines are proposed there, excluding
many directly affected residents.

The developer’s report cites “door-to-door engagement” with only 55 homes and ten writien responses is
evidence of a process that reached few and failed to inform many.

The developer’s continued reliance on online materials to provide information disadvantaged rural residents
with poor internet access and a large number of older residents without a technical knowledge.

These shortcomings show that the consultation was administrative rather than genuine, and did not provide
the community with a fair chance to participate. An Bord Pleanala should recognise these significant
deficiencies when assessing the project’s compliance with public engagement standards.

Planning Framework and Guidelines

The continued refiance 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 Dail many times
by many different people. In 2013 Deputy Michéal Martin told, the then Taociseach, Enda Kenny that the
guidelines were outdated and were never framed in the context of the new technology. Yet in 2025 Tanaiste
Simon Harris is still saying in the Dil 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 Coimisitin Pleanaia to continue to rely solely on the 2006 Guidelines. An Coimisiun Pleanala must make



sure that any decision made is not based on outdated standards.

Right to Own/Transfer Property

Article 43.1.2 of Bunreacht na hEireann provides that “the State accordingly guarantees to 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
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 sacial justice. However, this proposed development cannot be regarded as socially just, It
disproportionately burdens local residents while providing little to no direct benefit to the community. Those of
us living in the area would experience substantial and lasting impacts — including increased traffic and road
closures during construction, ongoing noise poliution, shadow flicker, and significant visual intrusion on our
landscape. In addition, there remains insufficient scientific evidence to conclusively demonstrate 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,

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.

https:/iwww.universityofgalway.ie/media/researchsites/ceris/files/WP-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. In
Byrne & Moorhead v ABO Energy [2025] IEHC 330, the Irish High Court found that wind turbine
noise—specificaily 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 local residents to predictable and legaity 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
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 health 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 dwelling.

However:

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

- The EIAR itself acknowledges that turbine software could achieve this standard but chooses to assess
impacts under the cbsolete 2006 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 Qrganisation (2018) recognises annoyance and sleep disturbance as Ieg|t|mate 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 a 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. It
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
- Outdated 2006 guideline threshoelds
~ Absence of enforceable mitigation and cumulative analysis

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

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.

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. 8, 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 il 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 conflicting with ireland's duty to
maintain favourable conservation status for Annex il 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 (1 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, | respectfully request
that An Coimisin Pleanéla refuse permission for thig development. Thé 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 Coimisitn Pleanala Case 323761

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 refation 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 measurss leaves local access, amenity and
safety inadequately protected. Until 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 focals to have



diversions of up to 13.7km per journey for the duration of this project.

Climate impact

| object to the proposed Cooloo Wind Farm because it would damage Ireland’s ability to meet its climate
targets under the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2021. By excavating peat and clearing
mature forest, this project will release large amounts of stored carbon and increase emissions from the Land
Use, Land Use Change and Forestry {LULUCF) sector, which is already a major source of greenhouse
gases. Under the law, all public bodies must act consistently with national carbon budgets. Allowing a
development that worsens LULUCF emissions contradicts that duty and the EU 'no debit' rule under
Regulation (EU) 2018/841. Renewable energy projects are important, but they should not come at the cost of
destroying carbon-rich habitats or undermining lreland's long-term environmental obligations.

Major accidents and natural disasters

| 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 cuiover 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 iocal 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 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 legistative 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 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 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 (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 omission
given the presence of muitiple wind energy developments in the region.

Mitigation measures are undefined and untested. Key figures such as flightline 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.

| 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 poputations

- 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., Madders, M. & Whitfield, D. {2007). Developing field and analytical methods to assess avian
collisfon 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. (2008). Whooper Swans: Biclogy 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 intrusive and visually dominant, overwhelming the existing rural
character of the local landscape. Their visihility 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 iead 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 incensistent 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 | respectfully urge An Coimisitin Pleanala to refuse permission
for this development, The proposal is not compatibie with the principles of proper planning or sustainable
development and would have lasting negative effects on tocal 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,
- Wk

Name: Theresa Smyth
Date: 09 November 2025



