
AN COIM.t
LDG-
ACP-

02

bUT

Fee

Time

N ALA

JUL 2026

- Type: -d G ’;

. By:Z.

carmel, Bernara & Darnlan LarKin

Lacka

Carrig

SII I

Co. Offaly
R42R260

All Cuilllislull Piedlldid

64 Marlborough Street

Dublin 1

DOI V902

25th June 2026
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Receptor 275

Dear inspector,

We live at Receptor 275 in the applicant's register, on the south-west side of the proposed Ballincor
tlrrhino rlll<tar \A/p m/rita ac rnmmllnitv mnmhPrc u/ha aIrtna cirIa nllr npiahhnllr< havo made

identifiable, sustained commitments to the wildlife and farmed landscape around us. The Community

Submission and the input of other members of our community sets out those commitments in detail
• thp u/nrk anno on barn nu/l habitat in thic aron tho hnnkoonina rarriPd nn hv nniahhnlrrq \A/ithin tho

immediate study zone, the long-running protection of fish stocks in the Little Brosna and its tributaries,

and the environmental agricultural methods practised on the adjoining farms. We do not repeat that
matPrial hPrp WP arInnt and inrnrnnratP thp rplevant qPrtinnq nf thrIce qllhmi<qjnnq and writP

specifically about what the cumulative position at our property means for the place we live in.

We say at the outset who “we” are, because the documents before the Board reduce this household

to a receptor number and a set of predicted decibeis, and that is not who iives here. This is a famiiy

home. Carmel, the mother of this household, lives here with her sons Bernard and Damian. The Little

Brosna is not a line on the developer’s drainage map to us; it is the river nearby, the river we kayak,

the river whose bank tlc)ids the memoriai IO tile son and brother we iost. There is a memoriai piaque

at the water’s edge that this family visits, a place that is private, particular and irreplaceable to us. It

sits beside the line of proposed turbine T3, on the very ground where the developer proposes to run

a drain and an access roadway. The Board is asked to t IDid that in rnind when it reads the paragraphs

that follow about “everyday agricultural !and" and “Medium-low sensitivity.”



I ne summary Of our posItIon IS SImple. L)ur home SItS InsIde the combIned vlsuai, acoustic and shadow

enve[ape of three wind farms: the existing Lacka/ Knockshegowna development on the hill to the

front, the proposed Ballincor cluster to the left, and the permitted Carrig Renewables development to

the rIght our home. we are 1,574 metres from the nearest exIstIng Knockshegowna turbIne and i,43u

metres from the nearest proposed Batlincor turbine (T03). 22 wind turbines will be visible from our

property when Ballincor is built and Carrig is operational.

SeLLlorl i6.2.5 or EiAR Chdptel i6 states/ or the pIOPC)seti Bdiilrlcor deveiupment: NTt lere is IIV potentiui

for overlap of the same receptor with any other proposed or operational wind farm developments."

That statement, applied to our property, is incorrect. The applicant's own Chapter 4 of the EIAR

records Cdr rig (LdLi(d) 'v'v'ind Fdllll dt dpploxillldteiy i.7 kIll fIt)III the BdiiilILor site, weii witilill tile 2

km cumulative threshold that the IWEA Best Practice Guidelines – cited by the applicant – require

for cumulative shadow flicker assessment. An independent coordinate check identifies
KllOLksileguwlld tullliIIes dS Lit)be dS i/724 llletres GuIlt T03. Our ilollle sits betweell tile two

existing/permitted developments and the proposed third. The applicant's position that no cumulative

overlap exists is, in respect of our property and in respect of the 32 sensitive properties the

irILjepelILielli LOllllllUlliiy leview iLielltines dS fdiiillg witilit I tile LUlllbilleLi BdiiilILor–KlluLksileguwlld

shadow zone, an unexamined assumption presented as fact.

The same pattern recurs in the noise assessment. AWN, the applicant's noise consultant, predicts a

cumulative night-time level at our home of 37.0 dB LA90 against the 43.0 dB criterion – a 6.0 dB

margin. We are not, on those figures, a worst-case noise property. We do not pretend otherwise. The

significance of our horne for noise is not its single-development margin. It is its cumulative position.

AWN's own model produces predicted night-time exceedances of +1.0 to +2.2 dB at five non-

stakeholder properties comparable to ours, in the same combined noise field of three developments.

AWN dismisses those exceedances by invoking loA Good Practice Guide §5.1.5 – a scoping rule that

governs the geographical extent of acoustic modelling and does not discharge the obligation under

the EtA Directive to assess the noise that residents will actually experience from the combined
operation of surrounding wind farms. A property in a three-wind-farm combined field, with predicted

exceedances at its peers, that has been removed from the cumulative analysis by means of a scoping

rule, has not been honestly assessed for noise. It has been excluded from assessment.

A abn hahA Iq in nI 4th tn En na : in # IT a nhA aa 874 in nI An ab nb uh monA +b nn ,nJ : L : n n n e , heh neb nan annan annA J nun Jn Anr\ lllclllucl UI tIll a lallllly liveD vv ItII )lucy aFJlluca/ a bUllUILIUll vvllu DC lllallabClllClll ucbJelly= VII

uninterrupted, settled sleep, and the family experiences anxiety and the wider effects on mental

health that come with the prospect of living, indefinitely, inside the combined acoustic field of three
g n B : n+ J fn ub ub n + hIt nIAIL + : a +n +b n = t + n fuen nn a k & a : an J + eea in : be n n in an A nn annan J L r n AL n FI A F\ : un nA : a ah nn A Ini and 4 in nI
vvlllu lallll Do IVl6lIL-Lllllc llul&c II VIII VVllILI LUI Lillie) 1) 1 tuc aDDeD DCU vl tIle LIP\ Lfl11=LLIVC aD a LlleulCLILal

number; it is assessed because of what it does to the people who have to sleep underneath it. A

cumulative night-time field that the developer has declined to model in full, in a home where one
und : JAn + / n 1+ n A IIL in alban a J e s in n n be nln n be a a dJ : n + b e ba in n J old n ++ in ann aT nn 1 b e + Inn Ir : J nC A ff n n + + L nr\ : un n + teen
IC)IUClll ) llcaILll al11=aLly LlcbJclluD UII ullul DLUI ucu DICey/ I) PI CLI)ely tile KlllU ul ellCLL tile UII CLLIVC

requires to be assessed and the kind this application has not assessed. The exclusion of our property

from the cumulative analysis is not a neutral modelling decision. It writes a real and foreseeable health
nLt nb nun + L : n fn : Ian naa + n f + is n n n n mann n +
CIICLL VII tIIIa lallllly ULIL UI tIle a>)CDJlllClll.



On shaaow filcker the pIcture IS sharper stlii. labie IG-1 of chapter lb recoras u days exceedIng the

30-minute threshold at this property – a figure that any planning authority reading the chapter in

good faith would understand as "this property is unaffected." The applicant's own Appendix 16-1

records su days of shadow filcker per year at tnls property. une day in roughiy every tweive, every

year, for the 25-to-35-year operational life of the development, our home will experience shadow

flicker cast by the Ballincor turbines – and none of it appears in the chapter placed before the Board.

1 he appilcant:s shutdown system IS cailbrated to the JU-minute daliy threshoid; on the days where

Ballincor casts shadow for less than that, no mitigation operates. And because the cumulative

assessment was never performed, the same residual flicker from Knockshegowna in the afternoons

– when Baiilncor casts in the mornIngs – has no shutdown system at aii. we wlii sit in the path of

shadow from two wind farms, in opposing directions, on the same day, without any of it being
modelled or mitigated.

Tile view rrUITI QUI pIt)per ty tULidy diredtiy ilILiuLies tile eiBill KllUCksilegl)WIld LuILliIIes OII tile iliii tu

the south-west. That is the wind farm the community lived with when it was built – 8 turbines on

elevated ground at 127 to 154 metres above sea level, sitting where the conventional mental image

ur d willa fdlrll puts iilelll/ uil d LiiStdllt iliii/ ULLUpyillg d pOI til)II of tile ilulizurl. 'v'v’e LjiLi rlut uiJjeLt tu

Knockshegowna. We have lived with it. The visual experience proposed at Ballincor is different in kind.

The Ballincor turbines will stand at 185 metres tip height on flat bogland at roughly 50 metres above

bed ievei. Tiley Wiii Ilt)I Sit OII d iliii beililILj US. Ti ley Wiii Sit beside US, UII L)pell t)ugidlldl tuwelilIB dLILIve

the surrounding landscape, with no topographic backdrop to soften their geometry. The rotor

diameter alone is 163 metres – longer than the height of a fifty-storey building. There is no distance

di WiliLil Sil ULtules of LildLsLdie/ UII glUUlILi tildt fidtf beLUllle Sllldii.

No photomontage in the entire application shows the simultaneous combined view our family will live

with – Knockshegowna in one direction, Ballincor across the open bogland in another, and Carrig

appearing on the other side as it comes online. The developer's LVIA assesses cumulative impact

against each other wind farm individually. It does not present, from any viewpoint, the actual

experience of three wind farms in a single field of view. From the Cronekill viewpoint, that is the

experience. The 22 turbines in our combined visibility are a known and real prospect.

The Offaly County Development Plan Wind Energy Strategy designates this area – on the planning
nye ALan : A + + in a v + r 4 nano nn TV ++ ner : ba jn in Emu esr : Pn J ann une e John on Inn no on A n = = q r Kb Jn nf IIn Inn : IInn n
auLllVlILy ) vvvll IIla FJ – aa uii)uILaulc IUI vvlllu ellcl8y LICVCIU}JlllClll VII bI DaIly) VI )lbllllILalll

environmental, heritage and landscape constraints." That designation pre-dates the application. The

developer’s LVIA rates most of the closest residential receptors, including ours, at "Medium-low"
a n : ann nil nn an ant & ?n e : An a hub BIn nh 14 +n +b : n & L =bE A 14 +b anna ubu +b n nan J : Lsa in Jan n +bun A : n IInn an aaa a Jun all an an n nInjan ann Inn ajAn nun 1 in J
viaual DCll)ILIVILy UII Lite Lta Dl) Lilac Lite DUll uullulll6 lallu>cape I) CVCI yuay WUIRlll6 a5lILUILul ai laity.

The CDP itself, on the same landscape, identifies it as carrying environmental, heritage and landscape

constraints of a kind that make the area unsuitable for this development. The developer's "Medium-
In un ajl hanA run = n + J + in h , n 14 ub bn : nn aIIA n n= : X n n in nI n nInA : n if LIn a un ann a nba n = nJ na na na hI in 4 LIn in an anann jn A epI
IVVV laLlll5 alibi LllC }Jlalllllll5 auLllUll Ly D ucDl5llaLIUll vl tile Dalllc bluullu Lalll tut UVLll vc bUll eLL. lllc

CDP is the document of the competent authority, The developer's rating is the document of a

commercial developer with deep financial incentive. We invite the Board to give weight to its own
In ,n : n , , bIn = =:+, , 1 = = = = = n n = = & _ Cbl _ in , n J = = = = , , , n 1 :, , n :
plallllli IS auLllUlILy = a==cD)l}lClll UI tile lalILiJbapc upc live III.



1 he Littie Brosna, the Croneen trout, and a river the deveioper never named

The Little Brosna River runs along the boundary of the proposed wind farm site and receives drainage

from all nine turbine drainage areas. The river is rated under the Water Framework Directive at Poor

status for 2019–2024 and is at Risk of failing to achieve Good status by 2027. The proposed

development was assessed throughout EIAR Chapter 9 against a Moderate baseline. Appendix 9-1 of

the application correctly records the Little Brosna 040 River Waterbody as Poor and then delegates

the WFD compliance conclusion back to Chapter 9, which uses Moderate. The compliance assessment

for every aquatic species in this catchment is built on a baseline status that the developer's own
appendix already records as wrong. Under Article 4(1) of the Water Framework Directive, no further

deterioration is permitted from an already-Poor waterbody. Whether construction-phase impacts

would cause deterioration from Poor has not been assessed anywhere in the application, for the

simple reason that the assessment used the wrong baseline.

The Little Brosna and its tributary the Camcor host a genetically distinct sub-population of wild brown

trout – the Croneen. This is not an angling enthusiasm. The Croneen brown trout sub-population is

identified by lniand Fisheries lreiand through formai genetic anaiysis as distinct from the generai Littie

Brosna stock, is designated as a specific survey reach within the IFI National Electrofishing Programme,

and is documented as a management priority in the IFI Little Brosna Catchment Factsheet, available

without restriction on the IiI website. Brown trout is an Annex v species under the Habitats Directive.

A genetically distinct sub-population is, in conservation terms, an irreplaceable lineage: if it is lost, it

cannot be reconstituted from the general catchment stock. The word "Croneen" does not appear in

EIAR Chapter 6P in Appendix 6-31 or in the Natura impact StatementB The iFl catchment factsheet

does not appear in the desktop review references. No electrofishing site was placed on the Croneen

reach. The genetic distinctiveness of the population is nowhere acknowledged. The most identifiable

aquatic conservation feature of the catchment in which this deveiopment sits has been missed in its

entirety

Inland Fisheries Ireland's own published material identifies the Brosna river system as carrying an

exceptionally heavy hatch of giant mayfly (Ephemera danica) of a density unusual for an Irish river

– these hatches are globally famous on the great limestone loughs (Derg, Corrib, Sheelin), and it is I
rare for an Irish river to see hatches at this density, which makes the Brosna a unique river-angling

exception. The same source identifies the Croneen brown trout strain as the species whose summer

feeding behaviour on those mayflies makes the interaction between the unique trout and the unique

hatch "highly specific to this catchment." The literature on rare Irish mayflies separately identifies the

March Brown {Rhithrogena germanica\ and the Yellow Hawk IEphemerella species) as scarce hatches

of national interest. None of these features – the mayfly hatch density, the trout sub-population, the

species-specific catchment interaction – is named in the EIAR or the NIS. The applicant's ecology desk

study did not identify what Inland Fisheries Ireland's public website identifies on the first page of its
catchment factsheet.

Tile ll}dyfiy ib tile L)dse uf tile rUUd web iII iiliS LdiL;llllellt. it iS tile PI ilILipdi rUUd SUUI LC ful tile tluutf

and through the trout and the emerging hatch itself, the food source for the migratory and resident



Dlrds that work thIS river. Remove or degrade the mayfiy – through sealmentatlon of the gravels and

silt-beds in which the larvae live for the two years before they hatch, through the construction-phase

discharges set out below, through alteration of the river’s flow and bed – and the loss does not stop

at an insect. It runs UP through the trout, Inciudlng the Lroneen, and UP agaIn through the bIrds. A

river assessment that never names the base species of the ecosystem cannot have assessed an impact

on the species that depend on it. The single most important food-web element in this catchment is

absent from the deveioper's assessment of the catchment.

We add what this family knows from living beside this river, because it contradicts the developer’s

record directly. There is an active otter holt on the riverbank near one of the Turbines. We say active

and we say it with certainty: it is in use, and it has not been identified anywhere in the developer’s

otter survey. Otter is an Annex II species under the Habitats Directive, and the omission of a known

active holt – at a turbine location – from an Appropriate Assessment is not a survey detail; it is a

failure of the survey on which the whole AA conclusion for otter rests. There is also a cormorant nest

at the location of proposed turbine T8, on the Reids’ land, again unrecorded in the application. The

river and its banks within and beside the turbine cluster carry kingfisher, cuckoo, curlew, buzzard,

woodpecker, pheasant and wigeon; and on the land and banks, red squirrel, mink and hares. We have

watched these animals from the river for years. The point is not that we are better surveyors than the

developer’s consultants. The point is that the most basic, locally-known wildlife features of this stretch

of river – an active otter holt at a turbine, a cormorant nest at a turbine, kingfisher and curlew on the

water – are absent from a survey effort that was supposed to find exactly these things, and the

conclusions of no significant effect were reached without them.

Two further effects on the fishery concern this family directly, and neither is assessed. First, vibration.

The construction and operation of turbines on this ground, and the works in and around the

wdieILUUlsesl Wiii tldllSlllit vibldLiull illtU tile livel. Fisil lldvigdief ilUiLi sidLioll dlILi beieLt bpdWllillg

gravels by reference to a stable physical environment, and salmon and trout spawning grounds are

sensitive to disturbance of exactly this kind. The application contains no assessment of construction

ul uperdtiulldi vibldtiull UII fisil lldvigdtiull UI UII tile 5PdwllilIB Bluullljs uf tile LdtLillllelll. SeLUlILi/

access. The new and upgraded access tracks the developer proposes to drive through this landscape

do not only carry construction traffic; they open up previously difficult stretches of riverbank to far

edsiel dLLess UII ft)uil ilILiULiilIB ful ulliiLellbeLi dlILi ullleguidieLi fisililIB. A livel diledLiy Ldllyitlg d

genetically distinct trout sub-population and a fish stock this family and its neighbours have protected

for years does not need its banks made more accessible to poaching. The cumulative pressure on the

ilbi ICI y – seLillllelILdLIUll/ vlbldLlull/ dlILi llewiy upelleLi dLLeS5 – IS d iule5eedbie LUllbequelILe ui tile

development that the application does not address.

The consequences cascade through the rest of the aquatic assessment. Every aquatic survey was

conducted in July or August base-flow conditions. Atlantic salmon – Annex II of the Habitats Directive

– return upriver to spawn between October and January, the high-flow, high-flood-risk season. Sea

lamprey migrate in spring. River lamprey migrate in autumn and winter. Silver eel – Critically

Endangered on the IUCN Red List, the subject of the EC Recovery Regulation – migrate downstream

in autumn. None of these species were surveyed during their critical seasons. The developer then uses



the absence of records durIng summer base fiow as evIdence that the specIes are not SIgnIfIcantly

present. That is not a conclusion that any independent aquatic ecologist would accept, and IFI's own

scoping requirement directed the developer to assess " Atlantic salmon" and "lamprey species" by

reference to theIr actuai ilfe-hIstorY requIrements. That requIrement was acknowiedged in the LIAR

and not implemented.

Turbines Tl, T2 and T8, T9 sit, on the developer's own Flood Risk Assessment (Appendix 9-3), in a

Flood Zone. The Surface Water Management Plan relies on settlement ponds and silt traps positioned

in their vicinity – features which, under those flood conditions, are submerged and reversed. The

accumulated construction sediment they were placed to retain is discharged directly into the Little

Brosna at peak flow – precisely when Atlantic salmon are migrating and spawning. No assessment of

that interaction exists anywhere in the submitted documents. The conclusion that residual impacts on

salmon will not be significant, given mitigation, is reached without addressing the failure mode of the

mitigation under the flood conditions the developer's own FRA confirms will occur. The 14 culvert

crossings of drainage channels within the wind farm boundary receive no individual fish-passage

analysis. IFI explicitly required careful planning of watercourse crossings. The requirement was

acknowledged in Table 6-1 of the EIAR and not implemented. White-clawed crayfish – Annex II –

were assessed by daytime visual search, the lowest-sensitivity method for a predominantly nocturnal

species, despite confirmed records at a site 4 km downstream in the same waterbody as recently as

2021

What the 1 VIA raljq 11PVPrvHav agrirllltllral lanrl"
La

The developer’s LVIA describes the agricultural land around our home as "everyday’' working

farmland. The neighbours who farm it would not recognise that description, and neither would the

wiidiire Ltte iand supports. Our I)eigilbours drlcj ourseives tldve iong beer1 comlniILecj LO the }labitdt

and biodiversity of this area. Schemes and initiatives include the planting and retention of hedgerows

that the new agri-environmental schemes have only recently begun to reward; the maintenance of

rieid lnargills dnd wdterLOurse buffers Lildl fiiter sedillleltl and pesticide drift out of the lurloff thdl

ultimately reaches the Little Brosna; the active management of grassland for invertebrate diversity;

the beekeeping enterprises maintained within the immediate area of the proposed turbines, which

depeIId OII intdLL poiiindtor tIdbiLdt and OII Lhe dbselILe of the operationdi disturbance L}lese

structures will introduce; and the local protection of brown trout fishing on the watercourses we have

just described. There is also the matter, set out in the OWLS submission lodged with this objection, of
lite conrilrlled breedirlg bdlll Dwi lies( 75 ITleLres from tile wind fdrlll boundary/ dl ILI of the dodd t)dIll

owl found in October 2025 approximately 50 metres from the boundary and 160 metres from a

proposed turbine – neither of which has triggered any meaningful reassessment in the application of

LOiiiSiOll risk to d Red-iisteLi Allllex i species tildt tile dppiiLdrlt's OWII LUIISuitarlt iLjerltifie cj dS rldtiurldiiy

important and then assessed as County importance.

The same disregard runs through the treatment of the more common mammals on this land. Hares

are everywhere here – we see them constantly across these fields – and the application makes no

meaningful reference to them. Red squirrel, which we have recorded on the river bank, is likewise

I



dIsregarded. 1 he IrIsh hare IS a protected specIes and a specIes of conservation concern, ana red

squirrel is a species the State is actively working to protect against displacement. To live on this land

is to know that it is not empty “everyday" farmland but ground that carries these animals daily; to

read the appilcatlon IS to tIna them written out of the pIcture. A development cannot honestiy assess

its effect on species it has declined to acknowledge are present.

The point is not that any one of these features is, on its own, decisive. The point is that "everyday

working agricultural land" is the wrong category for this place. The land is the product of sustained,

identifiable, named work by sustained, identifiable, named neighbours, none of which the Application

acknowledges or addresses. The Offaly County Development Plan identifies the same land as carrying

significant environmental, heritage and landscape constraints. The applicant's sensitivity rating

describes the developer's view of our community. The CDP describes the planning authority's view of

it. We ask the Board to give weight to the latter.

There is, finally, the matter of construction, which the application treats as a temporary inconvenience

and which for this household is neither temporary in feel nor a single event. The Carrig development

one side of our home is permitted; the Ballincor development at the other side is now sought. If both

proceed, this family faces the prospect of two wind farms under construction at the same time, on the

roads around a single home – the heavy plant, the abnormal loads, the turbine-component deliveries,

the construction traffic of two major developments converging on the same narrow rural network at

the same time. The application’s traffic and construction management treats Ballincor in isolation. It

does not assess what it means to live, for the construction period, encircled by the simultaneous

building of two wind farms. For a household already carrying anxiety about what is being proposed,

already managing a member’s health that depends on settled conditions, this is not an abstraction.

The cumulative burden the developer has declined to assess for noise and shadow it has also declined

to assess for the construction phase, and it falls on the same family in the same home.

SA jn an n + I e + + l= = nAn ,n +1 X = + nf, , + + M = + ,+ + n = + O + = f+ r+ + in ' + HelP + + h + + n + + + + in nntXX unI’v-v'e al-e asl\Ing tI-le nail-a tO feTuse pelll–IIs)lull iDl bIll) ap};IILa LIOll a3 )UUllllttcU.

The Offaly CDP designates the landscape we live in as unsuitable for wind energy development

because it is. The developer's "Medium-low" sensitivity rating cannot stand against the planning

authorIty:sown iand-use desIgnatIon. Our property SItS in the catchment of the uttie Brosna, a water

Framework Directive waterbody at Poor status – assessed throughout the application as Moderate.

The catchment supports the Croneen brown trout sub-population, a genetically distinct lineage of

nationai conservation significance that iS named in lniand Fisheries lreiand rS freeiy avaiiabie

catchment factsheet and not named once in the developer's 6,000-page application. It supports the

exceptional Ephemera danica mayfly hatch that IFI itself identifies as a unique Irish river-angling

feature. It supports Atiantic saimon, river iamprey, brook iamprey, sea iamprey, European eel

(Critically Endangered), and probably whiteclawed crayfish – none of them surveyed during the

critical seasons of their life cycles. The risk of construction-phase sedimentation discharged into the

Littie brosna at peak Now under the fiood conditions the deveioper's own FKA confirms wiii occur has

not been assessed against any of those species.



I hese fIndIngs, taken together, do not descrIbe a deveiopment that meets trie standard of compiete,

precise and definitive assessment required by Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive (Case C-127/02

Waddenzee; Case C-258/11 Sweetman; Case C461/17 Holohan) or by Article 3 of the EIA Directive

(Case L-5U/'Uy; case C-427/u /) to sustain a grant of plannIng permISSIon. I hey descrIbe an assessment

whose defects all run in the same direction: understating the impact this development will have on

the community of people, the catchment of water, the river, the trout, the mayflies, the salmon, the

eei, the otter at ItS hair, the bIrds on the water, and the network of ldentlflabie habitat features that

this place is built around.

If, contrary to that submission, the Board is minded to grant permission, we ask that it not do so

without first requiring: (1) a corrected aquatic ecology baseline that names and assesses the Croneen

brown trout sub-population, conducts targeted electrofishing on the Croneen reach, and surveys

salmon, lamprey and eel during their actual migration and spawning seasons; (2) a corrected WFD

assessment using the Poor baseline that the applicant's own Appendix 9-1 records; (3) a re-survey of

otter that addresses the active holt at the Tl location and of riverine and riparian birds that addresses

the cormorant nest at the T8 location, together with assessment of the mayfly (Ephemera danica)

hatch as the base food-web species of the catchment; (4) an assessment of construction and

operational vibration on fish navigation and on the spawning grounds of the Little Brosna, and of the

effect on the fishery of newly opened riverbank access; (5) a cumulative photomontage from our

property at Cronekill showing the simultaneous visual experience of Knockshegowna, Ballincor and

Carrig; (6) a cumulative noise reassessment that does not exclude in-combination exceedances by

means of the §5.1.5 scoping rule, and that addresses the health effects of cumulative night-time noise

on the occupants of this home; (7) a cumulative shadow flicker assessment of Bal£incar and

Knockshegowna in respect of properties between the two; (8) a cumulative construction-phase

assessment of the combined traffic and disruption of the Ballincor and Carrig developments

proceeding concurrently; and (9) substantive engagement with the planning authority's own

designation of this area as unsuitable for wind energy development under the Offaly CDP Wind Energy

Strategy .

Yours faithfully,

./ Z;qIn aP\

ReLeptol 275f BuiillILor VV'IIILj FulfII study area


