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INTRODUCTION

MKO have been instructed by our clients Coole Wind Farm Limited, (the Applicant) to prepare this
report in response to the request for Further Information issued by An Bord Pleanala under ABP-309770-
21 on the 21* April 2022. The request for Further Information is being made in relation to the proposal
for a wind farm development located in the townlands of Coole and others in County Westmeath.

The Proposed Development will comprise the construction and operation of up to 15 No. wind turbines
and all associated works. The proposed turbines will have a tip height of up to 175 metres. The full
description of the Proposed Development, as per the public planning notices, is as follows:

i. Up to 15 No. wind turbines with a tip height of up to 175 metres and all associated foundations
and hardstanding areas;

ii. 1 no. onsite electrical substation including a control building, associated electrical plant and
equipment, welfare facilities and a wastewater holding tank;

iii. 1 no. temporary construction compound;

iv. Provision of new site access roads, upgrading of existing access roads and hardstand areas;

v. Excavation of 1 no. borrow pit;

vi. All associated underground electrical and communications cabling connecting the turbines to the
proposed onsite substation;

vii. Laying of approximately 26 km of underground electricity cabling to facilitate the connection to
the national grid from the proposed onsite substation located in the townland of Camagh to the
existing 110kV Mullingar substation located in the townland of Irishtown;

viii. Upgrade works to the existing 110kV Mullingar substation consisting of the construction of an
additional dedicated bay to facilitate connection of the cable;

ix. Construction of a link road between the R395 and R396 Regional Roads in the townland of Coole
to facilitate turbine delivery;

x. Junction improvement works to facilitate turbine delivery, at the N4 junction with the L1927 in the
townland of Joanstown, on land to the South East of railway line level crossing on the L1927 in
the townland of Culvin, the L1927 and L5828 junction in the townland of Boherquill and the
L5828 and R395 junction in the townland of Corralanna;

xi. Site Drainage;

xii. Forestry Felling;

xiil. Signage, and,;

xiv. All associated site development works.

xv. This application is seeking a ten-year planning permission and 30-year operational life from the
date of commissioning of the entire wind farm.

An Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) and Natura Impact Statement (NIS) were prepared
for the project to accompany the planning application.

The planning application was lodged with An Bord Pleanala on the 2974 March 2022 where it was
assigned the case reference ABP-309770-21. On the 21% April 2022 An Bord Pleanala issued a request in
accordance with Section 37(F)(1) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) which sought
Further Information on 6 items. Section 2 of this report presents our response to the individual further
information items, while also takes the opportunity to respond to matters deemed pertinent in third party
submissions to the application.

For clarity, those involved in the preparation of this response are as set out in Table 1-1 below.
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Table 1-1 Project Team

AWN Mike Simms BE, MEngSc, | Senior Acoustic Consultant with | Noise
Consulting Ltd MIOA 16 years’ experience in the field
of environmental acoustics, in
particular using computer-based

noise modelling for
environmental noise assessments.
Alan Alan Lipscombe | BEng (hons), | Traffic & Transport Consultant | Traffic &
Lipscombe MIEL, MIHT with particular expertise in the | Transport
Traffic & assessment  of  development
Transport related traffic and transport
Consultant modelling, including for
numerous wind farm
developments,
Fehily Ian Higgins BSc, MSc, MIEI Geotechnical Engineer with over | Geotechnical
Timoney and 20 years consultancy experience
Company in Ireland. Ian has completed
numerous peat stability

assessments and  geological
impact assessments for wind
farms. In addition, he has
signiﬁcant experience in the
geotechnical design of wind
energy projects at construction

stage.
Triturus Ross Macklin PhD (candidate), | Ross Macklin PhD (candidate), | Ecology
Environmental B.Sc. (Hons) | B.Sc. (Hons) MCIEEM., MIFM,
Limited MCIEEM., HDip GIS, PDip IPM Ross is an

MIFM, HDip | aquatic, fisheries and mammalian
GIS, PDip IPM ecologist with over 17 years’
professional experience in
Ireland. He is director of Triturus
Environmental Ltd. Ross has a
BSc in Applied Ecology and
diplomas in integrated Pest
Management and GIS. He is
currently completing his PhD in
fisheries ecology. He has
considerable experience in a
wide range of ecological and
environmental projects including
EIAR, EcIA, CEMP and AA/NIS
reporting, as well as biodiversity,
water quality monitoring, invasive
species, mammalian surveys and
fisheries management. He also
has expert identification skills in
fisheries, macrophytes, aqtaic
bryophytes, freshwater
invertebrates and  protected
aquatic species. His diverse
project experience includes work
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on renewable energy
developments, flood relief
schemes, road schemes, waste
management,

blueways/greenways, biodiversity
projects, mnon-volant mammal
monitoring, fisheries
management projects and

catchment wide water quality
management. He has worked
extensively in Ireland completing
projects  for  the  NPWS,
Waterways Ireland, Pfizer, Irving
QOil, Indaver, Transport
Infrastructure  Ireland, OPW,
numerous local authorities and
consulting engineering firms.

November 2019.

Tonic John Shanahan BE MSc CEng | Senior Civil Engineer working as | Traffic
Consulting MIEI part of an experienced team of
Ltd* civil and structural engineers who
have been involved in the design
of renewable energy projects in
Ireland, the UK and
internationally.
MKO Meabhann BA, MScURP, Project Planner with MKO, All
Crowe MRTPI having joined in 2018.
Alan Clancy BA, M Plan Project Planner with MKO, All
having joined in 2022
Pat Roberts BSc, CIEEM Principal Ecologist with MKO, Ecology
having joined in 2005
Jack Workman MSc, TMLI Environmental Scientist with Landscape &
MKO, having joined in February | Visual
2020.
Saoirse BA, MSc Environmental Scientist with Landscape &
Fitzsimons MKO, having joined in 2021 Visual
Padraig Cregg MSc, BSc Senior Ornithologist with MKO, | Ornithology
having joined in 2018
Ellen Costello MSc., BSc Project Environmental Scientist Shadow
with MKO having joined in Flicker

*Following the acquisition of Ionic Consulting Limited by AFRY, on Ist_July 2022, Ionic Consulting will be
rebranding under the AFRY name. Future communication and project documentation you receive from us may
come under the AFRY brand. In addition the Irish legal entity (Ionic Consulting Limited) will be renamed to AFRY

Ireland Limited.

The applicant for the proposed project is Coole Wind Farm Ltd., which is owned by Statkraft Ireland
Ltd. Statkraft Ireland is part of the wider Statkraft group, a global renewable energy company that
develops, acquires, builds and operates utility-scale wind and solar power projects. The team at Statkraft
Ireland has constructed a portfolio of approx. 299 Megawatts (MW) of wind projects in Ireland, operates
approx. 417MW and has an established track record in wind energy in Ireland, with its Irish team based
in Tullamore, Co. Offaly and the Cork Airport Business Park, Co. Cork. This team has previously
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developed wind farms in Counties Clare, Cork, Kerry, Donegal, Limerick, Galway, Waterford, Tipperary,
Offaly and Tyrone.

The Westmeath County Development Plan (WCDP) came into effect on May 3™ 2021 since the lodging
of this planning application to An Bord Pleanala under ABP-309770-2 by our clients Coole Wind Farm
Limited. The Westmeath County Development Plan 2021-2027 sets out the Council’s proposed policies
(CPO’s) and objectives for the development of the County over the Plan period. The Development Plan
seeks to develop and improve, in a sustainable manner, the social, economic, environmental and cultural
assets of the County.

On the 22"¢ September 2022, the Minister of State at the Department of Housing, Local Government and
Heritage in exercise of the powers conferred on him by Section 31 of the Planning and Development Act
2000 (as amended) ("the Act"), and consequent to a recommendation made to him by the Office of the
Planning Regulator under Section 31AN(4) of the Act issued a direction to Westmeath County Council
as follows,

1) This Direction may be cited as the Planning and Development (Westmeath County

Development Plan 2021-2027) Direction 2022.
2)  The Planning Authority is hereby directed to take the following steps:
i Delete wind energy policy objective CPO 10.143 in its entirety from Section 10.23.2 of
the Development Plan as per the Chief Executive’s recommendation.

Policy objective CPO 10.143 sets out the following:

“Provide the following separation distances between wind turbines and residential dwellings:

® 500 metres, where the tip height of the wind turbine blade is greater than 25 metres but does
not exceed 50 metres.

® /000 metres, where the tip height of the wind turbine blade is greater than 50 metres but does
not exceed 100 metres.

® 1500 metres, where the tip height of the wind turbine blade is greater than 100 metres but does
not exceed 150 metres.

®  More than 2000 metres, where the tip height of the wind turbine blade is greater than 150 metres”

It is the opinion of the Minister that the WCDP is inconsistent with the policy objectives of the National
Planning Framework, specifically NPO 55, which states that it is an objective to “promote renewable
energy use and generation at appropriate locations.....to meet national objectives towards achieving a low
carbon economy by 2050’ and the requirements for the planning authority to comply with, and the
development plan to be consistent with, the aforementioned National Policy Objective under Sections
10(1A) and/or 12(11) read in conjunction with Section 12(18);

Furthermore, the Minister considers that the Development Plan contains conflicting objectives on wind
energy development such that the Policy objectives supporting wind and renewable energy development
in chapters 10 and 11 of the adopted Development Plan cannot be achieved having regard to the
separation distances required by wind energy policy objective CPO 10.143 of the WCDP.
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This section of the Response to Further Information (RFI) addresses each individual FI items in detail. It
should be read in conjunction with the relevant supporting information enclosed and/or appended to this
report.

Particulars and Documentation

11 It is noted that the development description as set out in the statutory notices refers to a
maximum tip height of 175 metres. It noted that within this size envelope various configurations
of hub height, rotor diameter and ground to blade tip height may be used and that the make
and model of the turbine will be dictated by a competitive tender process. It is noted that a hub
height of 100.5m is used as the basis of the noise assessment and that the landscape chapter
references a maximum rotor diameter of up to 155m and that there is no similar reference in
the biodiversity and ornithology or biodiversity chapters or in the Natura Impact Statement.

12 To enable the Board to determine the application please confirm the nature and extent of the
development for which permission is sought, by reference to plans and particulars which
describe the works to which the application relates, in compliance with the relevant provisions
of the Planning and Development Regulations 2001 as amended.

13 If the development for which permission is sought incorporates a range of options, please
indicate clearly in the application documentation the detail of all such options and confirm that
each option has been fillly assessed within the application documentation including within the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report and Natura Impact Statement.

14 The applicant is requested to verily that all three information formats (the hard copy presented
with the application, the USB copy presented with the application and on the website sources)
contain the same information and structure. Where necessary please revise the application
documentation to ensure consistency in presentation and content.

15 You are requested to update the planning history and to include an outline of applications to
the EPA for licences relating to peat harvesting at adjoining lands. You are also invited to
provide any available information / updates on the future of peat harvesting activities or bog
rehabilitation on lands adjacent to the proposed wind farm site and within the blue line.

16 Having regard to the Board’s decision under ABP-310547-21 you are requested to comment on
the validity of the application for CWF as it relates to development within that site boundary.
You are invited to consider an amendment to the application and / or to make any revisions to
the application documentation which you may consider necessary following the Board’s
decision.

It is noted that the development description as set out in the statutory notices refers to a maximum tp
height of 175 metres. It noted that within this size envelope various configurations of hub height, rotor
diameter and ground to blade tip height may be used and that the make and model of the turbine will
be dictated by a competitive tender process. It is noted that a hub height of 100.5m is used as the basis
of the noise assessment and that the landscape chapter references a maximum rotor diameter of up to
155m and that there is no similar reference in the biodiversity and ornithology or biodiversity chapters
or in the Natura Impact Statement.

For the purposes of the EIAR which accompanied the planning application, various wind turbine
parameters all within the 175-metre tip height envelope were considered to assess the likely effects of the
proposed development on the environment. Turbine design parameters of blade length, hub height and

N
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tip height have a bearing on the assessment of shadow flicker, noise, visual impact, traffic and transport
and ecology (specifically birds). In each EIAR section that requires the consideration of turbine
parameters as part of the impact assessment, turbine design parameters are specified and the chosen
parameters have been used to reflect the most relevant parameter for each assessment in the impact
assessment.

Within the EIAR the following scenarios were used across the different disciplines:
Table 2-1 Turbine Ranges

Discipline Turbine Hub Turbine Rotor | Blade Length
Height (metres) (metres)
(metres)

Consequently, in responding to the Further Information request and taking into account the Derryadd
Judgment (Sweetman v the Board & Ors [2021] IEHC 390 and [2021] IEHC 662), a refined turbine range

has now been established for the Proposed Development as follows:

> 15 No. wind turbines with a maximum ground-to-blade tip height of 175 metres, a blade length
in the range of 74.5 metres minimum to 77.5 metres maximum and a hub height in the range of
97.5 metres minimum to 100.5m maximum.

Table 2-2 below illustrates these minimum and maximum ranges which could occur within the overall
turbine tip height of 175 metres.

Table 2-2 Turbine Ranges (m

175 175 -
74.5 77.5 3
149 155 6
97.5 100.5 3

The assessment of the impacts of the proposed development on biodiversity and on European Sites has
taken account of the range of potential turbine sizes and dimensions that may be used. The full range of
potential turbine dimensions was considered, with a maximum height of 175m and minimum rotor
clearance of 20m above ground level.

In relation to Ornithology, to ensure the full range of possible turbine dimensions was assessed (20-175m)
three separate collision risk analyses were undertaken. Details of the three turbine dimension scenarios
were as follows:

¢  Maximum rotor diameter and minimum hub height: 20-175m
e  Median rotor diameter and median hub height: 25-175m
¢  Minimum rotor diameter and maximum hub height: 26-175m
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This precautionary approach ensured all scenarios within the Turbine Range were assessed. Please refer
to Section 2.1.2 of this FI response and the Collison Risk Assessment included as part of Appendix 5 for
further details.

To enable the Board to determine the application please confirm the nature and extent of the
development for which permission is sought, by reference to plans and particulars which describe the
works to which the application relates, in compliance with the relevant provisions of the Planning and
Development Regulations 2001 as amended.

The planning application as lodged sought:

i. Up to 15 No. wind turbines with a tip height of up to 175 metres and all associated foundations
and hardstanding areas;

ii. 1 no. onsite electrical substation including a control building, associated electrical plant and
equipment, welfare facilities and a wastewater holding tank;

iii. 1 no. temporary construction compound,;
iv. Provision of new site access roads, upgrading of existing access roads and hardstand areas;
v. Excavation of 1 no. borrow pit;

vi. All associated underground electrical and communications cabling connecting the turbines
to the proposed onsite substation;

vii. Laying of approximately 26km of underground electricity cabling to facilitate the connection
to the national grid from the proposed onsite substation located in the townland of Camagh to
the existing 110kV Mullingar substation located in the townland of Irishtown;

viii. Upgrade works to the existing 110kV Mullingar substation consisting of the construction of
an additional dedicated bay to facilitate connection of the cable;

ix. Construction of a link road between the R395 and R396 Regional Roads in the townland of
Coole to facilitate turbine delivery;

x. Junction improvement works to facilitate turbine delivery, at the N4 junction with the L1927
in the townland of Joanstown, on lands along the L1927 in the townland of Culvin, the L1927
and L5828 junction in the townland of Boherquill and the L5828 and R395 junction in the
townland of Corralanna;

xi. Site Drainage;

xii. Forestry Felling;

xiii. Signage, and;

xiv. All associated site development works.

xv. This application is seeking a ten-year planning permission and 30-year operational life from
the date of commissioning of the entire wind farm.
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As noted in Section 2.1.1 above, a range of turbine scenarios were used within the EIAR - discipline
dependant. Since the planning application was lodged with the Board, the Derryadd Judgment
(Sweetman v the Board & Ors [2021] IEHC 390 and [2021] IEHC 662) has been made by the courts and
as such a refined turbine range has now been established for the Proposed Development as follows:

15 No. wind turbines with a maximum ground-to-blade tip height of 175 metres, a blade
length in the range of 74.5 metres minimum to 77.5 metres maximum and a hub height
in the range of 97.5 metres minimum to 100.5m maximum.

It is confirmed that all scenarios within the limited range of flexibility set out above (the “T'urbine Range”)
have been fully assessed within the application documentation including within the Environmental Impact
Assessment Report and Natura Impact Statement as lodged.

The initial planning application drawings which accompanied the planning application and illustrated the
turbine proposed, have also been refined in light of the Derryadd Judgement. As such the enclosed
drawings ref: 200445g — 42A F1, -42B F1, -42C FI and -42D FT illustrate the blade/hub height configurations
which may transpire within the overall tip height.

In the High Court judgment in relation to Derryadd Wind Farm (delivered by Justice Humphreys, 16
June 2021)}, in relation to a proposed Strategic Infrastructure Wind Farm Development, the High Court
found that the “Plans and Particulars” that were submitted with the application documentation were not
sufficient in that they allowed too much flexibility, and that the Board erred in including a condition
stating:

“.. the wind turbines will have maximum tip height of 185 metres. Final details of the turbine
design, hub height, tip height and blade length complying with the maximum limit and within
the range set out in the application documentation, along with details of colouring shall be
submitted to and agreed in writing with the planning authority prior to the commencement of
development,”

At the core of the issue considered in the judgement were the following issues:
e The application did not give precise details of the design of the structures but only “typical”
arrangements;
e  The application did not specify dimensions for the structures, only maximum dimensions; and
e  The application did not specify the exact location of all the structures and foundations.

The approach adopted in the Derryadd application is common for wind farm developments, as due to
the nature of the applications, application process and permission durations (preparation of an application
can take in excess of 2 years for monitoring and surveying, the application process can also in itself take
2 years, and the duration of the consent is normally 10 years) developers must allow and design insofar
as practicable for turbines that will be available at the time of construction. The Derryadd judgment
acknowledges that there can be some degree of flexibility in relation to plans and particulars of planning
applications, (albeit fundamentally in the Derryadd situation the court concluded that there was too much
flexibility), at paragraph 56 of the judgement the following is stated:

“The regulations require “plans” and ‘“particulars”, meaning reasonably (although not
necessarily absolutely) precise particulars. I say not necessarily absolutely precise particulars in
that ..... in practical terms there may be modest variation between the plans submitted and the
structures constructed. Thus we have the concept. Created by the courts for the purpose of s. 160

! 2021 IEHC 390 [20202No. 557 JR] P. Sweetman v An Bord Pleanala

10
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of the 2000 Act, of the “material” deviation from the permission, which implies a core of
materiality and a periphery of detail; dovetailing with the doctrine permitting points of detail
and limited flexibilities to be provided in conditions, and with the doctrine .... that permits
‘parameters relating to the construction phase’ to be determined later.”

The Judge concludes on this matter as follows:

“..there is a fuindamental difference in principle between, for example, providing a reasonably
modest margin of appreciation (Hamilton C,J.’s ‘certain limited degree of flexibility’) around
details of design, dimensions or location to the millimetre, such that it can be said ...... that no
real planning issue is thereby created by reference to which someone could reasonably object,
and a situation where as here no specific dimensions are provided other than a maximum, and
no specitic designs are provided other than what is typical. A scale that is open at one end is not

a scale that has a_‘certain limited degree of flexibility’.” [emphasis added by author]

The judge also acknowledges the previous judgement of Haughton J. in Alen-Buckley v. An Bord
Pleanala [2017] IEHC 541, [2017] 9 JIC 2602, which confirmed that it is appropriate for the site notice for
a wind farm development to describe only the most important physical feature of the turbines i.e. their
overall height.

Turbine Configuration:

In relation to the typical turbine elevation provided it is acknowledged that this is a generic drawing (ref:
200445 — 42) with only the overall tip-height articulated in a dimension. As noted in the EIAR (refer to
section 4.3.2 of Chapter 4) and indeed on the drawings (note 2), this was deemed appropriate as the final
turbine type to be erected on site has not and cannot be set out at this stage, and instead will be dictated
by a competitive tender process. The final turbine type can only be selected once it is known when the
Proposed Development is to be brought forward (i.e. post consent) and the available turbine types
appropriate for the site are made known by the various manufacturers at that time as part of the
competitive tendering process. Notwithstanding this, however, in order to provide further clarity on this
issue, and in acknowledgement of the Derryadd judgment please find attached in Appendix 1 of this
report drawings 200445g - 42A-D FI which illustrates the Turbine Range proposed.

Additional drawings, 200445g -42B FI, 200445g -42C FI and 200445g -42D now enclosed, show turbine
elevations and plans for individual minimum and maximum configurations (refer to Table 2-2 above),
namely 97.5m hub with 77.5m blade, 100m hub with 75m blade, and 100.5m hub with 74.5m blade.
The added dimensions clearly articulate the range of turbine parameters assessed within the EIAR and
NIS and accordingly specify the range of alternative turbine configurations (hub height, blade length,
and tip height) within the Turbine Range. In the interests of clarity and as set out earlier these are set
out below:

Turbine tip height — 175 metres
Hub Height — Maximum height 100.5metres, Minimum height 97.5metres
Blade Length: - Maximum length 77.5 metres, Minimum length 74.5metres.

Within the EIAR, the assessments relate to a spectrum of scenarios allowed for relative to each discipline,
for example turbine delivery discussed in Chapter 14: Material Assets considers the longest blade as this
is the largest component to deliver, similarly the longest blade is used for collision risk monitoring
(Chapter 8: Birds) and the shadow flicker assessment (Chapter 6: Shadow Flicker), while the lowest hub
height is used for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) purposes (Chapter 12: Landscape
and Visual).

The range of turbine configurations under consideration is quite limited, with the hub height and blade
length varying by 3 metres, and all variations remaining within the overall 175m turbine tip height
parameter.
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Accordingly, within the proposed configuration, the following additional assessments have been carried
out as part of this Further Information response:

Table 2-3 EIAR Assessment (Turbine Scenarios,

Discipline Comment Turbine Hub Turbine
Height (Metres)  Rotor
(Metres)
In addition to the shadow flicker assessment 100 150
undertaken in the EIAR as lodged, two
additional shadow flicker models have been 100.5 149
run to show the results on receptors for the
turbine ranges proposed, all of which are
within the 175 metre to tip envelope.
New photomontage visuals in order to present | 100.5 149
new turbine scenarios. For consistency and
context, these new photomontage visuals are 100 150
incorporated as additions to the Volume 2
Photomontage Booklet included at Appendix 7
of this FI response that was previously
submitted as part of the EIAR.
The noise assessment in the EIAR was based 97.5 155
on Nordex N149 turbine technology with a 100 150
hub height of 100.5 m. In order to address the
FI request, two additional models of turbine
have been assessed using the same
methodology and guidance. These are based
on Siemens SG155 model at 97.5 m hub height
and Vestas V150 model at 100m hub height.
To ensure the full range of possible turbine 97.5 155
dimensions were assessed (20-175m) three 1005 149
separate collision risk analyses were
undertaken. 100 150

Shadow Flicker

In regard to Shadow Flicker, MKO were commissioned to conduct a Shadow Flicker Assessment of 3
no. scenarios for this FI response, this included Scenario 1 as modelled and assessed in Chapter 5 of the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) lodged and as submitted to An Bord Pleanala in 2021
(2021 EIAR) and two additional scenarios as indicated in Table 2.3 above. The Shadow Flicker
Assessment Results are included at Appendix 11.

As detailed in the Shadow Flicker Assessment Results, the variance in results between each of the
scenarios is minimal (+ 1 no. dwellings) with the greatest number of exceedances of the DoEHLG 2006
wind energy guidelines daily (30 minutes) and annual (30-hours) limits occurring from Turbine Scenario
1. Turbine Scenario 1, which has been assessed within the EIAR using the precautionary principle, has
the largest proposed rotor diameter (155m — based on the longest rotor blade) and the minimum hub
height (97.5m) (therefore providing a tip height of 175m). Daily and annual shadow flicker exceedances
arise at a reduced number of properties for remaining Turbine Scenarios (Scenario 2 and 3) which is to
be expected considering their reduced rotor diameter.

It should also be noted that the phenomenon of Shadow Flicker is entirely controllable, and that in the

event of favourable consideration it is standard practice for an appropriate planning condition to be
imposed. Any future turbine installed on site in the event of favourable consideration must comply with
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any such condition, and as detailed in Section 5.7.2 of the EIAR, in line with the commitment made for
the permitted Coole Wind Farm development and following continuing engagement with the local
community requirements Coole Wind Farm Ltd. is committing to zero shadow flicker at occupied
residential receptors within 10 rotor diameters of the Proposed Development.

As part of this FI response, the applicant has produced new photomontage visuals in order to present on
the range of turbine envelope configurations sought for planning permission. For consistency and context,
these new photomontage visuals are incorporated as additions to the Volume 2 Photomontage Booklet
that was previously submitted as part of the EIAR. The new photomontage booklet is included as
Appendix 7 of this FI Response. The following text discusses the new additions to the photomontage
booklet and how the range of turbine envelope configurations relate to potential landscape and visual
impacts.

It is emphasised that irrespective of which turbine model (combination of hub height and rotor diameter)
within the range outlined above is installed on site, the significance of residual landscape and visual effects
will not be altered. However, for the avoidance of doubt, 2 No. alternative turbine configurations (other
than the configuration presented throughout the booklet) are presented for three selected viewpoints
included in the Appendix 7 photomontage booklet accompanying this document under title pages
‘Turbine Envelope Range’. These configurations include ‘Minimum Rotor Diameter & Maximum Hub
Height' and ‘Median Rotor Diameter & Median Hub Height’. The 3 No. viewpoints selected are
representative of shortrange views (Viewpoint 07 - 1.26 km from the Proposed Development), medium-
range views (Viewpoint 21 - 5.32 km from the Proposed Development) and long-range views (Viewpoints
14 - 16.5 km from the Proposed Development). The following summarises the ‘Minimum Rotor Diameter
& Maximum Hub Height’ and ‘Median Rotor Diameter & Median Hub Height’ that is presented:

* Minimum Rotor Diameter & Maximum Hub Height — 3 Photomontage Viewpoints
(VP07, VP14 and VP21)
Maximum Tip Height — 175metres
Maximum Hub Height — 100.5 metres
MinimumRotor Diameter— 149 metres

* Median Rotor Diameter & Median Hub Height — 3 Photomontage Viewpoints
Maximum Tip Height — 175metres
Median Hub Height — 100 metres
Median Rotor Diameter — 150 metres

As is shown by the “Turbine Envelope Range’ visuals within the Appendix 7 photomontage booklet, it is
extremely difficult to determine any difference that would arise from the use of differing turbine
configurations within the range of dimensions proposed. Any difference is only identifiable in the
wireframe visuals accompanying the photomontages, and these differences are only really distinguishable
with the use of magnification. Irrespective of which turbine model is utilised within the proposed range,
the residual landscape and visual impacts reported in the EIAR will not be altered.

AWN Consulting Ltd (AWN) prepared a Technical Note to accompany this document at Appendix 10,
that provides a response on the range of possible turbine technologies which may be selected if the
planning application is granted. The noise assessment in the EIAR was based on the Nordex N149 turbine
technology with a hub height of 100.5 m. In order to address this FI request, two additional models of
turbine have been assessed using the same methodology and guidance. This technical note summarises
the noise assessment in the EIAR and then presents the input data and results for the two additional
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turbine technologies. The effect of changing the hub height has been examined and in this instance does
not result in any change to the noise criteria under the Wind Energy Development Guidelines 2006.

The collision risk assessment is based on vantage point surveys undertaken at the wind farm site from
October 2015 up to, and including, September 2017; from April 2018 up to, and including, March 2020;
and from March 2021 up to, and including, March 2022. This represents two 24-month survey periods
and a 13-month survey period, consisting of five breeding seasons and five non-breeding seasons, which
is in full compliance with Scottish Natural Heritage guidance (SNH, 2017). Surveys were undertaken from
four fixed Vantage Point (VP) Locations: VP3/VP4 between October 2015 to September 2017, VP3/VP5
between April 2018 to March 2020, VP4/VP6 between March 2021 to March 2022 and VP3/VP4/VP5/VP6
between October 2021 and March 2022.

To ensure the full range of possible turbine dimensions was assessed (20-175m) three separate collision
risk analyses were undertaken. Details of the three turbine dimension scenarios were as follows:

*  Maximum rotor diameter and minimum hub height: 20-175m
*  Median rotor diameter and median hub height: 25-175m
*  Minimum rotor diameter and maximum hub height: 26-175m

Please refer to the Collision Risk Assessment included as part of Appendix 5 which shows the collision
risk assessment based on alternative dimension turbines. These three collision risk assessments allow for
the full range of possible turbine dimensions to be assessed (20-175m, 25-175m and 26-175m).

Minor changes have been made to the planning application drawings lodged with the planning
application, taking into account the Derryadd judgement and to provide further clarity to the Board.
These changes are minor in detail and do not change the findings of the impact assessment. The following

drawings included at Appendix 1 have been updated:

200445 - 03 FI Site Location Key Plan

200445 - FI Site Location Plans 1,2, 5-9

200445 - 13 FI Site layout Key Plan B

200445 - FI Site Layout Sheets 1-8, 13-24

200445 - 38 FI Temporary Construction Compound
200445 - 39 FI Substation Layout

200445 — 43 FI Turbine Foundation Standard Detail

Following ongoing and regular Project Meetings with EirGrid on the connection method to the existing
Mullingar 110kV substation, it has been possible to refine the connection method into the existing
substation. This has resulted in the removal of two bay locations and realignment of the grid connection
route to Mullingar Substation. These changes are minor in detail and do not change the findings of the
impact assessment. The following drawings have been updated:

Ionic drawings d006.1.1 and d006.1.2 and MKO drawings 200445g - 02 FI, 200445g - 03 F1I,
200445g - 12 FI, 200445g - 13 FI, 200445g - 37 FL.

Accordingly, the application documentation submitted as detailed above provides the necessary
specifications, detailed location of infrastructure as well as the lower and upper range of all the turbine
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parameters proposed, which provides for the “certain degree of flexibility” permissible as articulated in
the Derryadd Judgement.

In the event of favourable consideration of the planning application it is acknowledged that An Bord
Pleanala may specify the range and detail the parameters of the tip heights, blade lengths and hub heights
as part of an appropriate condition. It is noted that the Board have previously adopted this approach, for
example in the case of the Curraglass renewable energy development (ABP ref: PL88.308244), granted
by An Bord Pleanala on the 28" of January 2022. Planning Condition no. 6 attached to that permission
stated:

The following design requirements shall be complied with:

a) The hub height shall be within the range of 103.5 metres to 120 metres, and the blade length
shall be in the range of 58.5 metres to 75 metres. The overall tip height shall be in the range of
175 metres to 178.5 metres and the height of the permanent meteorological mast shall be within
the range of 100 metres to 112 metres. Details of the turbine design, hub height, blade length,
tip height, and meteorological mast complying with these limits, shall be submitted to, and
agreed in writing with, the planning authority prior to commencement of development. The
wind turbines, including tower and blades, shall be finished externally in a light grey colour.

Ifthe development for which permission is sought incorporates a range of options, please indicate clearly
in the application documentation the detail of all such options and confirm that each option has been
filly assessed within the application documentation including within the Environmental Impact
Assessment Report and Natura Impact Statement.

This point is addressed in full in relation to Items 1.1 and 1.2 in the preceding sections, as well as the
enclosed FI drawings at Appendix 1. It is confirmed that all scenarios within the limited range of flexibility
set out above (the “Turbine Range”) have been fully assessed within the application documentation
including within the Environmental Impact Assessment Report and Natura Impact Statement as lodged.

The applicant is requested to verily that all three information formats (the hard copy presented with the
application, the USB copy presented with the application and on the website sources) contain the same
information and structure. Where necessary please revise the application documentation to ensure
consistency in presentation and content.

In response to FI Item 1.4 MKO have undertaken a thorough assessment of all three information formats

of the application as to whether they contain the same information and structure. In carrying out this
assessment the following issues were identified

Planning Drawings
Minor differences, Images have been generated in different quality across formats.

Volume 2- NIS & Photomontage Booklet

Appendix-2-EIAR-Chapter-4-Description - CEMP missing (Appendix 4-8). ESB's standard
specification for ESB 38kV page 2 and 3 are in the wrong order (page 415 &416).

Volume 3a - Appendix 2-1 - 6-4
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Appendix-4-4-AGEC-Cable-Route-Survey - Differences in the placement of MKO labels
on page.

Appendix-4-11-Decommissioning-Plan — Minor layout difference in table of contents.
Appendix-5-2-Wind-Farms-Health-Literature-Review-Chapman-2015 - Layout differences
in table of contents

Appendix-6-2-Bat-Impact-Assessment — Layout differences in table of contents, layout
slightly different on some pages.

Volume 3b- Appendix 7-1 - 14-3

Appendix-7-7-Confidential-Appendix-Placeholder - Difference in wording of subheading.

The issues identified above are considered to be minor in nature and do not affect the ability of any
person to interrogate or understand the application in full. As such the application documentation has
not been revised.

You are requested to update the planning history and to include an outline of applications to the EPA

for Iicences relating to peat harvesting at adjoining lands. You are also invited to provide any available
information / updates on the fiture of peat harvesting activities or bog rehabilitation on lands adjacent
to the proposed wind farm site and within the blue Iine.

The planning history section of Chapter 2 of the EIAR sets out the relevant planning history of the
proposed wind farm site, planning applications in the vicinity of the site and other wind energy
applications within the wider area. These have been updated per the FI request and are set out in tabular
format below.

A substitute consent application for peat extraction at Mountdillon, Duil na Gun, Co. Westmeath,
Milkernagh, Co. Westmeath and Co. Longford and Coolcraff, Co. Longford under ABP Ref No. 307281-
20 has been withdrawn and an application for an extension of time to apply for substitute consent by
Westland Horticulture Limited near Coole and Fineagh, Co. Westmeath was granted permission by An
Bord Pleanala , with an application required to be submitted by the 14" December 2021. Both of these
applications were included in Section 2.5.2 of the EIAR with their status now updated in table 2.4 below.

Table 2-4 Applications in the vicinity of the proposed wind farm site.

Peat Operations
ABP 307281-20 Substitute Consent Application for Peat Extraction Application
Mountdillon, Duil na Gun, Co. Westmeath, Milkernagh, Co. withdrawn
Westmeath and Co. Longford and Coolcraff, Co. Longford.
ABP-310473 Application for an Extension of Time to Apply for Substitute Granted by An
Consent by Westland Horticulture Limited Bord Pleanala
22/06/2021 up
until 14" Dec
2021
ABP 305835 Leave to Apply Substitute Consent by Westland Horticulture Granted by An
for peat harvesting on lands at Lower Coole, Mayne, Bord Pleanala
Ballinealoe and Clonsura County Westmeath 01/05/2020

16
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ABP-307853-20 Application for an Extension of Time to Apply for Substitute
Consent by Westland Horticulture Limited Granted by An
Bord Pleanala
25/08/2020 up
until 23
November 2020.
P1 Ref. 88/313 Planning application to retain peat moss processing plant and | Granted by
buildings at Doon, Castlepollard. Westmeath
County Council
(WCC)
10/02/1989
Other Applications
Pl Ref. 11/2043 | Alterations to the existing return wing and associated south - Granted by
east elevation as well as removal of later internal partition and | Westmeath
the provision of a reversible enclosure of the basement County Council
stairwell to main house pantry including ancillary associated (WCC)
works to a building listed as a protected structure no. 261. 26/10/2011
P1 Ref. 81/699 Erection of a 38kV sub-station Granted by
Westmeath
County Council
(wee)
29/10/1981

Applications in the Vicinity of the Proposed Grid Connection Route

As outlined in Section 2.5.3 of the original EIAR, the proposed underground grid connection route is in
the general vicinity of over 100 no. valid planning applications made to Westmeath County Council. The
majority of these applications are for residential development and were lodged since the early 1980s. The
proposed grid connection route is also immediately adjacent to and/or within the general vicinity of a
range of consented commercial developments, particularly within Multyfarnham, and ancillary
agricultural infrastructure. Table 2-5 below has been updated below to include recent planning
applications made to Westmeath County Council, in proximity of the proposed grid connection route.
This includes a residential development (PL Ref No. 21/568) and applications for Community Facilities
(PL Ref No’s 21/675, 21/301, 21/295).

Table 2-5 Applications in the vicinity of the proposed grid connection route

Energy Infrastructure

Pl Ref. 18/6063 | 10 year permission for the construction of an energy storage | Granted by
ABP 303812-19 | facility within a total site area up to 0.63 ha, to include one single | Westmeath
storey electrical substation building, electrical | County Council
transformer/invertor station modules, containerised battery | (WCC)

storage modules on concrete support structures, access tracks, | 05/02/2019.
associated electrical ducting, cable racking and cabling, security | Granted by An
fencing and CCTV security monitoring system, lightning | Bord Pleanala
protection poles, communications equipment and ancillary | 01/07/2019
infrastructure.
81/699 Erection of a 38kV sub-station Granted by
Westmeath
County Council
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(WCC)
29/10/1981
Peat Operations
88/313 Planning application to retain peat moss processing plant and | Granted by
buildings at Doon, Castlepollard. Westmeath
County Council
(WCC)
10/02/1989
Residential
21/568 EOD: 16/6001: planning reference no. 11/5121 for the Granted by
construction of a new housing development, consisting of 28 Westmeath
No. houses to be constructed in 3 phases made up of a County Council
combination of 26 No. Detached 2 Storey Houses (as per (WCC)
Condition no.5 of outline permission planning ref no. 11/5121) | 14/12/2021
with associated services
16/6001 Planning Application for the development of 28 no. houses to | Granted by
be constructed in three phases. Westmeath
County Council
(WCC)
25/01/2017
Community Facilities
21/675 to construct a cricket pitch with practice net area and clubhouse | Granted by
to include a changing room with shower room and w.c. visitor | Westmeath
changing room with shower room and w.c. and main area, | County Council
office, kitchen area, storage, lobby with disabled w.c and 2 | 05/10/2022
w.c.'s and umpire changing room with shower and to install a
treatment system with percolation area with all ancillary site
works.
21/301 The development which will consist of a single storey extension | Granted by
to the north of the existing nursing home and comprising of 12 | Westmeath
single en-suite bedrooms, ancillary staff and resident facilities | County Council
and connection to existing on-site sewage water and storm water | 22/02/2022
services. Permission is also sought for all ancillary site
development works. The proposed development is located
within the curtilage of a protected structures Ref: 006-013 and
006-014 as identified within Volume 8 "Record of Protected
Structures” of the Westmeath County Development Plan 2021-
2027
21/295 The development consists of the proposed partial change of use | Granted by
of a horticultural based sessional training centre for people with | Westmeath
intellectual disabilities and publicly accessible therapy garden | County Council
and café, the latter of which involves change of use of the | 01/09/2021
permitted portacabin structure to a café serving refreshments
for consumption on site. Retention permission is also sought for
landscaping and engineering works including paving and
lighting, the erection of 3 no Gazebos and 1 no. Geodome,
fencing around the boundary and associated works
18/6233 A proposed sports and recreational development adjacent to Granted by
the existing Community Centre and playing filed. Permission | Westmeath
is also sought to upgrade the existing car parking area and to County Council
construct a new car parking area with a total number of 224 (WCC)
spaces and 2 no. bus parking bays. 13/12/2018
18/6174 The installation of a multi-purpose playground unit suitable Granted by
for under 5 year olds within the confines of the existing Westmeath
playground in Gaine Park. County Council
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(WCC)
24/08/2018
17/6112 New single storey side extension (42.65 sqm) to the existing Granted by
building comprising of a new classroomy/toilet, disabled toilet Westmeath
and lobby, car-parking and all ancillary site works. County Council
(WCC)
24/07/2017
17/6116 Change of use of a former agricultural yard to a horticultural Granted by
based sessional training centre for people with intellectual Westmeath
disabilities. Retention permission is also sought for the County Council
demolition of two sheds, construction of two polytunnels, (WCC)
erection of one portacabin, two chicken coops, connection to | 22/11/2017
the group water and wastewater schemes, provision of a
soakpit, new fencing around the boundary and associated site
work
13/6091 New single storey classroom extension (45sqm) to the rear of | Granted by
the existing building and the provision of a staff carparking Westmeath
area with ancillary site works County Council
(WCC)
03/02/2014
10/2021 To alter & extend part of the existing agricultural training Granted by
collage buildings (Protected Structure no. B151 of the Westmeath
Westmeath County Council Development Plan 2002-2008) to | County Council
provide a Cancer counselling and retreat centre and a suicide | (WCC)
and training centre. The alteration shall consist of renovating 20/08/2010
exisiting rooms to provide the following, Administration
Counselling Offices, Meeting Rooms, Bedrooms with ensuites,
Common Rooms, Therapy Rooms, New Stairwell and Fire
Escapes, Toilet Facilities, Kitchen & Dining Areas. The
extensions is to include one no. sunroom (23.7m2) to service
the visitors, residents, clients and staff of both facilities.
Permission is also sought to demolish the discussed derelict
building and the gymnasium on the north west side of
Franciscan Abbey and to reconstruct one boiler house and
bin storage facility to house the plant room for the entire
development on site. Permission is also sought to upgrade
existing foul and storm water sewage infrastructure and to
install new pipeline and infrastructure on site and to install
new Telecom, ESB and water main supply to the Friary to
cater for the increase in demand. Permission is also sought to
alter the existing entrance on the Coole Road R152 to provide
safe access and exiting from the facility and to upgrade
existing farm entrance to the new facilities and to provide
layby, parking bay, refuse turning areas and car & bicycle
parking facilities all to cater for all the new facilities being
provided on site. Also LARCC has previously recieved
planning permission 07/5510 and it is intended to make small
alterations to the exterior of this development and redesign
internally as submitted in this application
06/2334 To remove existing prefabricated classroom and to extend Granted by
existing school to provide a replacement classroom with Westmeath
toilets, staff room, resource room, wheelchair toilet facilities County Council
and a P.E. room. The development will also provide for the (WCC)
organising of parking and entrance arrangements, an off road 15/01/2007
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set down and collection area for pupils and all necessary
associated site development works

The relevant planning history of wind farm applications within the wider area has been updated in Table

2.6 below.

The proposed Bracklyn Wind Farm for the development of 9 turbines and all associated works was
granted permission by An Bord Pleanala on the 7% July 2022 under Ref No. ABP 307471-20. The
proposed Ballivor Wind Farm Development is a Strategic Infrastructure Development under Ref No.
ABP 307471-20. Both of these applications were included in Section 2.5.2 of the EIAR with their status

now updated.

Table 2-6 Other wind farm sites within 20km

25C.205586) relating to the
development of a wind farm
comprising of 3 wind turbine
generators, 1 control building,
1 control building compound,
associated access roads and 1
meteorological tower. This
amendment seeks to increase
the height of the wind turbine
generators from a hub height
of 78m to 85m and the rotor
diameter from 72m to 80m.
This will result in a maximum
rotor blade tip height of 125m

Dryderstown Wind Turbine
12/2054 Application by Reforce Energy | Granted by 21km Operational
Ltd. for a single electricity Westmeath
generating wind turbine of hub | County Council
height up to 64m and rotor (WCC) 24/05/2013
diameter up to 48m, a
hardstanding, Control
Building, Associated site roads,
drainage & site works
Crowinstown Wind Farm
03/2064 3 No. Wind Turbine Refused by 24.9km Not
Generators, 1 No Control Westmeath Commenced
Building, 1 No. Control County
Building Compound, Council(WCC)
Associated Access Roads and Granted by An
1 No. Meteorological tower Bord Pleanala
(ref:PL25C.205586)
22/06/2004
08/2174 Application by Gaelectric Granted by 24.9km Operational
Developments Ltd.seeking to Westmeath
amend planning ref 03/2064 County Council
(An Bord Pleanala Ref (WCC) 14/08/2008
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previously 114m. In addition,
this application seeks to
amend condition 2 to allow
the 20-year permission period
to commence from the
commissioning date of the
wind farm rather than from the
date of the grant which was
22" of June 2004.

Ballivor Wind

Farm

ABP 307471-
20.

Pre-application consultation
with An Bord Pleanala for
Proposed wind energy
development with between 29
no. and 35 no. wind turbines
with total output of 116MW to
140MW and all associated site
works located in Counties

Meath and Westmeath.

Is a Strategic
Infrastructure
Development

25.6km N/a

Bracklyn Wind Farm

ABP 307471-
20

Wind Farm Development
including 9 turbines and all
associated works

Granted by An
Bord Pleanéla (ref:
PA25M.311565)
07/07/2022

24.9km Not

Constructed

Ballyjamesduff Wind Turbine

14/103/
ABP
02.243776

Application by Liffey Energy
for a development consisting
of the erection of a single
turbine with a hub height of
100m and rotor diameter of
103m, overall height not
exceeding 152m and all
associated site development
works, including foundations,
crane hardstanding, access
track and underground
cabling. Also, the construction
of 20kV switchroom building
with a floor area 50sqm, and
temporary alteration of
existing factory entrance of the
L.30130.

Granted by Cavan
County Council
(CCC) 01/08/2014.
Granted by An
Bord Pleanala (ref:
PL 02.243776)

16.4km Operational

19/447/ ABP
Ref. PL
02.309478

Erection of a single wind
turbine, access and
reinstatement works,
temporary site entrance and
underground electrical cabling
at Kilquilly and Cloggagh,
Ballyjamesduff, temporary
upgrade works at the

Refused by Cavan
County Council
(CCC) 22/01/2021.
Refused An Bord
Pleanala (ref:
PL02.309478)
23/06/2021

16km

n/a
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Description Decision Distance
R935/L.6503 junction at

Moynehall and along the

L£2502.

2162 EPA Licencing

The information below sets out the licenced peat extraction facilities available via the EPA GIS mapping
website - https://gis.epa.ie/EPAMaps/. The licenced peat extraction installation boundaries of Bord na
Mona sites as shown on the EPA mapping relative to wind farm location are shown in Figure 2-1 below.
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Figure 2-1 Overall Peat Extraction Boundaries

There are 4 no. bogs which are in close proximity to the wind farm site, which are under the control of
Bord na Ména and are all licenced under the single licence registration P0504-01:

Table 2-7 Bogs in close proximity under control of Bord na Mona
‘ Hectares

0.8556432 639218.24 778661.88

412.2730824 639735.15 777782.36

629.60802983 638527.27 774574.25

669.52781286 637534.11 769824.52

The EPA determination of the licence application ultimately concluded:

“the extraction of peat in the course of business which involves an area exceeding 50 hectares at lands

labelled as Mountdillon Group on Location Map Drawings 2.1 and 2.2 (Attachment 2) of the IPC
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Application subject to the following fourteen Conditions, with the reasons therefor and associated
schedules attached thereto.”
In addition to the Bord na Ména peat bogs, the following unlicenced peat bogs have been identified. In
these instances, the licence application has not been granted by the EPA. The information provided

below has been extracted from the public EPA files.

Westland Horticulture Ltd

There are two peat harvesting land parcels which are in proximity to the Coole Wind Farm Site which
are of note. The first is Clonsura Harvesting Area (shown in purple), the second Coole Harvesting Area
(shown in pink).

Figure 2-2 Westland Horticulture Ltd — Clonsura and Coole Boundaries

In March 2010 Westland Horticulture Ltd applied for an Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control
Licence under Class 1.4: the extraction of peat in the course of business which involves an area exceeding
50 hectares. It was assigned the reference number P0914-01. The details associated with this licence are:

Table 2-8 Westland Horticulture Ltd Licence Ref: P0914-01

P0914-01

Westland Horticulture Limited

Lower Coole, Mayne, Ballinealoe & Clonsura,
Near Coole & Fineagh, Westmeath.

1.4: Minerals and Other Materials

n/a

31/07/2013
Refused
Reg No. P0914-01
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In October 2020 the applicant wrote to the EPA noted that leave to apply for substitute consent had been
granted. That correspondence noted a deadline of the 23 of November 2020 to lodge the substitute
consent application. Within that correspondence the applicant also confirmed that commercial peat
extraction had not been carried out on the site since before July 2274, 2019.

In November 2020 the EPA decided that, following the assessment of the application in relation to
compliance with Section 87(1B) of the Environmental Protection Agency Act 1992 as amended and to
Section 87(1C) of the EPA Act 1992, as amended, to refuse to consider the application. A letter was
subsequently issued to the applicant setting out the rationale for the refusal, namely:

“We note that the activity in respect of which a licence is sought by you is one that prima facie
involves development in respect of which a grant of planning permission is required. You have
failed to provide either confirmation from the planning authority that an application has been
made or a copy of a grant of permission, as required by Section 87(1B) of the EPA Act 1992.
We note that while leave to apply for substitute consent has been granted by An Bord Pleanala,
no such substitute consent has been granted nor has an application for substitute consent been
made.

Therefore, as the Agency considers that the activity for which you seek a licence is one which
involves development for which a grant of planning permission is required, and you have failed
to provide either confirmation from the planning authority that an application has been made
or a copy of a grant of permission, the Agency refiises to consider your application, as it is
obliged to do in accordance with Section 87(1C) of the EPA Act 1992 (as amended).”

Harte Peat Ltd

The Harte Peat site at Finnea is located on the northern boundary of the Coole Wind Farm site. The
application details are set out below.

.

Figure 2-3 Harte Peat Ltd- Finnea Boundary

Table 2-9 Harte Peat Ltd Licence Ref: P1119-01
P1119-01 RSS Feed About Licence RSS Feeds
Harte Peat Limited
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Lands located within the townland of Derrycrave, Finnea,
Westmeath.

1.4: Minerals and Other Materials

n/a

7/10/2019
Refused
Reg No. P1119-01

The licence application was lodged with the EPA in October 2019. The lands had been used for peat

extraction well before any planning legislation regarding substitute consent came into force.
In November 2020 the EPA wrote to the applicant noting that

“As stated in our letter of the 21 October last, the Agency considers that the activity for which a licence
Is sought is one that prima facie involves development in respect of which a grant of planning permission
may be required, for the reasons already set out in our correspondence.

Further, for the reasons already set out, the Agency considers that there are factors set out in the
application which indicate that the activity is one which will require an Environmental Impact Assessment,
and therefore, cannot benefit from any claim to exempted development that would otherwise apply by
virtue of S.4(4) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as amended.”

The EPA considered that the activity for which a licence was sought is one which involves development
for which a grant of planning permission is required — no evidence was provided by Harte Peat during
their consideration of the licence confirming an application/grant of permission was in place.
Consequently the EPA refused to consider the application and in November 2020 notified the applicant
and all associated parties of such.

Future Peat Harvesting

Whilst the future of peat harvesting on the areas surrounding the wind farm remains to be determined,
the precautionary principle has been applied when carrying out the ecological assessments of the effects
of the proposed wind farm in combination with adjacent peat harvesting operations. It has been assessed
on the basis of peat cutting being in operation. As detailed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.1 of the EIAR, the
establishment of an ‘Interactions Management Group’ made up of Coole Wind Farm Ltd. and all relevant
landowners and tenants in relation to peat harvesting activities will be set up. This Group will be set up
regardless of whether or not peat harvesting is taking place. All parties within this group will collaborate
to ensure that any peat harvesting activities, proposed repurposing of the site or rehabilitation will be
considered and carried out appropriately in conjunction with the wind farm. Should the peat cutting
operations permanently cease, any rehabilitation or repurposing of the site will be the subject of ecological
assessment, Screening for Appropriate Assessment or full Appropriate Assessment and any such
assessment would take account of the potential cumulative effects of any permitted or proposed wind
farm. It is likely that the ecological impacts of any rehabilitation would be of a lower significance than
those associated with the ongoing peat cutting. This is set out in Section 7 of the revised NIS.

Response to Fl Item No.1.6

Having regard to the Board’s decision under ABP-310547-21 you are requested to comment on the
validity of the application for CWF as it relates to development within that site boundary. You are invited
to consider an amendment to the application and / or to make any revisions to the application
documentation which you may consider necessary following the Board’s decision.

Case RLM25.310547 as noted in the FI request relates to a Section 5 Referral, not a planning application
as stated. The question asked was ‘ Whether the harvesting of peat is or is not development or is or is not
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exempted development.” Westmeath County Council made no declaration in respect of the Section 5
request but referred the question to An Bord Pleanala. The conclusion of the Board was that the works
comprised the industrial extraction of peat and the works are not exempted development.

The Boards decision to ABP 310547-21 is noted. This decision relates to a Section 5 query and does not
relate to a valid planning application.

Nature Impact Statement

21 Clarification is required in relation to the appendices associated with the NIS as there is a lack
of consistency between the information submitted under the different formats. In addition, the applicant
is requested to consider whether all application documents relevant to the assessment of special

conservation interests and related mitigation and monitoring should be attached as appendices to the
NIS.

22 Observations made by the Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage on nature
conservation identify gaps in the survey information and assessments presented in the Screening for
appropriate assessment and the NIS. You are requested to address all points made by the Department in
their submission as part of a revised screening report and NIS.

23. In particular, the Board seeks clarity on the extent of coverage of the site during bird surveys
conducted between 2015 and 2020 noting also the gap in viewshed of the vantage points utilised. Further
scientific justification is required in relation to the absence of bird migratory routes over the site or the
crossing of the site by birds moving between SPA sites as outlined by the Department. In line with the
Department’s submission, you are requested to re-consider the screening exercise and the exclusion of
Special Conservation Interest (SCI) species including Greenland White-fronted geese.

24. The scientific information provided as part of an NIS to inform Appropriate Assessment and as
part of the EIAR should be based on up-to-date ecological reports and data. You are requested to give
carefill consideration to which, if any surveys need to be updated based on CIEEM (2019) advice note
on the lifespan of ecological reports and surveys and taking account of the concerns raised by the
Department. Survey data and analysis should be updated with any ongoing survey data that may have
been collected since 2020.

25. The assessment should include consideration of in combination effects with ongoing peat
harvesting and any fiture rehabilitation plans during the operation Iifespan of the proposed
development. The potential for any peatland habitat rehabilitation to provide enhanced habitats for
wintering and breeding birds within the sites should be considered. Updated aquatic survey for some
parameters at least may be required to address the request for a detailed assessment of the water quality
parameters required for the River Inny and Lough Derravarragh SPA in order to assess in combination
effects of peat harvesting with the proposed development.

Clarification is required in relation to the appendices associated with the NIS as there is a lack of
consistency between the information submitted under the different formats. In addition, the applicant is
requested to consider whether all application documents relevant to the assessment of special
conservation interests and related mitigation and monitoring should be attached as appendices to the
NIS

The NIS and AA Screening Document have been revised and are provided in Appendix 4. The following
approach has been taken to address the points raised in the Further Information request:

26
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The NIS has been revised and amended to ensure consistency. For clarity, the document provides a clear
description of all elements of the proposed development but references (rather than appending) the
description chapter from the EIAR. It also makes reference to the Hydrology Chapter of the EIAR where
appropriate, rather than appending it. It continues to append the Construction and Environmental
Management Plan as a definitive list of mitigation/best practice and monitoring to be employed. In
addition, the NIS and associated appendices provide full details of the updated surveys that have been
undertaken including the aquatic surveys undertaken in 2022 and the bird survey report (and all
associated data) that provides results from surveys that were undertaken in 2021 and 2022.

The information provided is sufficient to allow the Competent Authority to undertake their Appropriate
Assessment of this proposed development.

Observations made by the Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage on nature
conservation identify gaps in the survey information and assessments presented in the Screening for
appropriate assessment and the NIS. You are requested to address all points made by the Department in
their submission as part of a revised screening report and NIS.

The NIS and AA Screening have been revised and are included as Appendix 4. A description of how
each of the points raised by the Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage is provided
below:

The Department acknowledges the surveys that have been carried out in preparing the NIS. However,
the Department notes that the proposed development site was divided into two sections for the purposes
of field surveys. The Northern section was surveyed from 2015 to 2017 and the South and East sections
were surveyed from 2018 to 2020. The Department notes that the Ornithological Vantage Point (VFP) 4
that covers the northern section of the proposed development site was not surveyed between 2018 and
2020. In addition, the aquatic survey carried out in 2016 has not been updated.

The data and surveys that were used to inform the AA Screening and NIS have been updated where
appropriate. Details of the additional surveys undertaken are listed below:

Aquatic surveys undertaken in 2016 were used to provide the baseline for the application.
Following receipt of the submission from the Department, and adopting a precautionary
approach, these surveys were updated in 2022. Thus, updated information has been provided
on the baseline aquatic environment. Details of these surveys including the methodology
followed, dates of survey and names of surveyors are provided in Appendix 3 of the revised
NIS. The information collected in the 2022 surveys does not alter the findings of the assessment
in either the NIS or EcIA.

Further bird surveys were undertaken between March 2021 and March 2022 and these included
full coverage of the northern section of the site, which includes VP4. Any issues relating to the
age of the data used to inform the impact assessment, and the coverage of the site are discussed
in Section 2.5.2 below. The 2021 - 2022 bird survey report is provided as Appendix 4 to the
revised NIS and provide full details of the surveys undertaken.

Additional Ecological Multi- Disciplinary Walkover Surveys of the proposed development
including the cable route were undertaken in November 2021 and August 2022 to ensure the
ecological information on the site baseline is up to date and remains accurate. The survey work
was conducted by suitably qualified ecologists, Laoise Kelly (B. Sc. Env, MCIEEM) and Aran
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Von der Geest Moroney (BSc.) on the 17t and 25% of November 2021and on the 3'4, 23" and
24 of August 2022 by Kevin McElduff (BSc. Env.).

The Department is concerned about the rationale and procedure used in screening for AA, on Page 9
which states, "Where there is no potential for significant effects on individual Qualifying Interests or
Special Conservation Interests (QI or SCI), this is identified in the table and these features are not
considered further in the AA Screening Report (AASR) or Natura Impact Statement (NIS).” The
approach taken in screening out certain Qualifying Interest (QI) habitats and species and Special
Counservation Interest (SCI) species and habitats is not recommended. Once a conclusion has been
reached that certain sites screen-in for AA, all the QI and SCI habitats and species for these sites should
be taken forward to stage 2 and an assessment carried out.

Whilst the original approach was valid and facilitated a comprehensive and robust assessment of the
potential for any effects on European Sites as a result of the proposed development, in order to address
the Departments submission, the AA Screening has been revised to address this concern. The revised
document that is provided in Appendix 4 now screens in an entire site rather than the individual QIs/SCIs
of a particular site. All QI/SCI species on those sites that are Screened In are considered in the Stage 2
assessment that is provided in the revised NIS as requested by the Department.

The Department is also concerned about the scientific rationale used for excluding SPAs in the screening
for AA. The screening for AA references, McGuinness et al., 2015 and Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH)
guidance. While the Department acknowledges there is limited guidance available on connectivity
between SPA sites, the Iimitations of the SNH guidance in assessing connectivity between SPAs, in terms
of species foraging ranges during breeding and wintering seasons, should be acknowledged. The SNH
guidance covers selected species only, in a Scottish context and may need to be adapted for use in the
Irish context. Furthermore, this guidance does not include information on migratory routes which should
be included in any assessment of impacts. Mc Guinness et al,, 2015 uses data which relates to selected
species only. The limitations of this guidance with respect to the age of the data and the selected species
should be acknowledged. The Screening for AA should be reassessed with respect to the SCIs for the
European sites in proximity to the proposed development. And while the SNH provides guidance on
Whooper Swan (Cyngus Cygnus) and Greenland White-fronted goose (Anser albifrons flavirostris), it
does not provide foraging and core breeding ranges for all of the listed SCIs within the SPAs, in the
vicinity of the proposed development.

The AA Screening that is provided as Appendix 4 has been revised to address the concerns of the
Department and no longer relies on McGuinness et.al. but on the source pathway receptor method for
establishing connections with European sites and the results of the dedicated and extensive bird surveys
that were undertaken between 2015 and 2022 to support this (and previous) applications on this site. The
rationale for Screening each site is set out in Section 3.1 and Table 3.1. of the revised AA Screening.

The assessment with respect to the Lough Iron SPA relies on the core foraging range as set out in the
SNH guidance and McGuinness et at. (2015) to exclude Greenland White-fronted Goose from the zone
of sensitivity for this proposed development. While the zone of sensitivity for this species is 600m, this
does not allow for an assessment of the movements between wintering sites in the Irish context.

As described above, the revised AA Screening is informed by the extensive bird surveys that were
undertaken between 2015 and 2022. The results of the most recent surveys are provided in the Bird report
that is provided in Appendix 5 to this document. Greenland white fronted goose was not regularly
recorded at the site of the proposed development during the surveys that were carried out between 2015
and 2022 and no potential for significant effects on the species are identified. Therefore, it was possible
to conclude that there is no potential for the proposed development to result in significant effects on any
European Site in respect of this species, whether considered individually or in combination with other
plans or projects. No evidence from surveys of the site of the proposed development indicate that the site
is on a migratory route or regularly used commuting route for Greenland white fronted goose.
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Notwithstanding the above, and following an extremely precautionary principle, the potential for effects
on the species have been considered in the NIS in respect of Lough Iron SPA and Garriskil Bog SPA.

The Department notes the screening for AA has stated that the proposed development is not within an
identifiable migration route. Detailed scientific evidence should be provided with regard to this statement.

The extensive bird surveys that were undertaken between 2015 and 2022 provide the detailed scientific
evidence to demonstrate that the site of the proposed wind farm is not on any migration route for any
species. The bird surveys were undertaken between 2015 and 2022 and included comprehensive coverage
of the main periods of bird migration (September to November and March to April) along with surveys
at all times of day including at dawn and dusk. No evidence of a migration route for any species was
recorded during these surveys. This is discussed in greater detail in the ornithological data below in
Section 2.2.2.2.6 below.

As already outlined, the Department does not recommend the approach taken in screening out certain
QISCI species and habitats. As a result of the screening for AA process undertaken in screening out
certain SCI species, for example, for Lough Iron SPA (Site Code 004046); Whooper Swan (Cygnus
cygnus) [A038], Wigeon (Anas penelope) [AO50], Teal (Anas crecca) [A052), Shoveler (Anas clypeata)
[A056], Coot (Fulica atra) [A125],Golden Plover (Pluvialis apricaria) [A 140] and Greenland White-
fronted Goose (Answer albifrons flavirostls) [A395) have been excluded from stage 2 AA. The
Department is also concerned about the impacts that may potentially arise with respect to Lough Kinale
and Derragh Lough SPA (Site Code 004061), Lough Sheelin SPA (Site Code 004065), Glen Lough SPA
(Site Code 004045) and Garriskil Bog SPA (Site Code 004102). The Department is therefore of the view
that the NIS Is deficient in not assessing all the QI/SCI for sites which have been screened in for AA.

As described in relation to Point 1.2 above, whilst the original approach is considered valid the AA
Screening assessment has been revised to Screen in or out European Sites with no assessment of individual
SCI/QI Species associated with those sites at the Screening stage. Similarly, the NIS has been revised to
assess each of the SCI/QI for the Screened In European Sites. The revised AA Screening and NIS are
provided in Appendix 4.

In addition, a rationale for the Screening Out of sites is provided in Section 3.1 and Table 3.1 of the
revised AA Screening Report and described in relation to Point 1.2 above. The Screening process relies
on a source, pathway receptor model and the results of the detailed bird survey work that was undertaken
between 2015 and 2022. Therefore, it was possible to conclude that there was no potential for the
proposed development to result in significant effects on any of the European Sites that were Screened

Out.

The Department would also like to highlight that SCI species cannot be excluded from assessment if the
Wetland and Waterbirds [A999]' habitat has been screened in for AA. The Department notes on page 3
of the NIS that incorrect QIs have been listed for Lough Ennell Special Area of Conservation (SAC) (Site
code 000685).

The NIS that was submitted in support of this planning application considered all SCI species where a
pathway for potential effect on downstream water quality was identified. However, in order to provide a
concise assessment, the potential effect on all species via this pathway was considered under the heading
‘Wetlands and Waterbirds (A999)’.

To respond to the concerns raised by the Department, the revised NIS that is provided in Appendix 4 to

this document, considers and lists all SCI species, which are potentially affected by deterioration of
ground and surface waters.

29
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The revised NIS considers the correct QI Habitat for Lough Ennell - Alkaline fens [7230]. Whilst the NIS
as previously submitted listed the incorrect QI habitats for Lough Ennell, the potential for effects on
Alkaline Fen at the site was assessed and the finding of the NIS was valid and correct.

The Department notes that the proposed development site is located mainly on an area of cutaway peat
and conifer plantation. The Department notes that the NIS states that the proposed development has
been designed to be “as far from watercourses as possible.” The Department notes that a number of
turbines are proposed to be located in close proximity to a number of prominent watercourses i.e. the
River Glore and River Inny which in twrn flow downstream to Lough Derravarragh. The Department
also notes that a number of watercourse crossings are proposed in the site itself and along the grid
connection with the potential to significantly affect European Sites.

The protection of the watercourses within and surrounding the site, and downstream catchments that they
feed is of utmost importance in considering the most appropriate drainage proposals for the site of the
Proposed Development. The NIS clearly describes the interaction between the proposed development
and any watercourses. Section 3.3.1 of the NIS describes exactly how the proposed development has
been designed to avoid significant effects on watercourses by ensuring that all major infrastructure such
as turbines, substations and site compounds will be over 50m from any main watercourse (identified on
EPA watercourse mapper) and 10m from any large drainage channels on the site. It then goes on to
describe the elements of work that will be located within these buffers such as access tracks, clearspan
bridges and watercourse crossings along the grid connection route. It describes how there will be no in-
stream works required in respect of the proposed development. The NIS also provides reference to the
Construction and Environmental Management Plan and Hydrology chapter of the EIAR (Chapter 9),
which are appended to the original NIS. In addition, Section 5.4 of the revised NIS contains full details
of all measures that will be in place to protect water quality. All potential impacts on water quality are
fully assessed in the NIS and there is no potential for adverse effects on any European Site as a result of
water pollution.

It is unclear from the EIAR and NIS if peat harvesting will continue or whether the commercial peat area
will be rehabilitated during the operational lifespan of this proposed development. Clarification is
required in this respect.

Whilst the future of peat harvesting on the areas surrounding the wind farm remains to be determined,
the precautionary principle has been applied when carrying out the ecological assessments of the effects
of the proposed wind farm in combination with adjacent peat harvesting operations. It has been assessed
on the basis of peat cutting being in operation. As detailed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.1 of the EIAR, the
establishment of an ‘Interactions Management Group’ made up of Coole Wind Farm Ltd. and all relevant
landowners and tenants in relation to peat harvesting activities will be set up. This Group will be set up
regardless of whether or not peat harvesting is taking place. All parties within this group will collaborate
to ensure that any peat harvesting activities, proposed repurposing of the site or rehabilitation will be
considered and carried out appropriately in conjunction with the wind farm. Should the peat cutting
operations permanently cease, any rehabilitation or repurposing of the site will be the subject of ecological
assessment, Screening for Appropriate Assessment or full Appropriate Assessment and any such
assessment would take account of the potential cumulative effects of any permitted or proposed wind
farm. It is likely that the ecological impacts of any rehabilitation would be of a lower significance than
those associated with the ongoing peat cutting. This is set out in Section Seven of the revised NIS.

As outlined already, the Department would like to highlight the need for ecological survey data to
describe the current situation in relation to the environmental baseline. In particular, the Department is
of the view that the aquatic surveys undertaken in_June 2016 are not fit for purpose and need to be
updated.
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This point is addressed in relation to Point 1.1 above. Aquatic surveys were undertaken in 2022. Details
of these surveys including the methodology followed, dates of survey and names of surveyors are

provided in Appendix 3 of the revised NIS at Appendix 4.

With respect to flight activity, reliance has been placed on vantage point (VF) surveys. The Department
notes that data provided should be up to date for each VP location. The Department notes there is a gap
in the view shed of the three VP locations (VP3, 4 & 5) and that nocturnal bird surveys were not
conducted to assess movements between SPAs to assess migratory routes.

The Department notes the breeding raptor survey duration of effort is not standardised with respect to
vantage point watches. The duration of VP watches should be consistent and in accordance with the
methodology and guidelines used.

The Department acknowledges the waterfowl surveys which were undertaken which were above the
requirements of the SNH 2017 guidance’. In relation to Lough Iron, the monthly surveys, focused on
Greenland White-fronted goose. The Department is concerned that the conclusion of the screening for
AA has excluded this species from further assessment in the IS given the recorded observations of
flights through the proposed development site.

Responses to these points are provided in Section 2.2.2.2.6 below, which provides details of the
ornithological surveys and analysis that was undertaken between 2015 and 2022. Details of the most recent
survey information is provided in the Bird Survey Report in Appendix 5. The revised NIS fully assesses
the potential for effects on this species.

The Department notes the 'Desktop Study Results' for each of the Identified European Sites.
Deterioration in surface water quality, collision and bird disturbance is identified as a potential impact
from the proposed development. The Department would like to highlight the requirement to assess all
the identified impacts on each QI and SCI, in view of the conservation objectives, of the European sites.
The Department recommends where Site Specific Conservation Objectives (SSCOs) are available that
these are detailed in the desktop study assessment with Iinks to the relevant SSCOs provided,

Whilst each individual QI/SCI species was assessed in either in the submitted AA Screening Document
or NIS, as described above, the NIS have now been revised to include an assessment of all QIs/SCIs
within the NIS rather than to Screen Out some individual species. The revised NIS also now includes
links to the Site Specific Conservation Objective Documents where they are available. The revised NIS
is provided in Appendix 4.

The Department is concerned about potential impacts on bird species that utilise the SPAs in the vicinity
of the proposed development. Sufficient scientific survey information is required to adequately assess the
movements of species between SPA sites and also on migratory routes. Barrier effects can only be assessed
Tollowing detailed surveys across all day and night periods.

The potential for the proposed development to impact on bird species was fully considered in the EIAR,
NIS and AA Screening Report as submitted. However, in light of the submission received from the
Department, further responses to these points are provided in Section 2.2.2.2.6 below, which provides
details of the ornithological surveys and analysis that was undertaken between 2015 and 2022. Details of
the most recent survey information are provided in the Bird Survey Report in Appendix 5.

The Department would like to highlight that Rivers Inny and Glore are listed as "At Risk" by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the immediate vicinity of the proposed development. The
Department recommends an assessment of data from water source sampling locations, in view of the
conservation objectives, to determine if the existing mitigation used by the peat harvesting operation and
the proposed mitigation for the proposed development will be effective in avoiding or reducing impacts
to European Sites. Lough Derravarragh SPA has seen a decline in the SCI species using this lake,
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therefore a detailed assessment of the water quality parameters is required in the River Inny and Lough
Derravarragh SPA in order to assess the in-combination effects.

The point made by the Department is acknowledged. The potential for the proposed development to
impact on downstream waterbodies including the River Inny and Lough Derravarragh has been fully
considered in the NIS as submitted. Comprehensive details of water quality parameters in both the River
Inny and in Lough Derravarragh are provided in Section 9.3 of the Hydrology Chapter of the of the
EIAR, which is appended to the NIS as submitted. This information was used to undertake a thorough
assessment in Section 5.4 of the NIS, of the potential impacts of the proposed development on water
quality and to reach the conclusion that the proposed development either individually or when
considered cumulatively and in combination with other plans and projects, will not have any adverse
effect on any downstream European Sites in respect of water quality. The hydrological impact assessment
focusses on the minimisation and avoidance of impacts on water quality rather than the tolerances of the
receiving waters to receive pollutants.

The Department acknowledges the detailed habitat survey information provided, however clarification
is requested about the habitat identified as PBI on page 34 of the NIS and whether this habitat equates
to Annex I habitat.

Whilst not strictly relevant to the NIS as this habitat is not located within any European Site, it has been
fully assessed in the EIAR and is described as follows:

“Degraded raised bog (non-Annex 1) is present in scattered locations surrounding the EIAR
study area boundary. The largest extent of this habitat occurs to the north west of the
development site. The degraded peatland does not conform to any of the Annex I raised bog
habitat classifications. Areas of the habitat are dried out and drained on all sides. Such areas are
not capable of natural regeneration to active raised bog habitat. It is noted that the, structure,
function and viability of the habitat make it susceptible to peat extraction and scrub/woodland
encroachment. The remnant degraded Raised Bog is assigned Local Importance (Higher Value)

on the basis of containing semi-natural habitat types with high biodiversity in a local confext.”

Impacts on this habitat have been avoided in the design of the scheme and the assessment is fully
described in the Section6.6.3 of the EIAR Biodiversity Chapter.

The Department would also like to highlight recent research on Ground Water Dependent Terrestrial
Ecosystems (GWDTE) {Regan et al., 2019} which indicates that raised bogs are not ‘isolated hydrological
entities’ but rather ambient hydrogeological conditions can result in significant, direct hydrological
connections between the peatland and the groundwater. This means that the effects of marginal drainage
works around raised bogs can extend to 900 metres into the bog and impact significantly on the surface
acrotelm. The impacts on Garriskil Bog and Scragh Bog from the proposed grid connection should also
be assessed in this context.

This point is addressed in relation to hydrology in Section 4.4 below. The hydrological assessment that
was prepared by Hydro-Environmental Services Ltd. concludes that there are no direct/indirect
hydrological pathways between the Grid Connection Route and Gariskil Bog SAC or Scragh Bog SAC

A response to the point 1.3.6.1 in relation to Whooper Swan are provided in Section 2.5.2 below, in
relation to ornithology. It should be noted that Greenland White Fronted Goose is considered in respect
of Lough Iron SPA and Garriskil Bog SPA in the revised NIS, which is provided in Appendix 4. It is

however, concluded that, in the absence of mitigation, any impact on this species would not be significant
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and therefore, it can be concluded that when considered individually or in combination with other plans
and projects, there is no potential for the proposed development to result in adverse effects on this species.

Similarly Point 1.3.6.2 relates to the bird survey methodology undertaken and a response is provided in
Section 2.5.2 below in relation to ornithology.

The Department notes that 'Mitigation by Design, Mitigation during Construction, Operation and
Decommissioning’ is outlined generally for whooper swan and for deterioration of water quality.
Mitigation measures should be clear and specific for each identified impact on each QI and SCI. They
must be based on a sound scientific understanding of the habitats or species within the affected European
sites and designed to ensure they can be effectively implemented.

The Department recommends that mitigation is clearly outlined for each of the identified QI habitats and
species identified under ’Deterioration of Water Quality' i.e. Section 5.2.3. Furthermore, construction
phase mitigation presented e.g. Section 5.2.2.3 relates to EIAR mitigation and not specifically how it will
avoid impacts on QI or SCI species and habitats.

Section Five of the revised NIS has been reformatted to address the concerns raised by the DAU in
ensuring that the impact assessment is clearly set out in relation to the relevant QIs/SCIs and provides
clear, specific and definite mitigation where appropriate, for all identified impacts.

The Department recommends in 'Construction Phase Drainage Management' that all mitigation
measures, for example, vegetation filters and locations of silt fences should be specified on maps. With
respect to 'Hydrocarbons and Waste Material’ and 'Concrete Pouring’. the use of terms e.g. "Wherever
possible’ or 'It Is anticipated’ should be removed. Specific detail and certainty underpins the NIS, the
AA process, there should be no uncertainty surrounding the implementation of a mitigation measure in
an NIS. Furthermore, the Department highlights that piled foundations are indicated as likely’ to be
required for all turbines with exception of T5 and T15. This should be clarified.

It should be noted that the drainage drawings for the site that are provided in Appendix 9.3 of the
Hydrology Chapter, which is appended to the NIS as submitted. These show the locations of all the
mitigation to protect water quality such as silt fences, level spreaders, buffers etc. It should be noted that
all drainage measures are subject to micro siting and optimisation should that be necessary during
construction.

The mitigation described in the NIS, and associated appendices follows tried and tested methodologies
and is highly prescriptive. It follows the precautionary principle and where there is unavoidable
uncertainty in the details of the scheme, all options are assessed and the mitigation is designed accordingly
to cover all options. Nonetheless, the revised NIS seeks to avoid any such ambiguity or uncertainty
through revision of the language used in Section 5.4 of the revised NIS.

The NIS provides a list of water quality monitoring parameters as likely’ to be used in section 5.2.3.5, all
of which should be included in the monitoring programme.

The list of water quality monitoring parameters prescribed in Section 5.4.1.5 of the revised NIS will all
be included in the monitoring programme. This aligns with the water quality monitoring parameters as
set out in HES report, refer to Appendix 2.

Mitigation for the Decommissioning phase, Section 5.2.4.1 is limited to describing the turbine
decommissioning. Rehabilitation of the development site following decommissioning has not been
described.

Full details of the rehabilitation of the development site are provided in the decommissioning plan that is
provided in Appendix 4-11 to the EIAR, which was appended to the NIS as submitted. The revised NIS
provides additional detail in relation to the rehabilitation proposals within the body of the report.
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1.3.6.4 Assessment of Residual Adverse Effects:

The Department notes the assessment of the Targets' and 'Attributes’ for the QI habitats presented in
Table 6-1 page 71 of the NIS, however as outlined already, an analysis of data from water source sampling
locations within and downstream of the proposed development site is recommended in the NIS, in view
of the SSCOs, to determine if the mitigation measures will be effective in avoiding or reducing impacts
to European sites. For example, the SSCO documents for QI habitat [3140)] states the following:

"Attribute: Water quality nutrients, Target- Maintain the concentration of nutrients in
the water column to sufficiently low levels to support the habitat and its typical species.
Notes: For Lake Habitat 3140 is typically associated with high water quality, as
demonstrated by naturally low dissolved nutrients ...... , annual average TP
concentration should be < 101 TP, average annual total ammonia concentration should
be < 0.04mgA N and annual 95 percentile for total ammonia should be < 09mg/ N."

The mitigation measures presented in the NIS should be designed so that the targets for the SSCO for
each Q/SCI will not be exceeded during the construction and operational phases of the proposed
development.

The wind farm drainage measures that will be in operation during construction, operation and
decommissioning have been specifically designed to avoid any significant effects on water quality, either
adjacent to the site of the proposed development or in the wider catchment. The thorough assessment of
potential impacts on water quality that is provided in Section 9.4 of the Hydrology Chapter of the EIAR
(as appended to the NIS) does not find that there will be any significant effect on water quality as a result
of the proposed development. It can therefore be concluded that there will be no significant effect on the
water quality within downstream designated sites and thus, no adverse effects on the water quality
parameters that are a measure of the integrity of any European Site. The residual impact section of the
revised NIS provides clarity on this issue.

With respect to Lough Derravarragh SPA which is hydrologically connected to the proposed
development site within the foraging and commuting range of Whooper swan, further
assessment is recommended in terms of the movement of species and associated flightpaths. The
Department notes the assessment for Lough Iron SPA has only considered the SCI habitat
[A999] in the NIS and has not assessed the potential for likely significant impacts on Greenland
white-fronted goose. It is noted that Greenland white-fronted geese were observed on two
occasions flying through the proposed development site. The observed data shows that
Greenland white-fronted geese do move outside of the core foraging range stated in the SNH
guidance, in the context of the Irish landscape. Any potential loss of Greenland white - fronted
geese can be considered significant given the long term decreasing trend for this wintering
species Burke et al. (2018)° and impacts on family groups from mortalities. The Department is
concerned with regard to the lacunae in the assessment of the nocturnal migratory routes for
this species, specifically.

Further survey and assessment on both whooper swan and Greenland white fronted goose are provided
in greater detail in Section 2.5.2 below in relation to ornithology. However, it is noted that in the impact
assessments in both the EIAR omnithology Chapter as submitted and the 2021 — 2022 bird survey report,
no significant effect on either species is predicted and therefore it can be concluded that there is no
potential for adverse effects on the integrity of any European Site in respect of these species.

1.3.6.5 Invasive Species:

A Iinear infrastructure project such as the grid connection of the proposed project provides an
opportunity for invasive species to spread over long distances. Any control or management of
invasive species required should be undertaken in accordance with the two recent Transport
Infrastructure Ireland (TII) publications 'The Management of Invasive Alien Plant Species on
National Roads- Standard’ and "The Management of Invasive Alien Plant Species on National
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Roads- Technical Guidance'. Removal of Knotweed species off site should adhere to the strict
lLicensing requirements under Regulation 49 of the European Communities (Birds and Natural
Habitats Regulations 2011, as amended. The disposal facility should also be specified in the
NIS.

Section 6-7 of the submitted NIS describes the intended procedure for management of invasive species.
However, the revised NIS has referenced the above guidance and a commitment is made to adhere to it.

1.3.6.6 In combination Effects:

The Department would like to highlight the Westmeath County Development Plan 2021-2027
Natura 2000 sites’ policy objective CPO 12.6, "Ensure that any plan or project that could have
a significant adverse impact (either by themselves or in combination with other plans and
projects} upon the conservation objectives of any Natura 2000 Site or would result in the
deterioration of any habitat or any species reliant on that habitat will not be permitted. Footnote:
Except as provided for in Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive, viz. There must be a) no
alternative solution available, b) imperative reasons of overriding public interest for the project
to proceed; and c¢) Adequate compensatory measures in place."”

This point is noted and it is recognised that the NIS has concluded that:

Following an examination, evaluation and analysis, in light of best scientific knowledge and the
conservation objectives of the site, and, on the basis of objective information, having taken into account
the relevant mitigation measures, it can be concluded that the Proposed Development will not have an
adverse impact on any European Sites, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects.

The project is therefore in accordance with the above objective.

The Department notes the inclusion of the Further Information request relating to the planning
application for the grid connection, planning reference 20/6121, which has been included in the in-
combination effects assessment The Department issued detailed observations with regard to the
proposed grid connection at the time of the application.

This point is noted, and it is confirmed that the submitted NIS has taken cognisance of the observations
of the Department with regard to that project.

The Department recommends the inclusion of a map highlighting the location of all other projects which
have been included in the in-combination assessment. An assessment of the potential barrier effects to
SCI species, in combination with all the other projects, should also be carried out. In addition an
assessment of the existing peat harvesting at the development site should be included in the in-
combination assessment, in view of the conservation objectives of the European sites.

The submitted NIS considered numerous projects, plans and land uses in Section 7. The projects
considered included wind farm sites in the wider area, forestry, residential and community facilities,
energy infrastructure, live planning applications in the vicinity of the site of the proposed development
and developments that are on the site of the proposed development. Whilst no peat harvesting is currently
being carried out on the site and has not been carried out on the site for a number of years, peat harvesting
is considered, not only in the cumulative assessment but also as the baseline environment into which the
development is proposed with all assessments having taken it into full account. An assessment of potential
barrier effects is provided in Section 2.5.2 in relation to ornithology. It should be noted that the provision
of a map to show all projects that were considered in the cumulative assessment was considered. However,
the number of projects that were assessed and the geographical area over which they were spread, limited
the value and use of any such map.
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The Department notes that the EIAR states that it assesses the potential for peat extraction on the site to
continue and indicates in the event that peat extraction ceases that a site rehabilitation plan will be
required to encourage re-vegetation of bare peat areas and creation of small wetland areas. The
Department recommends that the rehabilitation plan should be assessed in conjunction with the EIAR
for this proposed development. The peat harvesting activities, in the Department's view, have not been
sufficiently addressed in the NIS and EIAR in the context of the interactions with the proposed
development.

As described in the preceding sections, the ecological assessment of the proposed development has been
undertaken with the existing peat harvesting activities being part of the baseline environment as well as
an activity within the cumulative assessment. The interactions between the wind farm and the peat
extractions have been fully and thoroughly assessed. Proposed in the EIAR (Chapter 1, Section 1.4.1) as
submitted is the establishment of an ‘Interactions Management Group’ which will be made up of Coole
Wind Farm Ltd. and all relevant landowners and tenants in relation to peat harvesting activities. This
Group will be set up regardless of whether or not peat harvesting is taking place. All parties within this
group will collaborate to ensure that any peat harvesting activities, proposed repurposing of the site or
rehabilitation will be considered and carried out appropriately in conjunction with the wind farm. Should
peat harvesting permanently cease on the site, it will be the responsibility of that business, which is
separate from the proposed wind farm, to design and implement a restoration plan. That plan would be
required to take account of any other relevant developments in its cumulative assessment. Should it be
granted permission, the wind farm that is the subject of this application, would be among those
considered.

In addition, to the observations with respect to surveys and data already outlined in the NIS, the
Department recommends that the methodologies and timings used in the bird surveys for the grid
connection route should be clarified. The Department acknowledges that a car based bat survey was
conducted along the grid connection route however the rationale should be provided for using a single
survey visit methodology.

As described above in relation to Appropriate Assessment, a number of ecological surveys have been
updated since the submission of the EIAR and are listed below:

Aquatic surveys undertaken in 2016 were used to provide the baseline for the application.
Following receipt of the submission from the Department, and adopting a precautionary
approach, these surveys were updated in 2022. Thus, updated information has been provided
on the baseline aquatic environment. Details of these surveys including the methodology
followed, dates of survey and names of surveyors are provided in Appendix 3 of the revised
NIS. The information collected in the 2022 surveys does not alter the findings of the assessment
in either the NIS or EcIA.

Further bird surveys were undertaken between March 2021 and March 2022 and these included
full coverage of the northern section of the site, which includes VP4. Any issues relating to the
age of the data used to inform the impact assessment, and the coverage of the site are discussed
in Section 2.5.2 below. The 2021 - 2022 bird survey report is provided as Appendix 4 to the
revised NIS and provide full details of the surveys undertaken.

Additional Ecological Multi- Disciplinary Walkover Surveys of the proposed development
including the cable route were undertaken in November 2021 and August 2022 to ensure the
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ecological information on the site baseline is up to date and remains accurate. The survey work
was conducted by suitably qualified ecologists, Laoise Kelly (B. Sc. Env, MCIEEM) and Aran
Von der Geest Moroney (BSc.) on the 17% and 25" of November 2021and on the 3", 23 and
24" of August 2022 by Kevin McElduff (BSc. Env.).

With reference to the bat surveys of the grid connection route, they are fully described in Section 6.5.2.5.1
of the submitted EIAR. They were not the subject of a single visit methodology. A survey of the entire
length of the grid connection route was undertaken on the 15" September 2020 for potential bat roost
features. Any features recorded were of low or negligible suitability and would remain undisturbed by
the proposed works, which involve the laying of a cable in the road infrastructure, with no requirement
for vegetation loss or works proposed that have the potential to disturb any potential roost features. Given
these findings, the undertaking of a night time detector survey was not required. However, in order to
gather information about bat species composition and activity within the area, a driven transect survey
was undertaken. The result of this survey did not alter the previous finding that there was no potential for
significant effect on bat species as a result of the proposed grid connection cable. The grid connection
route was revisited in November 2021 and August 2022 and was once again assessed for potential roost
features. The results of these surveys did not alter the previous findings that there was no potential for
significant effect on bat species as a result of the proposed grid connection cable.

The Department notes that peat depths varied between 0 and 7.8m with an average of 3.2m, with angle
of slope varying between 1-3°. The “Geotechnical and Peat Stability” report states that T1, T3, T4, TI0,
T11, T12 & T13 are located in areas which have a higher construction risk. The Department notes these
correspond to areas where significant peat depths are recorded, i.e. between Sm-8m in depth. In addition
T1, T3 & T4 are close to the River Glore and Inny and associated features including Loch Bane proposed
National Heritage Area (pNHA)(Site Code 001721). The Department is concerned about the potential
impacts from the siting of a turbine with regard to the drainage impacts on this pNHA.

The Department notes that the geotechnical report states on page2l that “Peat strength at sites of known
peat failures (assuming undrained loading failure) are generally very low, for example the undrained
shear strength at the Derrybrien failure (AGEC, 2004) as derived from back-analysis, was estimated at
2.5kPa. The recorded undrained strength at Coole is significantly greater than the lower bound values
for Derrybrien indicating that there is no close correlation to the peat conditions at the Derrybrien site
and that there is significantly less likelihood of failure on the Coole site.” The Department is concerned
about this statement in view of the peat depths and slope angles at the following turbine locations: T1,

T2, T3, 19, T10, T12 and T13 where peat depths vary from 4m to 6.6m. The slope angles at each of
these proposed locations are 2° except for T9 and T13 which are greater, i.e. 3. the geotechnical report
should be updated in light of information from recent landslide events in Leitrim and Donegal. The
factors that have been used to determine that the proposed development has an acceptable margin of
safety and Jow risk’ may need to be revised, as the recent Iandslides occurred on very low slopes between
1+ degrees. While the existing drainage within the proposed development site may reduce instability of
the peat, pathways exist where rapid increase in water pore pressure can cause the peat to become
unstable, therefore the Department is concerned that there is a potential high risk of failure at the Coole
Wind farm site.

This point is addressed by Ian Higgins of Fehily Timony and Company (FT) herein.
The higher construction risk refers to the depth of peat at these locations, which will likely require some
form of temporary works, either to stabilise excavations or to provide temporary working platforms for

piling equipment in order to construct the turbines and hardstands.

The failure referenced in County Leitrim (Shass Mountain/Dawn of Hope) is primarily attributed to an
intense rainfall event and the concentration of runoff from forestry drainage into an area of saturated,

37



% I< o Response to Further Information Request ABP-309770-21
l Coole RFIF2 -2022.10.31-200445g SK311022

relatively deep, peat, which was also the headwater of a small stream. This stream provided a pathway
for failed material to be transported a large distance. Slope angles were typically 4-6 degrees across the
failure area. Such intense rainfall events cannot be avoided; however, the impact can be mitigated by
ensuring that all existing drainage is maintained during the proposed construction works to avoid
blockages and water build-up, especially in deeper peat areas. Concentrated discharge of water onto peat
slopes should be avoided. Refer to the SWMP for details.

The failure referenced in Donegal occurred on the Meenbog Wind Farm during the construction of a
floating road. This road was constructed adjacent to an area of very weak peat, with shear strengths of
<5kPa recorded in this area, and along a break in slope between a flat area and a slope of 5-6 degrees.
While floating roads are proposed for the Coole Wind Farm site, there are no such breaks in slope present
on the Coole site where loading could lead to a similar failure. In addition, the peat strengths recorded
are all >10kPa, well in excess of those recorded at the Meenbog site, where peat strengths were around
5kPa.

It should be noted that both of these failures occurred on upland blanket bogs adjacent to or within
forestry plantations, at elevations of above 200mOD, with nearby streams providing a path for failed
material to be transported significant distances. The Coole site is a raised bog deposit characterised by
flat terrain at an elevation of approximately 70mOD. There is not considered to be a high likelihood of
a similar failure occurring on the Coole site as the site conditions are very different to those at the
referenced sites in Donegal and Leitrim.

FT undertook the peat stability assessment following the principles in Peat Landslide Hazard and Risk
Assessments: Best Practice Guide for Proposed Electricity Generation Developments (Scottish Executive,
2nd Edition, 2017). The Peat Hazard and Risk Assessment Guide (PHRAG) is used in this report as it
provides best practice methods to identify, mitigate and manage peat slide hazards and associated risks
in respect of consent applications for electricity generation projects.

With reference to the slope angles at turbine locations: Slope angle is one part of the stability assessment,
which also takes into account peat depth and strength. In addition, FT do not solely rely on the factor of
safety (FoS) measurement; a risk assessment using qualitative factors is also used to determine the relative
risk of peat instability on a site (Appendix D of the Peat Stability Assessment (PSA), Appendix 8.1 of the
EIAR). The qualitative factors used in the risk assessment have been compiled based on FI’s experience
of assessments and construction in peat land sites and peat failures throughout Ireland and the UK. The
risk assessment includes a number of factors (detailed in Appendix G of the PSA Report), as follows:

e  Combination of factors (shear strength, slope angle, peat depth with 10kPa applied load)
e Evidence of sub peat water flow

e Surface water flow

e Evidence of previous slips

¢ Evidence of bog pools

e Evidence of mechanically cut peat

e Evidence of quaking/buoyant peat

e Type of vegetation

e  Slope characteristics,

e  Others

In total 10 factors, including the FoS results, are used to assess peat stability. In the risk assessment (FI’s
PSA report Section 8 and Appendix B) the likelihood of a hazard (peat failure) occurring is determined
based on the results of the stability calculation FoS and the qualitative factors given above. This is
considered by FT to be a robust approach to assessing peat stability and following this assessment showed
that the proposed Coole wind farm site has an acceptable margin of safety and is suitable for wind farm
development.
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The Department notes that the total estimated volume of peat and overburden to be excavated is
97,980m°, The calculation on CO; from the proposed development, Table 10-10, estimates an expected
loss of 156,138 tonnes of CO:2 equivalent, over the 30 year lifespan. The calculation model allows for two
choices with respect to the habitat type, ‘Acid Bog’ or ‘Fan’. Cutover peat areas will emit increased carbon
air and water compared to intact peat lands. The model calculations are based on the development
footprint and not on the whole development site. Calculations should include scenarios where peat
harvesting continues in combination with the proposed development and where rehabilitation is
undertaken in combination with the proposed development. Noting the peat depths within the proposed
development site which vary between 0-7.8m, the model should include an assessment of the carbon
savings from rehabilitating the whole development site in conjunction with the carbon savings from
rehabilitating the whole development site in conjunction with the carbon savings, which are
acknowledged over the lifetime of the development

As detailed within Section 10.3.3.3.1 of the EIAR, the main carbon losses associated with the development
footprint have been modelled based on the following assumptions relative to habitat: that the habitat type
is ‘Acid Bog’ (within the confines of the model used, this is one of two choices, the other being ‘Fen’),
and the full development footprint is assumed to be located on Acid Bog. This is a precautionary
approach and in reality leads to an overestimation of impacts as the predominant habitat onsite is cutover
peatland with certain development components located within forestry and agricultural land.

Within the model, the CO3 losses from the removal of intact peatland and loss of carbon fixing potential
is calculated from the area affected by wind farm development, both directly by removal of peat, and
indirectly by drainage, the annual gains due to the C fixing potential of the peat land, and the time
required for habitat restoration, restore®. The carbon losses associated from a removal of Acid Bog (i.e
intact peatland) is greater than that of cutover/drained peatland, as intact peatland has a higher carbon
fixing potential and acts as a carbon sink. This is in agreement with the statement made by the Department
above “Cutover peat areas will emit increased carbon via air and water compared to intact peatlands”
where cutover peatlands act as a carbon emitter rather than that of a sink.

For clarity, the carbon emissions are developed based on the development proposals and the
development footprint as this is the extent of the development for which consent is sought and which has
the potential for effects. The Department states that the calculations do not include for the whole
development site. This is not the case. Peatland areas outside the planning permission may be used for
continued peat extraction or may be rehabilitated. A separate consenting process is required to determine
this and so both options have been considered in the context of the cumulative assessment.

As detailed in Section 10.3.3.3.2 of the EIAR, a simple formula was used to calculate carbon dioxide
emissions reductions resulting from the generation of electricity from wind power rather than from carbon-
based fuels such as peat, coal, gas and oil. The results of the carbon losses calculations associated with
the construction, operation and decommissioning of proposed development are then subtracted from this
value to ascertain the carbon savings associated with the proposed development. As detailed in Section
10.3.4.3.1 there will be a long-term moderate positive impact on climate as a result of reduced greenhouse
gas emissions.

As detailed in Section 3.2 in Chapter 3 of the EIAR “7This EIAR assesses the potential for peat extraction
works on the site to continue as a worst-case scenario. The Proposed Development has been designed to
operate on this site in conjunction with any peat extraction activities. Should peat extraction cease, a site
rehabilitation plan will be required which would be likely to encourage revegetation of bare peat areas,
with targeted active management being used to enhance re-vegetation and the creation of small wetland

? Scottish Government (2008) Calculating carbon savings from wind farms on Scottish peat lands: a new approach


https://www.gov.scot/publications/calculating-carbon-savings-wind-farms-scottish-peat-lands-new-approach/pages/6/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/calculating-carbon-savings-wind-farms-scottish-peat-lands-new-approach/pages/6/
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areas. Due to the small footprint of the Proposed Development in the context of the entirety of the
commercial peat extraction area, a rehabilitation plan where required would take account of the wind
farm infrastructure. In doing so, the environmental effects in terms of emissions are likely to be neutral”

The McCauley Institute formula, used in the EIAR and presented in Appendix 10-1 includes for
calculations of carbon losses from drained land if the site is not restored of if it is restored after
decommissioning, the results of which are presented below: :
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Figure 24 Excerpt from Appendix 10-1 Carbon Calculations of the EIAR

With respect to the map presented on page 6-56, clarification is required with regard to the location of
the Otter (Lutra lutra) spraint, the legend colours are similar and it appears data is missing for the 2013
survey.

This figure has been updated and has been included at Appendix 13

Badger (Meles meles) activity has been Identified within the proposed development site. The Department
recommends clarification with regard to identifying the main sett location.

Full details of the results of all badger surveys are provided in Section 6.5.2.5.2 of the EIAR. Very few
signs of the species were recorded and no setts were recorded within the study area during any of the
ecological walkover surveys that were undertaken to inform the EIAR or the Further Information
Response. Badger were included as a Key Ecological Receptor on a highly precautionary basis and the
potential for impacts thereon is fully considered in Section 6.6.3.2.2 of the EIAR. This concluded that
there was no potential for significant effects on badger in the absence of any mitigation. This conclusion
is reached based on the lack of activity recorded on the site and the lack of any sett being recorded within
the study area. If the location of a main sett were identified at some other location outside the study area,
it would not alter these findings. It is recommended in the EIAR that a pre-commencement badger survey
be undertaken to ensure that, should badger migrate into the site, they are adequately protected.

In relation to assessment of potential eflects on Otter and Badger, it is noted that pre-commencement

surveys are proposed as mitigation. The Department notes that these additional surveys for Otter are
proposed prior to commencement of works in the context of the requirements of Regulation 51 of the
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EC (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations, 2011 (as amended). The Department underlines the need
to ensure that the requirements of Regulation 51 are met in filll so that the strict regime of protection
afforded this species is ensured.

This point is noted and it is confirmed that these surveys will be undertaken should a grant of planning
permission be issued by An Bord Pleanala.

The Department acknowledges the detailed bat survey and impact assessment prepared by Woodrow
Sustainable Solutions Ltd. The Department notes that 31,065 bat passes were recorded during the surveys
and notes that the bat impact assessment identifies Common and Soprano pipistrelle and Leisler’s bat at
highest risk of collision and/or barotrauma. Three turbine locations are identified as having the potential
to cause significant impacts on Common and Soprano pipistrelle at a local level. Similarly, Nathusius'
pipistrelle are listed as medium risk and significant impacts at a local level.

The Department notes that Leister’s bat is at higher risk around turbines T% and T7. The Department
acknowledges the mitigation proposed in the bat survey report and impact assessment report and
recommends implementing these in full. The Department acknowledges that recent published guidance
has been used to determine the survey design however new survey research on patterns of bat activity in
upland wind farms indicates it is more appropriate to use 30 day survey periods with static automated
detectors, in each season, and in different weather conditions to reduce sampling bias and to accurately
determine when the curtailment mitigation is required during the operational phase of the proposed
development. Curtailment mitigation should be based on the peak activity times within each season at
each turbine location.

The bat surveys were undertaken in full accordance with the most relevant guidance available at the time
of surveying in 2020:

Scottish Natural Heritage, Natural England, Natural Resources Wales, Renewable UK,
Scottish Power Renewables, Ecotricity Ltd, University of Exeter & Bat Conservation Trust
(2019). Bats and Onshore Wind Turbines: Survey, Assessment and Mitigation.

Collins, J. (ed.) (2016) Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines
(3rd edition). The Bat Conservation Trust, London.

Hundt, L. (2012). Bat Surveys: Good Practice Guidelines. Znd Edition. BCT - Bat
Conservation Trust, London.

Bat Conservation Ireland (2012) Wind Turbine/Wind Farm Development Bat Survey
Guidelines, Version 2.8, December 2012. Bat Conservation Ireland

Lundy, M.G., Aughney, T., Montgomery, W.I, & Roche, N., (2011) Landscape
conservation for Irish bats & species specific roosting characteristics. Bat Conservation
Ireland

A thorough and comprehensive survey and assessment of the potential effects on bat species is provided
in Appendix 6-2 of the EIAR. Mitigation to avoid any significant effects is prescribed in Section 6 of that
report with a detailed scope of post construction monitoring set out to allow smart curtailment to be
employed as necessary.

With regard to the query over whether it ‘is more appropriate to use 30 day survey periods with static
automated detectors’; this information is based on an online webinar ‘Patterns of Bat Activity at Upland
Windfarms: Implications for Sampling and Mitigation’ (CIEEM, 2020 ). The presenter stated during the
‘Summary & Questions’ that their Scottish company undertake surveys for ‘30 days’ although they ‘haven’t
derived 30 days in any scientific way’. and concludes that they ‘have not looked to see what is the
optimum efficiency’. The information presented has not been published the speaker states that ‘there
have been meetings to review the guidance’ (i.e. SNH, 2019). However, it is stated that it is likely the
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SNH (2019) guidelines will not change and that there may only be clarification issued on the existing
guidelines, ‘rather than necessarily changing it’. It should also be noted that Coole Wind Farm is not at
an upland site. Therefore, the surveys undertaken at the site of the proposed development are fully in
line with the industry best practice and a comprehensive assessment was achieved.

The Department recommends the following measures are put in place to mitigate impacts to all
bat species in the proposed development site and along the proposed grid connection route:

1. Bat surveys in the proposed development site should be carried out over a mumber
of additional dates prior to the commencement of the development, potential bat roosts
should be reassessed over a number of dates, recorded, marked and examined at
height for bat presence, under licence from the National Parks and Wildlife Service
section of this Department. The survey should be carried out in accordance with the
Bat Tree Habitat Key and companion volume, BTHK 2020, available for free
download at http,/battreehabitatkey.eo.uk/"page id=43. A report on this survey,
including details of potential roost features found to be submitted to the planning
authority and the National Parks and Wildlife Service prior to the commencement of
the development.

2. Any roosts identified, are protected under the provisions of Regulation 51 of the
European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011-2015.
Therefore, damage/disturbance to any such roosts must be avoided in the first instance.
While the Minister may grant a derogation licence under Regulation 54 of the
European Communities (Birds and Natural Habitats) Regulations 2011-2015, a Licence
can only be granted once a number of strict criteria have been met (see Regulation
54). Applications for derogation licences can be made in writing, including survey
results and proposed mitigation measures, to the Wildlife Licensing Unit of the National
Parks and Wildlife Service.

3. Replacement planting of trees and hedgerows should include a mix of age classes of
trees of native species to ensure a similar structure to the removed hedgerows is
replaced. A specific condition, as stated in the EIAR, should be included prohibiting
any removal of any trees or vegetation including conifer trees in the plantation; between
the Ist March to 31st August of any year for the duration of the construction phase for
the purposes of protecting nesting bird species and bat species recorded during the
surveys.

The above recommendations are acknowledged and it is confirmed that they will be undertaken should
planning permission be granted by An Bord Pleanala.

The Further Information Request issued by An Bord Pleanala (ABP) states the following concerning
birds:

“Observations made by the Department Housing, Local Government and Heritage on nature
conservation identify gaps in the survey information and assessment presented in the Biodiversity
chapter of the EIAR. You are requested to address all points made by the Department in their
submission as part of the request for further information.

In particular the Board seeks further information on the impacts on bird species in terms of the
concerns raised by the Department. As outlined, this may require consideration of additional
survey and analysis”
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This section of the response to the further information (FI) request relates solely to ornithology and herein
sets out the response to the matters raised in the FI and by DAU submission on the 17% of May 2021.
The concerns outlined in the FI and DAU submission are addressed by topic below. The response to
these issues has been prepared by the MKO Ornithology team who undertook the bird surveys and
contributed to the Ornithology Sections of the EIAR.

It is noted that the DAU raised concerns in relation to water quality impacts on key receptors including
birds, a response to this issue is provided in Section 4.4 of this report.

An Bord Pleanala (ABP) requested careful consideration of the sufficiency of the survey data stating:

You are requested to give careful consideration to which, if any surveys need to be updated
based on CIEEM (2019) advice note on the lifespan of ecological reports and surveys and taking
account of the concerns raised by the Department. Survey data and analysis should be updated
with any ongoing survey data that may have been collected since 2020.

The Department hereafter referred to as the DAU raised concerns relating to the age of the data,
questioned whether sufficient coverage of the study area was achieved and suggested that nocturnal
surveys were required. The wording was as follows (DAU submission Section 1.3.2):

With respect to flight activity, reliance has been placed on vantage point (VP) surveys. The
Department notes that data provided should be up to date for each VP location. The
Department notes there is a gap in the view shed of the three VP locations (VP3, 4 & 5) and that
nocturnal bird surveys were not conducted to assess movement between SPAs to assess
migratory routes.

It is further stated by the DAU in relation to nocturnal surveying that “radar and other research techniques
which can include satellite tracking” could have been used to survey target species including Greenland
white-fronted goose and whooper swan.

Age of the Data

Since lodging, the Coole Wind Farm planning application surveying has been ongoing at the subject site.
As provided in Appendix 5 of this report, 13 additional months of surveying have been undertaken at
the wind farm site. As outlined in Section 3.1 of Appendix 5 to this report, additional field surveys were
undertaken from March 2021 to March 2022 inclusive.

In summary, surveying of the wind farm site has taken place throughout the following periods:

Between October 2015 and September 2017 (included in the EIAR as lodged),

Between April 2018 and March 2020 (included in the EIAR as lodged),

Between March 2021 and March 2022 inclusive (provided in Appendix 5 of this report?).
Between April and September 2022 (the key observations from this period are provided in
Appendix 5 of this report) and can be made available on request,

Surveys are ongoing this winter 2022/23, this data can be made available on request.

Please refer to Section 7.2.4 of the EIAR for further information on the surveys undertaken through the
two survey periods: April 2015 — March 2017 and April 2018 — March 2020 and Appendix 5 of this report
for the surveys undertaken between March 2021 and March 2022.

4 This report includes discussion of the key observations from the 2022 breeding season.
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In the wind farm industry, it is typically accepted that data up to five years old can be used at the
assessment stage, as per SNH (2017). While not mentioning birds specifically CIEEM (2019) recommends
using data no greater than three years old unless justifications can be provided. Such justifications can
include no significant change to the habitat present onsite. This is the case at the proposed wind farm
site. The dominant habitat types throughout the bird survey period between October 2015 and March
2022 remain peatland, grassland and forestry.

In the present case, given the onsite habitats haven’t significantly changed and SNH (2017) remains the
foremost guidance document concerning bird surveying for the wind farm sector it is reasonable to follow
its recommendations of using data up to five years old at the assessment stage.

Throughout the above initial four years (between 2015 and 2020), a comprehensive suite of bird surveys
has been undertaken at the Proposed Development site (as per SNH, 2017). This is now supplemented
by a fifth year of surveying to industry-best standards (SNH, 2017). It is further noted that surveys have
been ongoing in 2022 and will continue this winter 2022/23, this data was not available at the time of
writing this response but can be collated and made available on request. Please refer to Section 3 of
Appendix 5 of this report for further details.

The data collected at the proposed wind farm site exceeds the requirement of SNH (2017)° (min. two
years < 5 years old) and in addition provides useful information on how the site usage and the rate of
occurrence of birds have changed over time, i.e. between October 2015 and March 2022. As was
requested by ABP and to incorporate this most recently collected data (March 2021 to March 2022) into
the assessment of significant effects a revised impact assessment has been completed and is provided in
Appendix 5 of this report. This impact assessment considers potentially significant impacts including
habitat loss, disturbance, displacement, barrier effect and collision risk. This impact assessment considers
whether the results of surveys collected between March 2021 and March 2022 and key observations from
the 2022 breeding season will inform any change to the impact assessment provided in the EIAR as
lodged.

As outlined in Section 4.4 of Appendix 5 of this report, no effect significance level greater than a Low
effect significance (as per Percival, 2003 criteria) or Long-term slight negative effect (as per EPA, 2022
criteria) has been identified. Please note that this impact assessment includes an updated collision risk
analysis. Please refer to Appendix 5 for further details.

This further corroborates the impact assessment provided in the EIAR as lodged.
Gaps in the View Shed

As outlined in Section 7.2.4.2.1 of the EIAR, flight activity data was collected from the view sheds® of
three vantage point locations (VPs 3, 4 and 5) to inform a collision risk analysis and identify areas of
ornithological importance within the wind farm site.

It is noted in Section 7.2.4.2.1 of the EIAR that although there is a small gap in the view shed, as detailed
in EIAR Figure 7-2, the coverage of the site, in general, is considered adequate to inform the collision
risk analysis (the majority of the site is visible), i.e. the Band Model (2007) presumes random movement
of target species within the view shed, therefore given sufficient coverage of the site, the Band Model can
account for gaps in the view shed. In the Random Band Model, activity time data gathered from the
entire survey area is used to predict activity time within the smaller area containing the turbines. Put
another way, the Band Model uses an estimate of the amount of flight activity recorded per unit area of
the site to calculate the likelihood of a bird colliding with a turbine given the area occupied by the rotating

5 Three and half “years of the five years of surveying at the proposed wind farm site is less than five years old. These three and a
half years of surveying alone greatly exceed the two year minimum of surveying recommended by SNH (2017).
Y The view shed is the area visible at a given height from a vantage point.
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turbine blades’. The estimate of the amount of flight activity per unit area does not require complete view
shed coverage of the site as the model makes predictions using a representative sample of the local flight
activity.

An overall prediction of activity across the entire wind farm is calculated as the average number of transits
per turbine multiplied by the total number of turbines. Thus, if the activity in the gap is the same as the
activity at the viewsheds, then the averaging method can account for a gap.

In the present case, the three VP locations (VP3, 4 & 5) provided views of a significant area of peatland,
grassland and forestry habitats within the study area as per EIAR figure 7-2. It is reasonable to conclude
that the flight activity recorded from this considerable area of onsite habitats is sufficient to provide a
representative sample of local flight activity. This being the case, the Band Model can account for gaps
in the view shed.

Notwithstanding the above, as part of the ongoing surveying at the subject site an additional vantage point
(VP6) was included, to provide views of the identified gap in the view shed. This vantage point was added
out of an abundance of caution. The survey approach adopted is in line with best practices and follows
the recommendation of SNH guidance (2017). Please refer to Appendix 5 of this report for details on
the view shed coverage of the site and bird activity that was recorded at this location (VP6). Please note
that a revised view shed analysis is also provided in Appendix 5. As outlined in Appendix 5 the flight
activity recorded at VP6 is not significantly different from what was recorded at the other three VP
locations (VP3, 4 & 5). It then follows that the original three VP locations (VP3, 4 & 5) provided a
representative sample of local flight activity.

In summary, the view shed coverage of the site is entirely adequate given sufficient coverage of the site
was achieved to provide a representative sample of the local flight activity. Furthermore, the additional
vantage point that was added confirmed that there was nothing unusual about the flight activity within
the identified view shed gap, which corroborated the assertion that the original three VP locations (VP3,
4 & 5) provided a representative sample of local flight activity.

Nocturnal Bird Surveys

It is acknowledged that some waterbirds commute between feeding and roosting locations during periods
of low light, typically before sunrise or after sunset. The DAU in particular highlights whooper swan and
Greenland white-fronted goose as two species that habitually undertake such low light flights. As a
consequence of this behaviour, a diurnal schedule of surveys could miss these low light and nocturnal
flights and hence under-represent the amount of flight activity for these species and consequently predict
a lower rate of collision risk. However, the survey scope that was undertaken at the proposed wind farm
site included the low light periods before sunrise or after sunset.

It is noted in Appendix 7-2 of the EIAR, that winter vantage point surveys finished/started the hour
after/before sunset/sunrise. These surveys were specifically designed to overlap with these previously
mentioned periods of low light to ensure that commuting flights of waterbirds including whooper swan
and Greenland white-fronted goose would be recorded. This survey approach is in line with best practices
and follows the recommendation of SNH (2017). SNH (2017) states in Table 1.3 that vantage point surveys
targeting swans and geese should be undertaken “between and including dawn and dusk.” Throughout
these surveys, no regularly used commuting corridor or migratory route was identified that crossed the
wind farm site.

7 It is noted that there are other elements to the analysis, however, this is the key step that can account for gaps in the view shed.
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Furthermore, nocturnal flights have been taken into account and included in the calculation of collision
risk®, notwithstanding this, the analysis did not predict significant levels of collision risk for either species.
Please refer to Section 7.8.2 of the EIAR for further detailed discussion and Appendix 5 which includes
an updated collision risk analysis.

In summary, significant collision risk is not predicted for either whooper swan or Greenland white-fronted
goose. This assessment is based on a robust survey approach and after allowing for the propensity of
these species to undertake nocturnal flights in the collision risk analysis.

Migratory Route and Barrier Effect
The DAU raised concerns relating to migratory routes (DAU submission Section 1.2), stating:

The Department notes the screening for AA has stated that the proposed development is not
within an identifiable migratory route. Detailed scientific evidence should be provided with
regard to this statement.

The robust suite of surveys undertaken on the subject site is the scientific evidence for the statement that
no migratory route was identified. As previously outlined since lodging, the Coole Wind Farm planning
application surveying has been ongoing at the subject site. Throughout the above initial four years
(between 2015 and 2020), a comprehensive suite of bird surveys has been undertaken at the Proposed
Development site (as per SNH, 2017). This is now supplemented by a fifth year of surveying to industry-
best standards (SNH, 2017). It is further noted that surveys have been ongoing in 2022 and will continue
this winter 2022/23, this data was not available at the time of writing this response but can be collated and
made available on request.

In summary, surveying of the wind farm site has taken place throughout the following periods:

Between October 2015 and September 2017 (included in the EIAR as lodged),
Between April 2018 and March 2020 (included in the EIAR as lodged), and
Between March 2021 and March 2022 inclusive (provided in Appendix 5 of this report).

As outlined in Section 7.5 of the EIAR no regular commuting/migratory flights for any species were
recorded throughout the comprehensive suite of surveys undertaken.

The DAU raised concerns relating to barrier effects (DAU submission Section 1.3.3), stating:
Barrier effects can only be assessed following detailed surveys across all day and night periods.

It is noted in Appendix 7-2 of the EIAR, that winter vantage point surveys finished/started the hour
after/before sunset/sunrise. These surveys were specifically designed to overlap with these previously
mentioned periods of low light to ensure that commuting flights of waterbirds would be recorded. This
survey approach is in line with best practices and follows the recommendation of SNH (2017).
Throughout these surveys, no regularly used commuting corridor or migratory route was identified that
crossed the wind farm site.

As outlined in the updated impact assessment provided in Appendix 5 of this document no significant
barrier effects have been identified for any species.

Breeding Raptor Surveys

8 As is noted in Table 3-3 of Appendix 7-5 of the EIAR, it is assumed that whooper swan and Greenland white-fronted goose
were active for 25% of the night as well as the daylight hours as per SNH guidance on accounting for swanjgoose and wader flight
activity. This 25% of the night is calculated as a portion of the length of the night for the survey period (provided by

www.timeanddate.com) and is added to available hours of activity for these species per year.
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The DAU raised concerns relating to the adequacy of breeding raptor surveys. The wording was as
follows (DAU submission Section 1.3.2):

The Department notes the breeding raptor survey duration of effort is not standardised with
respect to vantage point watches. The duration of VP watches should be consistent and in
accordance with the methodology and guidelines used.

It is noted in Table of Appendix 7-2 of the EIAR that the breeding raptor vantage point watches were all
three hours in duration throughout 2017, 2018 and 2019 breeding seasons. Furthermore, this consistency
of duration was repeated throughout the 2021 breeding season (as detailed in Appendix 5). Breeding
raptor surveys were also undertaken during the 2022 breeding season. This data was not available at the
time of writing this response but can be collated and made available on request.

As is noted in Section 7.2.4.2.3 of the EIAR, breeding raptor surveys (i.e. birds of prey and owls) were
undertaken within the study area and its immediate surroundings. These surveys aimed to identify
occupied territories and monitor their breeding success within the study area.

The survey methodology was in accordance with Hardey et al. (2013), as per SNH (2017)
recommendations and was consistent in their duration.

Grid Connection Route

The DAU requested further information in relation to the timing and methodology used in surveying the
grid connection route.

It is noted in Section 7.2.4.2.7 of the EIAR, that ornithological surveys were conducted as part of the
multidisciplinary surveys along the proposed grid connection route carried out by MKO in 2017, 2019
and 2020. These surveys were undertaken in addition to the dedicated bird surveys carried out between
2015 and 2017 as part of the Coole Wind Farm. The grid connection works will be confined to the existing
road corridor, conifer plantation and Mullingar substation.

While acknowledging the adequacy of the waterfowl surveys, the DAU questioned the exclusion of
Greenland white-fronted goose from further assessment in the NIS. The wording was as follows (DAU
submission Section 1.3.2):

In relation to Lough Iron, the monthly surveys, focused on Greenland white-fronted goose. The
Department is concerned that the conclusion of the screening for AA has excluded this species
from further assessment in the NIS given the recorded observations of flights through the
proposed development site.

It should be noted that Greenland White Fronted Goose is considered in respect of Lough Iron in the
revised NIS. Further concerns were raised in relation to the Greenland white-fronted goose collision risk,

the following was stated:

Any potential loss of Greenland white-fronted goose can be considered significant given the
long term decreasing trend for this wintering species Burke et al (2018) and impacts on family
groups from mortality.

It is noted in Section 4.3.1 of Appendix 5 that the predicted Greenland white-fronted goose collision risk
is negligible (<1% increase in background mortality) in the context of the county population. Please refer
to Appendix 5 for further details. No significant effects are predicted. The magnitude of the predicted
collision risk is sufficiently low that even if the loss of an adult within a family group were to lead to
additive mortality it is highly unlikely that there would be a sufficient increase to result in a significant
effect. Rationale: the collision risk has been calculated at a ratio of 0.04 collisions per year, this would
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have to be increased by a multiple of approx. 17 before the classification of the magnitude of the effect
would be increased from negligible to low (as per Percival 2003 criteria).

Such an additive increase in mortality is not likely. Therefore, significant effects are not predicted.

Further concerns were raised in relation to the Greenland white-fronted goose migratory routes crossing
the wind farm site, the following was stated:

The Department notes the screening for AA has stated that the proposed development is not
within an Identifiable migration route. Detailed scientific evidence should be provided with
regard to this statement.

Specifically, in relation to Greenland white-fronted goose throughout surveys between March 2021 and
March 2022, there was only one observation of a flock of fourteen birds commuting over the wind farm
site. A similar rate of occurrence was reported in Section 7.8.2.2 of the EIAR (one observation every two
years). Given this low rate of occurrence, it is reasonable to conclude that there was no regularly used
commuting corridor or migratory route that crossed the wind farm site.

Please refer to Section 4.4 of Appendix 5 for further discussion.

The DAU raised concerns relating to the impact of the proposed development on whooper swan (DAU
submission Section 1.3.6). The wording is as follows:

The Department recommends clarification regarding the scientific evidence for the statement
on page 58 of the NIS that the development site does not lie on a migratory corridor for whooper
swan.

Itis noted in Section 7.8.2.1 of the EIAR that whooper swan were rarely recorded flying over the Proposed
Development area. As provided in Appendix 7-4 of the EIAR of all the whooper swan vantage point
flights that were recorded, there was one flight recorded during the migratory period of the first winter
surveyed (2015/16), one further flight during the 2018/19 migratory season and a further three during the
2019/20 migratory season. Such an infrequency of observations could not be said to be evidence of a
significant migratory corridor for whooper swans.

During the most recent surveys (2021/22) there were 16 flights recorded during the migratory period (in
this case October 2021), however, the majority of these flights (Map ref: WS01-WS016 in Appendix 5)
are associated with the Inny River along the western margin of the site and the peatland offsite and still
further west of the wind farm site. It is noted that many of the flights were short and some of these flights
are noted to be descending presumably to local foraging grounds. If the wind farm were present in the
landscape the swans could continue to follow the river along the western margins of the site without the
development acting as a barrier.

These survey results do not indicate that the development site lies on any significant migratory corridor

for whooper swans.
Further concerns were raised in relation to the whooper swan collision risk, the following was stated

The assessment should also include impacts on family groups. While a single mortality may be
considered insignificant, mortality of the adults within a family group, may be significant.

Mitigation is not presented with respect to disturbance to whooper swan or in the event of
increased mortality being observed during the monitoring period of the operational phase.

18



% I< o Response to Further Information Request ABP-309770-21
l Coole RFI-F2 -2022.10.31-200445g SK311022

It is noted in Section 4.3.5 of Appendix 5 that the predicted whooper swan collision risk is of low
significance in the context of the county population®. Please refer to Appendix 5 for further details. No
significant effects are predicted. The magnitude of the predicted collision risk is sufficiently low that even
if the loss of an adult within a family group were to lead to additive mortality it is highly unlikely that
there would be a sufficient increase to result in a significant effect. Rationale: the collision risk has been
calculated at a ratio of 0.79 collisions per year, this would have to be increased by a multiple of 2.5 before
the classification of the magnitude of the effect would be increased from negligible to low (as per Percival
2003 criteria).

Such an additive increase in mortality is not likely. Therefore significant effects are not predicted.

The DAU raised concerns in relation to the age of woodcock surveys (DAU submission Section 2.5.2),
stating:

The Department notes that breeding woodcock surveys took place in 2016 and 2017. These
surveys are considered now to be out of date.

As previously outlined, since lodging the Coole Wind Farm planning application surveying has been
ongoing at the subject site. During May and June 2021, breeding season surveys for woodcock were
undertaken in accordance with Gilbert et. al (1998). The survey area extended 500m beyond the wind
farm site in areas of suitable breeding habitat. Surveys commenced one hour before sunset and continue
for an hour after sunset/ until it was too dark to see. The survey aimed to record the presence of roding
(displaying) male woodcock and thereby establish the distribution and abundance of the species in the
study area.

The survey effort undertaken is presented in Appendix 5, including details of survey duration and weather
conditions. Figure 4 in Appendix 5 shows the survey area.

Since the 2016 and 2017 surveys were undertaken, there has been an increase in the number of identified
woodcock territories. Please refer to Appendix 5 for further details. To incorporate this most recently
collected data into the assessment of significant effects a revised impact assessment has been completed
and is provided in Section 4.4.9 of Appendix 5 of this report.

As outlined in Section 4.4.9 of Appendix 5 of this report, no significant effects were predicted for
woodcock. Please refer to Appendix 5 for further details.

This, therefore, corroborates the results of the impact assessment provided in Section 7.4.22 of the EIAR
as lodged.

The DAU raised concerns in relation to buzzard collision risk (DAU submission Section 2.5.2), stating:

The Department notes the collision risk analysis for buzzard has assessed the risk across all
seasons. The collision risk assessment should include an assessment during the breeding season
specifically.

9 In 2021, the 2020 International Swan Census data was published (Burke et al., 2021) which estimated the Westmeath whooper
swan population to be 982 birds.
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The collision risk has been calculated at a ratio of 3.7 collisions per year and 2.4 for the breeding season
alone. The favourable conservation status of this species (Green-listed BoCCI) limits the potential for
ecologically significant effects to result. The predicted collision risk is insignificant in the context of the
county, national and international population.

The DAU raised concerns in relation to lapwing collision risk (DAU submission Section 2.5.2), stating:

The collision risk analysis should be undertaken with respect to the breeding population as well
as the wintering season.

As outlined in Section 7.6 of the EIAR and Appendix 5 of this response document, no breeding season
flights were recorded at potential collision height during vantage point surveys throughout 2016, 2017,
2018, 2019 and 2021. This is likely due to where the birds were breeding, i.e. predominantly offsite. As
the species was not recorded flying at potential collision height during vantage point surveys, collision-
related mortality is not likely to significantly impact this species.

The DAU raised concerns in relation to the sufficiency of the data collected and impacts on passerines
(DAU submission Section 2.5.2), stating:

Survey data is insufficient with regard to red listed BoCClI, for example, meadow pipit but also
including other species such as amber listed skylark. Loss of habitat surrounding T15 will result
in the loss of habitat for meadow pipit and skylark. Impacts associated with meadow pipit will
also impact on cuckoo.

It is noted in Section 7.6 of the EIAR as per SNH guidance, it is generally considered that passerine
species (primarily due to their large populations) are not significantly impacted by wind farms.
Furthermore, the habitat at T15 (grassland) is not rare locally or unique to the wind farm site.

The DAU raised concerns in relation to golden plover collision risk (DAU submission Section 2.5.2),
stating:

The predicted collision risk for golden plover was 34 collisions per year which equates to
approximately 1,020 over the lifetime of the operational phase, which is half of the estimated
County population of this Annex I listed species.

Whilst the number of likely collisions is an important part of predicting the magnitude of any impacts, it
is not the only part (Percival 2003). As populations remain viable despite ongoing sources of mortality
the significance of the predicted collision rate should be determined in the context of the background
mortality rate for that species. The aim is to establish if there is a significant change to the background
mortality rate as a result of the likely collisions. No significant effect was identified. This industry best
practice is the approach that has been taken in the collision risk analysis as provided in Appendix 5.

The DAU further stated (DAU submission Section 2.5.2):

Declines of >20% are evident in golden plover in recent years, Burke et al, (2018). The
Department advises that the large and rapid decline in the golden plover numbers as well as the
cumulative collision risk in combination with other wind farms should be taken into account
when assessing the significance of collision impacts on local populations.

20



% I< o Response to Further Information Request ABP-309770-21
l Coole RFI-F2 -2022.10.31-200445g SK311022

As previously outlined, since lodging the Coole Wind Farm planning application surveying has been
ongoing at the subject site. When this additional data was added to the analysis, the collision risk has
been calculated to be 10.6 collisions per year. It is noted that this is a reduction in the number of predicted
collisions (34) reported in the EIAR as lodged (Please see EIAR Appendix 7-5 for further details). This
change is a result of incorporating new research into the analysis that shows golden plover to avoid
colliding with turbines a high proportion of the time. Please see Appendix 5 for further discussion.

It is noted that a cumulative impact assessment is provided in full in Section 7.12 of the EIAR as lodged.
As outlined in Section 7.12.1 of the EIAR, no potentially significant cumulative habitat loss, disturbance,
displacement or collision risk effects on any of the KORs, including golden plover collision risk, have
been identified with regard to the development proposal.

In the specific case of cumulative collision risk, there are two turbines total within a 20km radius of the
proposed development only one of which is existing. These turbines are located approximately 10.2km
(proposed turbine) and 16.2km (existing turbine) from the wind farm Site. This low density of turbines is
shown in EIAR Chapter 2 Figure 2-10. Owing to the scale of these developments (one-off turbines) and
the considerable separation distance from the wind farm Site, significant cumulative effects (including
collision risk) are not predicted for golden plover.

The DAU raised concerns in relation to peregrine collision risk (DAU submission Section 2.5.2), stating:

The collision risk is estimated as 0.127 collisions per year which equates to four individuals over
the 30 year span of the proposed project which is considered a significant impact on the local
breeding population in the Department’s view.

As previously outlined, since lodging the Coole Wind Farm planning application surveying has been
ongoing at the subject site. When this additional data was added to the analysis, the collision risk was
calculated at 0.196 collisions per year or one bird every 6 years. The results of this analysis are not
significantly different from the collision risk report in the EIAR as lodged. This therefore further
corroborates the results of the impact assessment of no significant effect as provided in Section 7.8.2.5 of
the EIAR as lodged.

The DAU raised concerns in relation to the impact of lighting on bird species and in particular reference
is made to the following guidance document: Effects of Aviation Obstruction Lighting on Birds at Wind
Turbines, Communication Towers and Other Structures. It is stated (DAU submission Section 1.3.6.2)
that:

A number of mitigation options exist and these are listed in this guidance and must be
considered in relation to the proposed development.

As some bird species are known to be attracted to artificial lighting (phototaxis), there is potential for
some bird species to be put at increased risk of colliding with a turbine if attracted to artificial lighting on
turbines. However, some taxonomic groups (e.g. some burrow nesting seabirds) and nocturnally
migratory species (especially passerines) are more attracted to lights than others. It is noted that there
were no key ornithological receptors (KOR) from either of these groups identified at the Site. Please see
Section 7.6 of the EIAR for further details of KOR identification. As detailed in the guidance document
referred in the DAU submission: Effects of Aviation Obstruction Lighting on Birds at Wind Turbines,
Communication Towers and Other Structures. It is stated that:

“It is likely that collision risk at lit turbines for non-passerine taxa are likely to be relatively low
in general.”
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This is of note as all of the KORs identified at the wind farm Site were non-passerines. No significant
effects are therefore predicted.

The DAU raised concerns in relation to in-combination barrier effects (DAU submission Section 1.3.6.6),
stating:

An assessment of the potential barrier effects to SCI species, in combination with all the other
projects, should also be carried out.

It is noted that a cumulative impact assessment is provided in full in Section 7.12 of the EIAR as lodged.
As outlined in Section 7.12.1 of the EIAR, no potentially significant cumulative habitat loss, disturbance,
displacement or collision risk effects on any of the KORs have been identified with regard to the
development proposal.

In the specific case of cumulative barrier effect, there are two turbines total within a 20km radius of the
proposed development only one of which is existing. These turbines are located approximately 10.2km
(proposed turbine) and 16.2km (existing turbine) from the wind farm Site. This low density of turbines is
shown in EIAR Chapter 2 Figure 2-10. Owing to the scale of these developments (one-off turbines) and
the considerable separation distance from the wind farm Site, significant cumulative effects (including
barrier effects) are not predicted.

Following the clarification and explanation provided above, it is clearly demonstrated that the issues
raised have been comprehensively addressed and that the information before the Planning Authority is
adequate and no deficiencies in information remain. Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that the
proposed development will not significantly impact avian populations of importance in the area.

The National Biodiversity Action Plan 2017- 2021 aims to conserve and restore Ireland’s
biodiversity. A key objective of this Plan is to achieve no net contribution to biodiversity loss
arising from development projects occurring within the lifetime of the plan. Accordingly, the
application should outline how this project will avoid a net loss of biodiversity noting the
potential impacts on local and migratory bird species from the operational phase of the proposed
development.

The proposed development has been specifically designed to avoid net loss and the provisions of the
National Biodiversity Plan has been considered in the ecological and environmental assessment of the
proposed development. This is set out in Section 6.2 of the EIAR. The information provided in the
submitted EIAR and in response to this further information request clearly demonstrates that the
proposed development will not result in any significant effects on biodiversity, including local and
migratory birds and has been developed in accordance with the National Biodiversity Action Plan 2017
-2022 .

In particular, the Board seeks clarity on the extent of coverage of the site during bird surveys conducted
between 2015 and 2020 noting also the gap in viewshed of the vantage points utilised. Further scientific
Justification is required in relation to the absence of bird migratory routes over the site or the crossing of
the site by birds moving between SPA sites as outlined by the Department. In line with the Department’s
submission, you are requested to re-consider the screening exercise and the exclusion of Special

Conservation Interest (SCI) species including Greenland White-fronted geese.
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This item has been fully addressed in Section 2.2.2.2.6 of this response document.

The scientific information provided as part of an NIS to inform Appropriate Assessment and as part of
the EIAR should be based on up-to-date ecological reports and data. You are requested to give carefil
consideration to which, if any surveys need to be updated based on CIEEM (2019) advice note on the
lLifespan of ecological reports and surveys and taking account of the concerns raised by the Department.
Survey data and analysis should be updated with any ongoing survey data that may have been collected
since 2020.

This item has been fully addressed in Section 2.2 of this response document.

The assessment should include consideration of in combination effects with ongoing peat harvesting and
any fiture rehabilitation plans during the operation lifespan of the proposed development. The potential
for any peatland habitat rehabilitation to provide enhanced habitats for wintering and breeding birds
within the sites should be considered. Updated aquatic survey for some parameters at least may be
required to address the request for a detailed assessment of the water quality parameters required for the
River Inny and Lough Derravarragh SPA in order to assess in combination effects of peat harvesting with
the proposed development.

Whilst the future of peat harvesting on the areas surrounding the wind farm remains to be determined,
the precautionary principle has been applied when carrying out the ecological assessments of the effects
of the proposed wind farm in combination with adjacent peat harvesting operations. It has been assessed
on the basis of peat cutting being in operation. As detailed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.1 of the EIAR, the
establishment of an ‘Interactions Management Group’ made up of Coole Wind Farm Ltd. and all relevant
landowners and tenants in relation to peat harvesting activities will be set up. This Group will be set up
regardless of whether or not peat harvesting is taking place. All parties within this group will collaborate
to ensure that any peat harvesting activities, proposed repurposing of the site or rehabilitation will be
considered and carried out appropriately in conjunction with the wind farm. Should the peat cutting
operations permanently cease, any rehabilitation or repurposing of the site will be the subject of ecological
assessment, Screening for Appropriate Assessment or full Appropriate Assessment and any such
assessment would take account of the potential cumulative effects of any permitted or proposed wind
farm. It is likely that the ecological impacts of any rehabilitation would be of a lower significance than
those associated with the ongoing peat cutting. This is set out in Section 7 of the revised NIS at Appendix
4.

As stated in section 2.2 of this FI response Aquatic surveys undertaken in 2016 were used to provide the
baseline for the application. Following receipt of the submission from the Department, and adopting a
precautionary approach, these surveys were updated in 2022. Thus, updated information has been
provided on the baseline aquatic environment. Details of these surveys including the methodology
followed, dates of survey and names of surveyors are in Appendix 3 to the revised NIS at Appendix 4.
The information collected in the 2022 surveys does not alter the findings of the assessment in either the

NIS or EclIA.

The potential for the proposed development to impact on downstream waterbodies including the River
Inny and Lough Derravarragh has been fully considered in the NIS as submitted. Comprehensive details
of water quality parameters in both the River Inny and in Lough Derravarragh are provided in Section
9.3 of the Hydrology Chapter of the of the EIAR, which is appended to the NIS as submitted. This
information was used to undertake a thorough assessment in Section 5.4 of the NIS, of the potential
impacts of the proposed development on water quality and to reach the conclusion that the proposed
development either individually or when considered cumulatively and in combination with other plans
and projects, will not have any adverse effect on any downstream European Sites in respect of water
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quality. The hydrological impact assessment focusses on the minimisation and avoidance of impacts on
water quality rather than the tolerances of the receiving waters to receive pollutants.

Biodiversity (EIAR)

3.1 Observations made by the Department Housing, Local Government and Heritage on nature
conservation identify gaps in the survey information and assessments presented in the Biodiversity chapter
of the EIAR. You are requested to address all points made by the Department in their submission as part
of the request for further information.

3.2 In particular the Board seeks firther information on the impacts on bird species in terms of the
concerns raised by the Department. As outlined, this may require consideration of additional survey and
analysis.

Observations made by the Department Housing, Local Government and Heritage on nature conservation
identify gaps in the survey information and assessments presented in the Biodiversity chapter of the EIAR.
You are requested to address all points made by the Department in their submission as part of the request
for further information.

This item has been fully addressed in Section 2.2.2.2.6 of this response document.

In particular the Board seeks firrther information on the impacts on bird species in terms of the concerns
raised by the Department. As outlined, this may require consideration of additional survey and analysis.

This item has been fully addressed in Section 2.2.2.2.6 of this response document.

Soils and Geology and Interactions with Peat Harvesting

41 In section 83.2.1 of the EIAR it is stated that the recorded peat depth at T12 is given as
12.5mfrom the 2020 rotary core boreholes while the peat depth within 50m is 4.5m based on table 8-4.
You are requested to justify the location of the turbine in very deep peat and at a location where the
slope angle is 3 degrees and to consider whether there is a more suitable alternative.

4.2 The comments of the Department Housing, Local Government and Heritage on nature
conservation raise a number of issues including the following which are considered of particular relevance
to soils and geology and hydrology:
The effectiveness of the existing mitigation measures used by peat harvesting operation and
proposed for CWF in terms of the protection of European sites.
The potential for impacts on Garriskil Bog and Scragh Bog as a result of the effects of drainage
works.
The need to identify the location of all mitigation measures involved in the construction phase
drainage management.
Clarification relating to the nature of foundations.
The need to avoid uncertainty relating to the mitigation measures including in the context of
the NIS.
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The nature of the site rehabilitation and the effects of decommissioning.
Recent cases of peat slippage which are stated to have occurred on lands with very low slopes
and the need to revise the peat stability assessment.

You are requested to address these observations.

4.3 The EIAR is stated to set out the coordination between the peat harvesting activities should
they continue and the proposed development in terms of the drainage system. The detailed drawings
provided in appendix 9- 3 of the proposed drainage system are noted. You are requested to demonstrate
sufficient control over the existing drainage associated with the peat harvesting activities and to clarify
that the proposed drainage plan can be eflectively implemented, regardless of whether or not peat
harvesting is taking place and the associated drainage system being maintained.

4.4 It is considered that more detailed information should be provided relating to water quality
monitoring proposals specified in section 9.4.1.1 of the EIAR. In particular the suite of parameters to be
monitored and the limits to be met should be specified.

4.5. You are requested to clarify the layout and management arrangements for the operational phase

4.6 It is noted that the heading of section 8.5.1.2 of the EIAR includes reference to the alteration of
peatfoil geochemistry. Please clarify how this topic is assessed under that heading or if it is addressed
elsewhere in the submitted documentation.

In section 8.3.2.1 of the EIAR it is stated that the recorded peat depth at T12 is given as 12.5m from the
2020 rotary core boreholes while the peat depth within 50m is 4.5m based on table 84. You are requested
to justify the location of the turbine in very deep peat and at a location where the slope angle is 3 degrees
and to consider whether there is a more suitable alternative.

The peat probing investigation that informed the EIAR were undertaken by HES & AGEC/FTCO 2016-
2020 with peat depths ranging from 0 to 7.8m with an average depth of 3.2m. Peat depths recorded during
the drilling of the 13 no. rotary core boreholes at proposed turbine locations ranged from 2 to 12.5m.
The rotary core borehole peat depth measurement of 12.5m occurred at T12.

As part of this FI response Malachy Walsh and Partners (MWP) undertook further peat probing at T12,
which identified the peat depth at T12 to be 8.7m. MWP also assessed LiDAR data for the T12 location
which shows the max slope is 1.5 degrees and on average 0.24 degrees. The results of these investigations
are included in MWP’s response document at Appendix 12 and is summarised in the following section.

The peat stability assessment for T12 has been revised by MWP with the updated peat depth (maximum
of 9m) and maximum slope angle from LiDAR at T12 (1.510).

A Factor of Safety (FOS) of 1.3 is the minimum required by “BS 6031:2009 Code of practice for
earthworks”. All of the calculated FOS values in Table 3-1 are greater than 1.3.

In light of the updated slope data in MWP’s report for T12, Fehily Timony and Company (FT) undertook
a review of the LiDAR data for the other turbine locations and have determined that the slope angles are
not significantly different to those recorded on site and has concluded that the peat stability assessment
at all other turbine locations provides an adequate factor of safety.

It is concluded by MWP in their response that

“the location of T1Z2 is justified as the peat stability assessment provides an adequate factor of safety.”
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In summary, following a review of available ground investigation information and peat probes, MWP
noted that the Rotary Core Borehole at T12 overestimates the depth of peat at this location. The peat
probes which were undertaken to inform this response confirm the peat depth to be 8.7m at the centre
of T12 and a maximum peat depth of 9m in the vicinity of the turbine and hardstand. MWP consider
that the depths provided by the peat probes provide the most accurate peat depths and should be used
for assessment purposes. Further investigations of the slope at T12 were also undertaken which included
a review of LiDAR information. The steepest slope angle derived from the LiDAR is 1.51 degrees while
the average angle is 0.24 degrees. The LiDAR is considered more accurate than the methodologies used
which originally yielded a slope angle of 3 degrees. Taking all this into consideration, the location of T12
is considered to be justified as the update slope is considered to be a very shallow slope with minimal
risk of peat failure, as illustrated by the factor of safety results in the Peat Stability Assessment and in the
MWP technical note included at Appendix 12.

The comments of the Department Housing, Local Government and Heritage on nature conservation
raise a number of issues including the following which are considered of particular relevance to soils
and geology and hydrology:

The effectiveness of the existing mitigation measures used by peat harvesting operation and
proposed for CWF in terms of the protection of European sites.

The potential for impacts on Garriskil Bog and Scragh Bog as a result of the effects of
drainage works.

The need to identify the location of all mitigation measures involved in the construction phase
drainage management.

Clarification relating to the nature of foundations.

The need to avoid uncertainty relating to the mitigation measures including in the context of
the NIS.

The nature of the site rehabilitation and the effects of decommissioning.

Recent cases of peat slippage which are stated to have occurred on lands with very low slopes
and the need to revise the peat stability assessment.

You are requested to address these observations.

A full and comprehensive response to the comments of the Department of Housing, Local Government
and Heritage is provided by the MKO Ecology team in Section 2.2 of this response document. In the
interest of clarity, an individual response is provided to each of these items numbered (a) to (g) below.

(a) The effectiveness of the existing mitigation measures used by peat harvesting operation and
proposed for CWF in terms of the protection of European sites.

Issues raised by the department in relation to mitigation measures have been addressed in Section 2.2 of
this FI response. The precautionary principle has been applied when carrying out the ecological
assessments of the effects of the proposed wind farm in combination with adjacent peat harvesting
operations. It has been assessed on the basis of peat cutting being in operation.

The potential for the proposed development to impact on downstream waterbodies including the River

Inny and Lough Derravarragh has been fully considered in the NIS as submitted. Comprehensive details
of water quality parameters in both the River Inny and in Lough Derravarragh are provided in Section

50
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9.3 of the Hydrology Chapter of the of the EIAR, which is appended to the NIS as submitted. This
information was used to undertake a thorough assessment in Section 5.4 of the NIS, of the potential
impacts of the proposed development on water quality and to reach the conclusion that the proposed
development either individually or when considered cumulatively and in combination with other plans
and projects, will not have any adverse effect on any downstream European Sites in respect of water
quality. The hydrological impact assessment focusses on the minimisation and avoidance of impacts on
water quality rather than the tolerances of the receiving waters to receive pollutants.

(b) The potential for impacts on Garriskil Bog and Scragh Bog as a result of the effects of drainage
works.

Please refer to Section 2.1.1 of HES FI response at Appendix 2 of this report for a full response to this
item.

(c) The need to identify the location of all mitigation measures involved in the construction phase
drainage management.

Please refer to Section 2.1.2 of HES FI response at Appendix 2 of this report for a full response to this
item
(d) Clarification relating to the nature of foundations

Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.10 and 4.8, Chapter 8 and Appendix 8.1 Geotechnical & Peat Stability
Report deal with the nature of the turbine foundations and the assessment of impacts. As set out in Section
4.3.2 of the EIAR, each wind turbine is secured to a reinforced concrete foundation that is installed below
the finished ground level. The size of the foundation will be dictated by the turbine manufacturer, and
the final turbine selection will be the subject of a competitive tender process.

As detailed in Section 2.1.2 above, minor changes have been made to Drawing 200445-43 FI Turbine
Foundation Standard Detail. This updated drawing has been included at Appendix 1.

(e) The need to avoid uncertainty relating to the mitigation measures including in the context of the
NIS.

As stated in Section 2.2 of this FI response, the mitigation described in the NIS, and associated appendices
follows tried and tested methodologies and is highly prescriptive. It follows the precautionary principle
and where there is unavoidable uncertainty in the details of the scheme, all options are assessed, and the
mitigation is designed accordingly to cover all options. Nonetheless, the revised NIS seeks to avoid any
such ambiguity or uncertainty through revision of the language used in Section 5.4 of the revised NIS.

(f) The nature of the site rehabilitation and the effects of decommissioning.

As stated in Section 2.2 of this FI response, full details of the rehabilitation of the development site are
provided in the decommissioning plan that is provided in Appendix 4-11 to the EIAR, which was
appended to the NIS as submitted. The revised NIS provides additional detail in relation to the
rehabilitation proposals within the body of the report.

(8) Recent cases of peat slippage which are stated to have occurred on lands with very low slopes and
the need to revise the peat stability assessment.

This item is addressed by Ian Higgins of Fehily Timoney and Company (FT) as follows in Section 2.2.2.2.3
of this Document
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The EIAR is stated to set out the coordination between the peat harvesting activities should they continue
and the proposed development in terms of the drainage system. The detailed drawings provided in
appendix 9- 3 of the proposed drainage system are noted. You are requested to demonstrate sufficient
control over the existing drainage associated with the peat harvesting activities and to clarify that the
proposed drainage plan can be effectively implemented, regardless of whether or not peat harvesting is
taking place and the associated drainage system being maintained.

Coole Wind Farm Ltd. confirm that the Land Option Agreement incorporating agreed form Leases with
all relevant landowners and tenants include contractual rights over lands outside of the Planning
Application Boundary (which for the avoidance of doubt extends to include all of the Optioned Lands
as shown on Drawing 200445g-59 FI at Appendix 1) and would include an obligation on the landowner
to not allow drainage issues interfere with the wind farm. Accordingly, there are sufficient legal remedies
available to Coole Wind Farm Ltd. to require maintenance of any associated drainage system affecting
the proposed Project. As set out in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.1 an Interactions Management Group will be
set up to allow a co-ordinated approach between Coole Wind Farm Ltd and the peat companies in the
management of site activities and to allow for the environmental management of all activities associated
with the proposed wind farm including site drainage, ecology, archaeology, geology etc. This Group will
be set up regardless of whether or not peat harvesting is taking place.

1t is considered that more detailed information should be provided relating to water quality monitoring
proposals specified in section 9.4.1.1 of the EIAR. In particular the suite of parameters to be monitored
and the limits to be met should be specified.

Please refer to Section 2.2.1 of HES FI response at Appendix 2 of this report for a full response to this
item.

You are requested to clarity the layout and management arrangements for the operational phase

Please refer to Section 2.3.1 of HES FI response at Appendix 2 of this report for a full response to this

item.

It is noted that the heading of section 8.5.1.2 of the EIAR includes reference to the alteration of peat/soil
geochemistry. Please clarify how this topic is assessed under that heading or if it is addressed elsewhere
in the submitted documentation.

Please refer to Section 2.4.1 of HES FI response at Appendix 2 of this report for a full response to this

item.
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Access

5.1 You are requested to clarify whether there would be any restrictions on public access to the
wind farm site in the operational period and to describe any proposals to facilitate use of the site by the
public including integration with planned and existing recreation routes. The comments in Chapter 5
including section 5.9.5.2 are noted.

Section 5.9.5.2 of the EIAR as lodged states:

“There are no key identified tourist attractions pertaining specifically to the site of the Proposed
Development itself. According to the Westmeath County Development Plan 2014-2020, it is an
objective of Westmeath County Council to extend public walking and cycling routes. A section
of the proposed extension to the Westmeath Way runs adjacent to the site of the proposed wind
farm. Should this route be pursued in the future, there are no problems foreseen with its
integration with the wind farm. If the Westmeath Way is constructed adjacent to the wind farm
there would be a long-term slight positive cumulative impact on local recreation and amenity.

Any slight cumulative impact that the Grid Connection Route and other projects listed in Section
2.3.2 may have on tourism will be very temporary in nature and related to traffic impacts during
the construction phase. On completion, the road corridor in which the underground cabling
works are to be undertaken will be fillly reinstated, leaving no visible above-ground evidence of
the proposed works that have the potential to give rise to any operational phase impacts or
associated effects.”

MKO have reviewed the Westmeath County Development Plan 2021-2027 for any potential update in
respect of the above, and have sought to engage with the Council in this regard. There is no information
in the County Development Plan which indicates any planned tourist or public access routes through or
around the Proposed Development site beyond that already considered. The contents of Policy Objective
CPO 6.61 and CPO 8.70 in respect of the Westmeath Way are noted. The applicant will work with the
Council should these objectives progress.

Submissions and Observations

6.1 Please provide a comprehensive response to the matters raised in the submissions and
observations received by the Board from members of the public and prescribed bodies and to the matters
raised in the report received from Wicklow County Council including the recommended  planning
conditions.

6.2. In responding to submissions and observations you are requested to supplement your response with
additional photomontage or drawings as required. This may include further details with respect to
proposals for cultural heritage mitigation.
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This FI response includes specific responses by consultants to this planning application engaged by the
applicant. Responses to the submission made by Westmeath County Council are detailed below.

The Transport Section has reviewed the proposed development solely in the context of a bridge
structure perspective. The following issues were raised:

1.  Implications for the safety of both motorised and non-motorised users in the context of the
development being proposed along the public roads and bridge structures on the following roads:

a) R396 Camagh Road,

b) R395 Coole village

c) L1825 Simonstown

d) L1825 Coole Road — Multyfarnham
e) L1819 Multyfarnham — Ballinafid

f) N4722 Ballinafid , and,

g L17730 Old Longford Road

Response: Section 14.1 of the EIAR addresses the addresses the likely significant effects of the Proposed
Development on transportation infrastructure, including remedial works required on the R395, R396 as
noted above.

2 Implications of the impact of construction of the proposed cabling on the local roads and bridges
and culverts on the N4.

Response: Please refer to Ionic’s FI response at Appendix 9 of this report for a full response to this item.

In the Westmeath County Council District Engineers response to the proposed development, Section
16.2 sets out the requirement for various items to be provided in relation to roads, cable route,
bridges/culverts, surface water, sewage treatment, bonds and general requirements are requested. These
requirements will be provided where conditioned in a grant of planning permission.

A response to specific conditions requested by the District Engineer is provided by Alan Lipscombe
Traffic and Transport Consultants as follows;

Provision of 3.0m x 90m sightlines at junctions serving the proposed development on the L-5755-16.

Design team response — It is noted that 2.4m x 90m visibility splays were proposed at the proposed
junctions on the L5755 in accordance with Geometric Design of Junctions DN-GEO-0306, TTI, April 2017,
as shown in Figures 14-25 and 14-28 of the EIAR. These may be increased to a setback of 3m as requested
by WMCC.

60
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Figures 14-25 and 14-28 and Figure 14-33 have been revised accordingly and are included at Appendix

3.

Provision of 3.0m x 150m sightlines shall be achieved and maintained on R395 and R396 from proposed
link road between the R395 and the R396.

Design team response — It is agreed that the visibility splays shown in Figures 14-16 and 14-19 of the EIAR
may be increased from 2.4m to 3.0m as requested by WMCC.

Figures 14-16 and 14-19 and Figure 14-22a have been revised accordingly and are included at Appendix
3.

Please refer to Section 3.1 of Tobar’s FI response of this report for a full response to this item response at

Appendix 8.

Section 18.2 of Westmeath County Council’s submission states that

“It is considered that in order to protect the residential amenity of neighbouring dwellings,
compliance with mitigation measures as proposed is a findamental requirement”

Response - The applicant agrees with this statement. The Proposed Development will be constructed in
compliance with the mitigation measures as outlined in Chapter 12 Landscape and Visual of the EIAR.

Section 18.4 of Westmeath County Council’s requests evidence of the potential impact of Wind Farms
on property valuations within the immediate vicinity.

Response - Section 5.6 the EIAR details the results of research into effects of wind farms on property
prices and provides an overview of studies undertaken. Although there have been no empirical studies
carried out in Ireland on the impacts of wind farms on property prices, the literature described in Section
5.6 demonstrates that at an international level, wind farms have not impacted property values in the local
areas. It is a reasonable assumption based on the available international literature, that the provision of a
wind farm at the proposed location would not impact on the property values in the area.

Section 18.5 of Westmeath County Council’s submission requests that the Board considers the ratio of
rotor diameter to hub height. The Planning Authority considers that no livery, stripes etc. whatsoever
should be painted or attached to the turbines in order to keep them as visually clean as possible.

Response — These points are addressed in Section 2.1.1 of this FI response.

Section 18.6 of Westmeath County Council’s reports requests the Board to consider the development of
amenity improvements consisting of the development of amenity pathways and links to the public
roadways.

[24
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A full and comprehensive response to each point raised by the department is provide by the MKO
Ecology and Ornithology team at Section 2.2 of this FI response document. It is highlighted to the Board
that the NIS and AA Screening submitted with the have been revised and are included at Appendix 4.

In their submission, the Geological Survey Ireland noted two CGS’s located within the vicinity of the
proposed development, which they acknowledge the proposed development will have no envisaged
impacts. The GSI response also refers to data sources in relation to groundwater quality, quantity, and
distribution, geohazard, minerals and aggregates and geotechnical information.

The Irish Aviation Authority requested that conditions related to aeronautical Obstacle warning light
scheme and as-constructed coordinates are provided to them under planning condition, should planning
permission be granted. It is also requested that the IAA are notified of intentions to commence crane
operations with at least 30 days prior notification of their erection. The applicant confirms its agreement
to such conditions.

Transport Infrastructure Ireland (TII) have provided a number of observations for the Board’s
consideration which have been addressed below.

The proposed works are included within the Constraints Study Area for the N4 Mullingar to Longford
Scheme which is a national road investment objective of the National Development Plan.

TII is of the opinion that “a grant of permission for grid connection cable routing to the extents proposed
in the subject application is at variance with the provisions of official policy and is premature pending the
determination of a road layout for the area to give effect to National Strategic Outcome No. 2 of the
National Planning Framework and Government investment objectives included in the National
Development Plan relating to the N4 Mullingar to Longford Scheme”

Response: The applicant acknowledges the submissions and concerns raised by TII, the N4 Mullingar to
Longford Scheme is at an early stage and in the absence of any preferred route which is yet to be
confirmed, the applicant’s position is that outright refusal on the grounds is unwarranted. The latest
update on the Project Website was in November 2021 which indicated that a preferred route would be
selected and published at a third public consultation in early 2022, the current status of the preferred
route is entirely unknown.

For the purposes of examination, Ionic Consulting Limited in their TII Submission included as part of
Appendix 9 have outlined 2 potential scenarios to examine the impact caused by the presence of the HV
cable on future upgrade works to the N4.
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In their response TII outlined what they consider to be a number of significant implications for road
authorities in the management and maintenance of the strategic national road network resulting from the
laying of high voltage electricity cabling in the national road reservation.

Response: Please refer to Section 5 of Ionic’s FI response at Appendix 9 of this report for a full response

to this item

Haul Route

In their submission, TII stipulated a number of requirements of the developer with regards to the haul
route.

Response: Please refer to Section 5 of Ionic’s FI response at Appendix 9 of this report for a full response
to this item

This section deals with non-statutory third-party submissions. Due to large number of third-party
submissions, which generally have recurring themes, the responses outlined below are grouped by matter
of topic

A number of submissions questioned the appropriateness of a wind energy development compared to
other forms of renewable technology, most notably solar energy. Section 3.4 of Chapter 3 ‘Consideration
of Reasonable Alternatives’ provides an assessment considering the use of solar energy at the proposed
site. A comparison of the potential environmental effects of the development of a solar PV array when
compared against the Proposed Development of a wind farm at this site is presented in Table 3-2 of the
EIAR. To achieve the same electricity output, as is expected from the proposed wind energy
development, from solar energy would require a significantly larger development footprint. In this
instance the proposed wind farm will occupy 5% of the primary site area of 530 ha. A solar PV array of
the scale necessary to provide the same electricity output would require a significantly larger area. In
addition, a solar development would have a higher potential environmental effect on Hydrology &
Hydrogeology, Traffic & Transport (construction phase) and Biodiversity (habitat loss) at the site.

A number of submissions raised concerns over the perceived effect of the proposed development on
ecology and biodiversity in the area including habitats, birds and mammals. Extensive ecological field
studies and desktop studies were undertaken over the period 2016 - 2022. Chapter 6 ‘Biodiversity’ of the
EIAR details the range of surveys undertaken (Section 6.4), the results (Section 6.5) and an assessment of
the impacts on biodiversity (Section 6.6). Chapter 16 ‘Schedule of Mitigation and Monitoring Proposals’
also sets out a suite of mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate any potential impacts during both the
construction and operational phases.

It is also noted that matters raised in relation to ecology and biodiversity have been addressed in Section
2.2 of this report.
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A number of submissions related to perceived impacts on human health as a result of potential noise
impacts from the proposed development. Chapter 11 ‘Noise and Vibration’ of the EIAR describes the
assessment undertaken of the potential noise and vibration related impacts associated with the proposed
development. The assessment was carried out by AWN Consulting Ltd. in accordance with current
guidance and best practice. Sections 11.5.2 and 11.5.4 provide the noise assessment carried out for the
construction phase of the project and the associated mitigation measures, respectively. Sections 11.5.3
and 11.5.5 provide the noise assessment carried out for the operational phase of the project and the
associated mitigation measures, respectively. Chapter 5 ‘Population and Human Health’ Section 5.5.4
addresses perceived health impacts from the wind farm including those claimed to be noise related.

In addition, AWN Consulting Ltd (AWN) prepared a Technical Note to accompany this document at
Appendix 10, that provides a response on the range of possible turbine technologies which may be
selected if the planning application is granted. This technical note summarises the noise assessment in the
EIAR and then presents the input data and results for the two additional turbine technologies. The effect
of changing the hub height has been examined and in this instance does not result in any change to the
noise criteria under the Wind Energy Development Guidelines 2006.

A number of submissions related to perceived impacts on air quality with regards to dust as a result of
construction activities for the proposed development. Chapter 10 ‘Air & Climate’ of the EIAR provides
the assessment of potential effects on air quality in the local area as a result of activities during the
construction phase of the project. The potential dustrelated effects on local air quality and the relevant
associated mitigation measures are presented in Sections 10.2.4.2.2 and 10.2.4.3.3.

It is noted in Section 10.4 of the EIAR that during the construction phase of the Proposed Development
and other developments within 20 kilometres of the Proposed Development site that are yet to be
constructed, there will be minor emissions from construction plant and machinery and potential dust
emissions associated with the construction activities. However, once the mitigation proposals, as outlined
in Sections 10.2.4 and 10.3.4 are implemented during the construction phase of the proposed
development, there will be no cumulative negative effect on air and climate.

It is further noted in this section that Emissions of carbon dioxide (COZ2), oxides of nitrogen (NOx),
sulphur dioxide (SO2) or dust emissions during the operational phase of the Proposed Development will
be minimal, relating to the use of operation and maintenance vehicles onsite, and therefore there will be
no measurable cumulative effect with other developments on air quality and climate.

A number of submissions related to the perceived landscape and visual impacts arising from the Proposed
Development. Chapter 12 ‘Landscape and Visual’ provides an assessment of the likely significant effects
of the Proposed Development with regards to landscape and visual. It includes a description of the
assessment methodology, a description of the Proposed Development, and the existing landscape based
on relevant guidance.

In addition, the FI LVIA response provided by the MKO Landscape team at Appendix 6 addresses
specific concerns raised in the third party submissions in relation to the perceived landscape and visual
impacts. The discussion within the FI LVIA Report concludes that that the lengthy and comprehensive
discussion within the sections of the EIAR clearly demonstrate that the landscape of the site is suitable
for the Proposed Development and that Significant landscape effects will not arise in relation to the
Proposed Development.
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A number of submissions raised concerns over perceived impacts from shadow flicker. The shadow
flicker assessment is detailed in Section 5.7 of Chapter 5 ‘Population & Human Health’. Coole Wind
Farm Ltd. have committed to zero shadow flicker at occupied residential receptors within 10 rotor
diameters of the Proposed Development, therefore eliminating this as a potential issue.

In addition, MKO were commissioned to conduct a Shadow Flicker Assessment of 3 no. scenarios for
this FI response, this included Scenario 1 as modelled and assessed in Chapter 5 of the Environmental
Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) lodged and as submitted to An Bord Pleanala in 2021 (2021 EIAR)
and two additional scenarios as indicated in Table 2.3 above. The Shadow Flicker Assessment Results
are included at Appendix 10.

A number of submissions related to perceived impacts on human health as a result of the proposed
development. Chapter 5 ‘Population & Human Health’, Section 5.5 addresses perceived health impacts
from wind farms, While there are anecdotal reports of negative health effects on people who live very
close to wind turbines, peer-reviewed research largely does not support these statements. There is
currently no published credible scientific evidence to positively link wind turbines with adverse health
effects. The main publications supporting the view that there is no evidence of any direct link between
wind turbines and health are summarised in Section 5.5.

Section 5.10 of the EIAR concludes that “provided that the Proposed Development is constructed and
operated in accordance with the design, best practice and mitigation that is described within this
application, significant effects on population and human health, associated with health and safety, noise,
dust, traffic and shadow flicker, are not anticipated at international, national or county scale.”

A response to issues raised by third parties in relation to traffic concerns has been addressed.

While the grid connection is being constructed on the road from Coole to Multyfarnham, the road will
be closed on 2 occasions while works are carried out at the crossings of the River Inny. There is no time
limit indicated for these closures. This will add 9 miles twice a day to all those using this road.

Design team response - As part of the assessment of the traffic impacts of the construction of the proposed
Grid Connection presented in Appendix 14.1 of the EIAR, it is identified that there are 2 water crossings
that will require road closures of 9 days each (resulting in a total of 18 days) when the L-1826 between
Coole to Multyfarnham will require to be closed. On the days that the road is closed the length of the
detour will depend on the origin and destination of each trip.

The L1826 road from Coole to Multyfarnham is not a proper 2 lane road — there are no white lines down
the middle of it and if a lorry is passing a car, one of them has to pull over to the verge. These verges
are soft as the road is sited on the bog. In many places the grid connection trench will be dug in the
middle of the road. The viable joint pots at 2.5m wide x 6m long will be situated in the middle of the
road every 500m. Additionally approximately 15 truck movements per day to each works are to both
remove excavated material and deliver appropriate infill material, A small number of truck movements
will be required to deliver cable route components to site. The applicant states that the road will stay
open during most of the grid connection construction work. However, in the main the road is simply
not wide enough to sustain a 2.5 metre hole in the middle, plus diggers, tipper lorries and construction
traffic to be able to keep the road open. For over 6 months this will cause huge disruption and expense
to those that travel to and from Coole every day.

Design team response_— The 1-1826 between Coole and Multyfarnham has an existing variable width
generally between 5.0m and 5.5m (with some sections wider), and provides for 2-way traffic flow over its
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full length between the 2 villages. It is noted that along most of the route there are verge on either side
of the road which also may be used for local widening. While a detailed survey of the cable grid route
will be required undertaken at detailed design stage to determine the actual method of construction for
each section, it is considered at the preliminary design stage that with the use of modest sized excavators,
maintaining a one-way operation at the point of construction will be possible for most of the majority of
the route. (This is based on a minimum c-way width of 2.5m, safety zone of 1.2m and excavator width of
1.6m = total 5.3m).

The road on which the supposed borrow pit is only 8 — 10ft wide and is not going to be able to withstand
the constant barrage of 60-80 tonne dump trucks

Design team response — The surface of the 1.5km section of the local L5755 road that will be used to
transport material between the proposed site and the borrow pit will be up-graded where required by the
local authority for the construction stage. It is noted that standard sized tipper trucks will be used, and
not 60-80 tonnes trucks as stated.

The borrow pit entrance is on a bend, This leaves an unsafe road for local access whether this be traffic
or pedestrians.

Design team response — The proposed access to the borrow pit is located on a straight section of the
L5755 situated between 2 existing bends, as shown in Figure 14-31 of the EIAR. The required visibility
splays (2.4m (now increased to 3.0 at the request of the District Engineer) x 90m) required to permit safe
access and egress to and from the site, which will be provided on site, are shown also shown in Figure
14-31.

A number of submissions raised concerns in relation to perceived impacts to property devaluation in the
vicinity of the proposed development. Chapter 5 ‘Population & Human Health’, Section 5.6 of the EIAR
details the results of research into effects of wind farms on property prices and provides an overview of
studies undertaken. Although there have been no empirical studies carried out in Ireland on the impacts
of wind farms on property prices, the literature described in Section 5.6 demonstrates that at an
international level, wind farms have not impacted property values in the local areas. It is a reasonable
assumption based on the available international literature, that the provision of a wind farm at the
proposed location would not impact on the property values in the area.

A number of submissions raised concern regarding perceived impacts to telecommunications services in
relation to TV, broadband and mobile phone reception. Chapter 14 ‘Material Assets’, Section 14.2 of the
EIAR assesses the likely significant effects of the Proposed Development on telecommunications. Section
14.2.4 presents details on how any potential interference with telecommunications signals will be avoided
and Section 14.2.5 presents the mitigation measures proposed. The potential for interference to domestic
television receptors and/or broadcast radio receivers was identified by RTE/2rn during the consultation
process. It is standard practice of RTE/2rn to produce a Protocol Document for wind farm developments,
which will be signed by the developer. The Protocol Document ensures that in the event of any
interference occurring to RTE television or radio reception due to operation of a wind farm, the required
measures as set out in the document, will be carried out by the developer to rectify this. A standard
Protocol Document has been prepared by RTE/2m for the proposed development, which has been
signed by Coole Wind Farm Ltd. A copy of the Protocol Document is presented in Appendix 14-2 of the
EIAR.
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A number of submissions related to public consultation and perceived inadequacies associated with the
public consultation conducted. Chapter 2 ‘Background to the Proposed Development’, Section 2.6.4 of
the EIAR sets out in detail the public consultation conducted. Public consultation on the project began
at a very early stage in the development process, with engagement with the local community beginning
during the initial feasibility and scoping stages in 2013. At this time, a nominated Community Liaison
Officer (CLO) was appointed to the area and since then the CLO responsible for the area has been the
main point of contact to the local community. As the development process progressed for the
development, a Community Liaison Strategy and Community Liaison Team was established and set into
motion in late 2016. Consultation with the local community has taken the form of house-to-house calls,
meetings, dissemination of information including leaflets and brochures, a dedicated project specific
website with a Virtual Consultation Room and a public consultation event held in February 2017. Section
2.6.4 of the EIAR provides details of the engagement undertaken with the local community since 2013
including details of ongoing engagement since the grant of planning permission for the original Coole
Project in 2017 and ongoing consultation during 2020 and 2021. The CLO and Community Liaison Team
have and continue to engage with the local community in ongoing consultations and meetings to
understand their views and provide clear and understandable information on the project.

The third-party submissions relating to relating to Soils & Geology or Hydrology/Hydrogeology are
addressed by Hydrological Environmental Services under the following headings;

1) Due to the emplacement of the turbine hardstands, a large volume of groundwater will be
displaced, which will create a rise in the groundwater level, that will in turn flow to the River
Glore/Inny and could cause flooding.

2) Al surface water from the site flows towards the Inny/Glore River, which are headwaters of
Lough Derravaragh. The proposed works will have a negative impact on water quality in these
river and thus the downstream lake.

3) The proposed development will have a negative effect on the hydrology/hydrogeology of Lough
Bane, Gariskil Bog, Scragh Bog and other designated sites.

The response to these issues is detailed in Section 3 of HES Response which is enclosed at Appendix 2.

The third-party submissions relating to relating to Archaeology are addressed by Tobar Archaeological
Services Ltd under the following headings;

¢ Concerns regarding effect on setting of archaeological monuments
e UNESCO World Heritage Sites, National Monuments and Recorded Monuments
e  Concern regarding Mitigation Measures

e Concern regarding Protected Structures

The response to these issues is detailed in Section 4 of Tobar’s Response which is enclosed at Appendix
8.

A number of submissions raised concern with the perceived impacts of Proposed Development on
tourism within the surrounding area. Chapter 5 ‘Population and Human Health’, Section 5.3 of the EIAR
provides a baseline assessment of the existing tourism numbers, revenue and attractions and discusses
surveys conducted on tourist attitudes to wind farms.
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It is noted in Section 5.3.3 of the EIAR that BiIGGAR Economics undertook an independent study in
2016, entitled “‘Wind Farms and Tourism Trends in Scotland’, to understand the relationship, if any, that
exists between the development of onshore wind energy and the sustainable tourism sector in Scotland.

Overall, the conclusion of this study is that published national statistics on employment in sustainable
tourism, demonstrate that there is no relationship between the development of onshore wind farms and
tourism employment at the level of the Scottish economy, at local authority level, nor in the areas
immediately surrounding wind farm development. However the report also concluded that ‘Although
this study does not suggest that there is any direct relationship between tourism sector growth and wind
farm development, it does show that wind farms do not cause a decrease in tourism employment either
at a local or a national level.’

In 2007, Failte Ireland in association with the Northern Ireland Tourist Board carried out a survey of
domestic and overseas holidaymakers to Ireland in order to determine their attitudes to wind farms. The
purpose of the survey was to assess whether the development of wind farms impacts on the enjoyment of
the Irish scenery by holidaymakers. The survey involved face-to-face interviews with 1,300 tourists (25%
domestic and 75% overseas). The results of the survey are presented in the Failte Ireland Newsletter
2008/No.3 entitled ‘Visitor Attitudes on the Environment: Wind Farms’.

The Failte Ireland survey results indicate that most visitors are broadly positive towards the idea of
building wind farms in Ireland. There exists a sizeable minority (one in seven) however who are negative
towards wind farms in any context. In terms of awareness of wind farms, the findings of the survey include
the following:

Almost half of those surveyed had seen at least one wind farm on their holiday to Ireland.
Of these, two thirds had seen up to two wind farms during their holiday.

Typically, wind farms are encountered in the landscape while driving or being driven (74%),
while few have experienced a wind farm up close.

Of the wind farms viewed, most contained less than ten turbines and 15% had less than five
turbines.

The report goes on to state that while there is a generally positive disposition among tourists towards wind
development in Ireland, it is important also to take account of the views of the one in seven tourists who
are negatively disposed towards wind farms. This requires good planning on the part of the wind farm
developer as well as the Local Authority. Good planning has been an integral component of the Proposed
Development throughout the site design and assessment processes. Reference has been made to the
‘Planning Guidelines on Wind Energy Development 2006’ and cognisance of the ‘Draft Revised Wind
Energy Development Guidelines December 2019’ in addition to IWEA best practice guidance,
throughout all stages, including pre-planning consultation and scoping.

Issues relating to Electric & Magnetic Fields have been addressed by Ionic Consulting Limited in their
Grid Route Connection Response included at Appendix 9.

It is noted within this response that EirGrid are the state owned company that manages and operates the
transmission grid across the island of Ireland, and the proposed Coole Wind Farm 110kV grid connection
will be designed and constructed to their specifications.

In responding to submissions and observations you are requested to supplement your response with
additional photomontage or drawings as required. This may include further details with respect to
proposals for cultural heritage mitigation.

08



% I< o Response to Further Information Request ABP-309770-21
l Coole RFIF2 -2022.10.31-200445g SK311022

As outlined throughout this document, this FI response is accompanied by a suite of documents and
drawings to supplement responses to submissions and observations, which are outlined as follows

e  Further Information Drawings Pack
e  Further Information Response by Hydro Environmental Services (HES)
e Updated Figures 14-16, 14-19, 14-22a, 14-25, 14-28 and 14-33
e Further Information Ecology Reports including,
- Revised Natura Impact Assessment
- Revised Appropriate Assessment Screening
e  Bird Survey Report: March 2021- March 2022
e  Further Information Landscape and Visual Impact (LVIA) Response
¢ Volume 2 Photomontage Booklet
e  Tobar Archaeology Services Further Information and Third Party Responses.
¢ Jonic Further Information Response including,
- TII Submission, N4 National Road, Co. Westmeath
- 110kV Grid Route Connection RFI Response
- Westmeath County Council Submission — Bridge Crossings
e  AWN Technical Note
¢  Shadow Flicker Assesment Results by MKO
e  Malachy Walsh and Partners Limited (MWP) Further Information Response
¢  Updated Figure 6-7 Mammal Survey and Habitat Significance

In relation to concerns regarding cultural heritage mitigation, this has been responded to by Tobar
Archaeological Services Ltd within their Further Information Response included at Appendix 8 of this
document. It is considered that all concerns regarding the assessment process and the results of same as
reached in Chapter 13 of the EIAR are addressed here and that the mitigation measures outlined in the
Chapter are appropriate for the amelioration of any potential impacts identified.
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OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

This document and appendices constitute a full and robust response to the further information request
issued by An Bord Pleanéla in respect of planning application reference ABP-309770-21 regarding the
proposed Coole Wind Farm.

Items raised within the request have been addressed in full. In addition, third party submissions to the
planning application have been considered as part of this response.

It is therefore concluded that the FI request has been responded to in full. We trust that the information
provided within this submission satisfactorily addresses each of the items raised within the request for
Further Information and respectfully request the Board now finalise their consideration of the planning
application.

70



“ I < o > Response to Further Information Request ABP-309770-21
1 Coole RFLF2 -2022.10.3 5




“ I < o > Response to Further Information Request ABP-309770-2
l Coole RFI-F2 -2022.10.31-200445g SK311022

FI DRAWING PACK (ENCLOSED
SEPERATELY)




A 4
MIKO>
v

Coole Wind Farm Fl,
Co. Westmeath

Planning Permission Application Drawings




Mt(i:':'-::

Schedule of Drawings

200445g - 01 FI Location Context Map 1: 60,000 A3
200445g - 02 FI Site Location Map 1: 60,000 Al
200445g - 03 FI Site Location Key Plan 1: 30,000 Al
200445g — 04 FI Site Location Plan 1 of 9 1: 5,000 Al
200445g - 05 FI Site Location Plan 2 of 9 1: 5,000 Al
200445g - 08 FI Site Location Plan 5 of 9 1: 5,000 Al
200445g - 09 FI Site Location Plan 6 of 9 1: 5,000 Al
200445g — 10 FI Site Location Plan 7 of 9 1: 5,000 Al
200445g - 11 FI Site Location Plan 8 of 9 1: 5,000 Al
200445g - 12 FI Site Location Plan 9 of 9 1: 5,000 Al
200445g — 13 FI Site layout Key Plan B 1: 30,000 Al
200445g — 14 F1 Site Layout Sheet 1 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g - 15 FI Site Layout Sheet 2 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g - 16 F1 Site Layout Sheet 3 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 17 FI Site Layout Sheet 4 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 18 F1 Site Layout Sheet 5 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g - 19 FI Site Layout Sheet 6 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 20 FI Site Layout Sheet 7 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 21 FI Site Layout Sheet 8 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 26 F1 Site Layout Sheet 13 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 27 F1 Site Layout Sheet 14 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 28 F1 Site Layout Sheet 15 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 29 F1 Site Layout Sheet 16 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 30 FI Site Layout Sheet 17 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 31 FI Site Layout Sheet 18 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g - 32 F1 Site Layout Sheet 19 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g - 33 FI Site Layout Sheet 20 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 34 F1 Site Layout Sheet 21 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g - 35 FI Site Layout Sheet 22 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g - 36 FI Site Layout Sheet 23 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 37 F1 Site Layout Sheet 24 of 24 1: 2,500 Al
200445g — 38 F1 Temporary Construction Compound 1: 500 A3
200445g — 39 FI Substation Layout 1: 500 A3
200445g — 42A FI Wind Turbine Range Elevations & Plan 1: 500 Al
200445g — 42B FI 97.5m hub and 77.5m blade Wind Turbine Elevations & Plan 1: 500 Al
200445g — 42C FI 100m hub and 75m blade Wind Turbine Elevations & Plan 1: 500 Al
200445g — 42D FI 100.5m hub and 74.5m blade Wind Turbine Elevations & Plan 1: 500 Al
200445g — 43 FI Turbine Foundation Standard Detail 1: 200 A3
200445g - 59 FI Peatland Optioned Lands 1: 10,000 Al
COLE d005.3.3 CLONAVA BRIDGE CROSSING PROPOSED OPTION C 1:25/1:125 Al
COLE d005.3.4 SHRUBBYWOOD BRIDGE CROSSING WH-L1825-002.00 PROPOSED OPTION B 1:100 / 1:25 Al
COLE d005.3.5 SHRUBBYWOOD BRIDGE CROSSING WH-L1825-002.00 PROPOSED OPTION C | 1:100/1:25 Al
COLE d005.3.6 CLONAVA BRIDGE CROSSING WH-L1825-001.00 PROPOSED OPTION D 1:25 /1:125 Al
COLE d005.3.7 CLONAVA BRIDGE CROSSING WH-L1825-001.00 PROPOSED OPTION E 1:25 /1:125 Al
COLE d005.3.8 SHRUBBYWOOD BRIDGE CROSSING WH-L1825-002.00 PROPOSED OPTION D | 1:100 /1:25 Al
COLE d006.1.1 MULLINGAR SUBSTATION ILLUSTRATIVE PLAN 1: 100 Al
COLE d006.1.2 MULLINGAR SUBSTATION EXTENSION EQUIPMENT DETAILS 1: 100 Al




BIPUBIBIIOAUI MMM
B PUB[RIIONILMMMEO]
11956216 (0) €56+

|ejusWIUOAUT

P8MA TEH ‘Puefal| -
Kemen ‘peoy wen |
sjueynsuo)

pue Suluuelq
OMIN
92¥ZS0 '922ZSO
“ON 133HS SO
zzozoLiz £VO 000°09:L
31va ‘3VoS
14 10 - Bsyr00Z 65¥7002
“ON ONIMVHEA ON 103rodd
amou) uueyqes|y uaug O ydasor
‘A8 3XO3HO ‘A8 ONIMVHA
yjeswisapn

'0D ‘|4 Wied puip 8j00D

T 103r0Nd

depy 1xa3u09 uone20T

F1LIL ONIMVHA

PuEjel] JO JUBWIUIBAOD/PUE(SI] ASAING BOUBUPIO @ £1LG29Z0GTWAD “ON 99US0IT puejel| ASAINS 8oUBUPIO

Aiepunog uoneo)ddy Buiuueld

puaba Buimeiq

\

1| pueUAlf

\ BT
pleulied

R N\pws”

=
I
AN

A

4eI2]00D

ooppeLLe|

postegn 1




T~ - 5 =
4 -
BI'PUBDIION MMM :DHSIS Y L ) - 7N =5
Sl pUBIBIOY L MMM@OLUI ;[lews ) ,, ] - ,,,/ . ! . 7 NX 4 _
T195€L 16 (0) €5+ VR <A 5 ) B a. << :
¥8MA T6H ‘puelay| 5/ - (LY . o - G S A \ \ -
Kemjen ‘peoy wen | A “< ) . g - : .. (N ;
sjuejnsuo) , : . i N NPV(E
|ejuawiuoIAug I SN - 7 g | &
pue Suluueld ( . 2 . . / |~ - (s . .
OMIN , (D LN LTSS NS Y
/ [ 3 SA A | - | S\ 5
— e : < s ] a\\mo A
.ENN .ONNN .mmhw .mth WONN mONN @ONN mmwN N.m@N —_mwN @mww m_NwN .mme .vwmw .mmmw .NmmN .wmvN .mmvN ) - 6y < SN / .
Y6YC '€6YC '8V 'LTYT "9TVT 'STYT "99ET 'GIET YIET '€9ET 'C0ET 'TOET LOET '00€T 'BETT '8ETT “LETT '9€TT X i - N . A
“ON 133HS SO / \ - \. :
(] LV © 000°0¢:1 , - /o B | 7
cecocolL’Le . - : _
-a1va ‘31v0s - - X : NS \
14 20 - BSyY00Z Bsy00z - e , , .
“ON ONIMYYA YON 103royd ) / N \ z . VX
aMoJ) uueyqesy ualg o ydasor X, > . AN
‘A9 03M03HO ‘A9 ONIMYHA N - . v
N 7 4 — . - . \ i )
Ujeaw}sap "09 ‘|4 Wied puipy 9j00d S J S/ ~ | ,
‘F1LIL 103roNd .,/. < x /N ) VA )
NG L ) Ny &b : . N . /- A - < - :
4 7 } N \ - . .\\\.é
% B : ; ]
de\ uoiyeos0-] 9IS \. K S
- - . N )
‘F1LIL ONIMYHEA - : \ )
. y/ > 8 . \ P - R B N\ X
Pas J a N - ° .
/ / N < .. X & e
é . 25 \c S - e 1 = A P
/ < : N % . ']
s 2 J
N P |
¥ @ / AN \\ o .\. "
. b vl - - X« N/ P -
- < X
. g Ry v”-| \
. \ N1
N \/ 7/ ) *é) 4 - - - [.. .
B /\ @ v \ A - S - ) R =
/ = N —
= . e Ly e -
o \ — &

puejal| JO JUBWIUIBADS)/puB|al| ASAINS 80UBUPIO B/ 1S/9Z0STVAD "ON 80UsdiT puejal| AsAINg 8oueupIQ

010N 8)IS x

Alepunog sisumopue —

Aiepunog uonjeoiddy Buiuuely

puaba buimeaq

-\ N .
v, NS SAENS
NN UoIoUN[ UMOJSUEO A - ) 2
AV IR . =YY :: 2% 4" .
\ : 7 Al S5 O - S A g
] S - - . » 2\ -
" % . : - : I\ | .
2 TN . | o =Y ,
2 Jap / \\\ </ = .. _ B . . i /
AN A S SN 2%
- D AT , , 7 ; %% . V!
— Y | /N \ . i ; \ %)
- - \ : . m, \ / / / D BAN p L - .‘ - . i ) ) . . X RN e
= A ) I A \ /" N - . d - k N - - A 3
it - = - ; -t - NG a \ . ). AL {
s G B N\ 3 A \ . . . | .« - = o\ 5 A g .
Y O] <\ \ R - Y N : . - TN : r T IS i)
— " ! ~ - h 1N - . : . .ﬁaﬂw R \ BN N ,.7- N B i = ) : - R - N, . . 5 9.
A\ .,,.. W[.{.ﬂ N £ ._., - - - - S . sy ) ! - ..,,,, .1 - \ . N - - ‘ N . N [ ! - ‘. . ~
Fl 7 & == Y \ - . L ) | . / LY b ) o - . . S .
- ) 2\ - | - : ¥ - 3 R /
3 o~ < X - | AN " {; uonounp/ /L
/ AN/
i / N : \,\M/,//
§ o4 Y
\ . - N X
R - . B v 7 3
. . R RY/ 3
- g \- - v\m \ . =
A/ 9 . 5 N /.
/ - \ /
< - / . -
\ B \ f <
) A . - . A
5 o . - §f - ¥ = 4
- / --.“ - - .-w y-.v \?
Vg Sl DN G B} - 5. y S
A / .,,M,/ ’ iy N W 7 5 -
- ke i 3 ;
X7 -
LY >
- - = \
- : \ oLsL0mN. = - 1, O B N . ’ - : ) - N ; Vau : N - o \ ul@
G- 4 D X 4 4 o < N )
\ ke A 3 . (B S .
v S r— A b omm. £ /
T - Y i §
| N ! e O \ / . y :
| ] - ff £ NG /] A
L . Y : i : . : g uonounp |inbiayog
[ 2 ‘, a5 RN ‘ . -
] — i v / . - /4 /- -/
uonoun VAT N B S A :
ounp L AN TR, ~_! / Ty
N O - y N :
D - /
] - Y
| @
~ ¢ \. - ~ 3 /
[1ouno) Ayuno) ~ Dt g e » Y .v
y1eaw1sap\ Yiim JuswaauSe pue suoliedlydads gs3 01 193[gns > wl - g S ﬁ
. N / % 0 2

90 01 JOpIII0D peod ay3 ul Aeq julol/ajged Jo uoi1edso| 19ex3 ‘6
‘suonipuoo punolb |eoo] uo Buipuadep Alea Aew s|oAg) euld ‘g
‘Buimesp

auliqJn} Jad se Jajowelp Jojod auigin] [eoidA} moys sueld jnohe *2
‘Buime.p siyj uodn aoueljas 1o asn ay} o} Japjoy JybuAdoo

Byl Aq panssi pue wouy Jybnos aq o} Juswaaibe uspum yons ‘Bunum
ul paaibe asImIaylo SSajun asn JO SUOIIPUOD 8Say) Jo aoueldadoe
aq 0] pawaap aq |leys Buimelp siy) uodn asueljal 1o Jo asn ay] ‘9
"SYJOM U} O} d)e|al ey} S|9AS| pue suoisuswip

|le pue Aue Buioayo pue Buye} Joy a|qisuodsal aie pue a)is

BU} JISIA }SNW ‘SI0}OBJIJUOI-(NS JO UleW JOY}BUM ‘SI0}OBIJUOD IV °G
‘Buimelp siy} JJo uaye} ag pjnoys

Ajuo suoisuawip oujew painbi{ -Buimelp siy} Jo 8jeos jou oq
"UBAIINS,O 3|1A8) AypeDop Jaumo JybuAdoos ayy jo aonou Joud

8y} Inoypm Janaosieym wioy Aue ul Ajjoym Jo Ajjened paonpoudal
Jo paidoo aq Aew yymalay Led oN "pansasal sybu e ‘wybuido) ¢
"SUONIPUOD JOBJJUOI/UOIIONIISUOD J0} Pasn aq 0} jou sBuimelq ‘g
‘Ajuo sesod.ind uoneoidde 6uiuueld Joy aue panssi sbuimelq - |
sa)oN Buimeuaqg ubisaq jo09fouad




BI'PUBDIION MMM :DHSIS
aI'PUBRIIOY U MMM®BOLU :[leLLID

119G€/ 16 (0) EGE+ )
Y8MA T6H ‘puejal)
Aem|ey ‘peoy wen A .
sjueljnsuo) :
|ejuswiuodiAug
pue Suluueld (
OMIN :
1212 ‘0,12 '69.T '89.2'20.2 ‘10LZ ‘00.Z ‘6692 ‘Z€9Z ‘1L€9Z ‘09T ‘6292 ‘S9ST ‘YIST ‘€95 ‘29ST ‘96VT ‘S6¥T
‘Y6YZ ‘€672 ‘82T ‘12¥T ‘92T ‘'STYT '99ET 'S9ET ‘YIET '€9ET ‘€0ET ‘'20ET' LOET ‘00ET ‘BETT ‘BETT LETT '9£TT
“ON L33HS SO |.
. - [1 .
zeozoLLe LV @ 000°0E:L
31va 31vOS
14 €0 - Bs¥v002 Bsy1002
“ON ONIMVHd “ON LO3rodd
aMmol) uueyqes|p uaug o ydasor
‘A9 @3axMO3HO ‘A9 ONIMVEHA

Ujeaw)sap "0 ‘|4 Waed puipy 9j00D

‘3711 103rodd

ue|d A9)] uoneoso 93Is

‘31LIL ONIMYEA

uoneisqng Jebulnyy Bunsix3
uoneisgns wie puipy

uonela)ly ajgeD pasodoid

9}JN0Y UO[}08UU0D PUD

Buiige) |eou3os|3 [eussiu| ” |
punodwo) uononisuo) Alesodwa |

14 moulog

ealy deamg auiqun]

uonepuno4 auIgn|

ealy BuipuespieH ped auei)

peoy pasodoid

puejal| JO JUBWIUIBADS)/puB|al| ASAINS 80UBUPIO B/ 1S/9Z0STVAD "ON 80UsdiT puejal| AsAINg 8oueupIQ

papeJbdn ag 0} peoy |eulaixg Bunsixg

papesbdn og 0} peoy |eulsiu| Bunsixg

Arepunog uoneoiddy Buiuueld

puaba Buime.q

[1Puno) Auno)

y1eaw1sap\ Yiim JuswaauSe pue suoliedlydads gs3 01 193[gns
90 01 JOpIII0D peod ay3 ul Aeq julol/ajged Jo uoi1edso| 19ex3 ‘6
‘suonipuoo punolb |eoo] uo Buipuadep Alea Aew s|oAg) euld ‘g
‘Buimesp

auliqJn} Jad se Jajowelp Jojod auigin] [eoidA} moys sueld jnohe *2
‘Buime.p siyj uodn aoueljas 1o asn ay} o} Japjoy JybuAdoo

Byl Aq panssi pue wouy Jybnos aq o} Juswaaibe uspum yons ‘Bunum
ul paaibe asImIaylo SSajun asn JO SUOIIPUOD 8Say) Jo aoueldadoe
aq 0] pawaap aq |leys Buimelp siy) uodn asueljal 1o Jo asn ay] ‘9
"SYJOM U} O} d)e|al ey} S|9AS| pue suoisuswip

|le pue Aue Buioayo pue Buye} Joy a|qisuodsal aie pue a)is

BU} JISIA }SNW ‘SI0}OBJIJUOI-(NS JO UleW JOY}BUM ‘SI0}OBIJUOD IV °G
‘Buimelp siy} JJo uaye} ag pjnoys

Ajuo suoisuawip oujew painbi{ -Buimelp siy} Jo 8jeos jou oq
"UBAIINS,O 3|1A8) AypeDop Jaumo JybuAdoos ayy jo aonou Joud

8y} Inoypm Janaosieym wioy Aue ul Ajjoym Jo Ajjened paonpoudal
Jo paidoo aq Aew yymalay Led oN "pansasal sybu e ‘wybuido) ¢
"SUONIPUOD JOBJJUOI/UOIIONIISUOD J0} Pasn aq 0} jou sBuimelq ‘g
‘Ajuo sesod.ind uoneoidde 6uiuueld Joy aue panssi sbuimelq - |
sa)oN Buimeuaqg ubisaq jo09fouad

s g

e

N\

|
1
|
]

N \V l.
- A [
- / Y. .
e =l
LY/
-
NN

\

uonounp

_m//

\

SN
\ - N
/w \
- N -
X N N
- . - A TS \\
NN T S
/4
o \{ X
NG ) \_/
//// - °
m_ﬁ,. o
{ f
o - E
A . =
; - Nior ) s 23
“ i ) \AN.&O‘,/ { - —
iwl 3
\J»a\p\ | _
: a ) \
\) N ~ Iy
. o - ™~
— - _ AN N
o ‘- N\
< A- /o B >~
“
. ./.;M, \ -
3
A - - )
s S
o
) 5 .3
\
X Ry - >
5 0 =
Ry,
> ST L
ol -
: 21 7
6
,.t. < 2 (e
N ﬁ e - =
5 -
- - -
o - L / oo
" ﬁ.,;, =
(s ISEPAN
: K20 -

D ! . S
! S \\ - 7
S R = :d )
a7 . =/
1 Q2 3, h .
— Q .
i s D b < - - N -
. V C - -
I N- \ . X = -
£ - 0 )
N - . > .
// - o - \
N NG /S TN
A / 9 .
SN D\ )
N /7 / .
o5 -/ >
,\\ \”
/ M/ \
- : X \
- ) P /
B < D\ g
N /\Iv . 7 B ./ 3 &>
YN o - P ,
NS . N . y
| . : /// e K
o4 S p % o
& & oz Gl
N £ \
9 / \.,p
. : )
- * ~ 2
{ / o | €5
/ e :
,wy, A0l
L B ,
¥ N N
4
\ N .

~NAOISAOTIVD » KDCEVATIVE

o

O

Tl
g
:

==

N

/\/y«./‘l! W
N\ uonounr |iInbiayog
y e

N

A%

, 5
A
* =
2 a
) -
e
\
3
< ¢
|
- -
i A
/
/
SAS i
~e i
o \ "
. / - .
- \\
s -/ ™\
N \\ ///
- ; B
$ o
£ <,
.\ / . NG
s
7 >
i I
Q I
) |
- o %
*,
) ¢
&
-
N
S
P
% .r. &
SO
£\ »
/ 0 2
/ /

AN


AutoCAD SHX Text
Waste Management Area

AutoCAD SHX Text
CIVIL CHANGING AND WC

AutoCAD SHX Text
CIVIL Mess

AutoCAD SHX Text
Site Canteen

AutoCAD SHX Text
White Diesel

AutoCAD SHX Text
Reverse Parking

AutoCAD SHX Text
WASH

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOP Storage Area

AutoCAD SHX Text
Reverse Parking

AutoCAD SHX Text
GENERATOR

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORAGE/SERVICE AREA

AutoCAD SHX Text
Canteen

AutoCAD SHX Text
Gents

AutoCAD SHX Text
Ladies

AutoCAD SHX Text
Client

AutoCAD SHX Text
INDUCTION

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOP

AutoCAD SHX Text
TURBINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
Store

AutoCAD SHX Text
OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE/

AutoCAD SHX Text
WORKSHOP

AutoCAD SHX Text
SWITCHGEAR

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL

AutoCAD SHX Text
BUILDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
BATTERY ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WC

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE/OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE

AutoCAD SHX Text
OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE/

AutoCAD SHX Text
WORKSHOP

AutoCAD SHX Text
WC

AutoCAD SHX Text
SWITCHGEAR

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
BATTERY ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WC

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE/OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE

AutoCAD SHX Text
OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE/

AutoCAD SHX Text
WORKSHOP

AutoCAD SHX Text
SWITCHGEAR

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL

AutoCAD SHX Text
BUILDING

AutoCAD SHX Text
BATTERY ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WC

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE/OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE

AutoCAD SHX Text
OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE/

AutoCAD SHX Text
WORKSHOP

AutoCAD SHX Text
WC

AutoCAD SHX Text
SWITCHGEAR

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
BATTERY ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WC

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE/OFFICE

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTROL ROOM

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORE

AutoCAD SHX Text
Waste Management Area

AutoCAD SHX Text
CIVIL CHANGING AND WC

AutoCAD SHX Text
CIVIL Mess

AutoCAD SHX Text
Site Canteen

AutoCAD SHX Text
White Diesel

AutoCAD SHX Text
Reverse Parking

AutoCAD SHX Text
WASH

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOP Storage Area

AutoCAD SHX Text
Reverse Parking

AutoCAD SHX Text
GENERATOR

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORAGE/SERVICE AREA

AutoCAD SHX Text
Canteen

AutoCAD SHX Text
Gents

AutoCAD SHX Text
Ladies

AutoCAD SHX Text
Client

AutoCAD SHX Text
INDUCTION

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOP

AutoCAD SHX Text
TURBINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
Store


TO1
ITM 640852, 777346
Level - 63.5m O.D.

T08

ITM 640511, 776034
Level - 61.5m O.D,

ITM 640322, 775448
Level - 68m O.D.

108,12

ITM 639849, 775149 Y
Level - 67m O.D.

T13
ITM 640750, 775050
Level - 68m O.D.

T12
ITM 640263, 774772
Level - 68.5m O.D.

T02

ITM 641419, 777267
Level - 64m O.D.

ITM 641463, 776708
Level - 66m O.D.

TO7
ITM 640893, 776651
Level - 64.5m O.D.

-
{
\

ITM 641168, 776069
Level - 64.5m O.D.

ITM 640862, 775599
Level - 66m O.D.

y
xr-

R R E R R R = S e e o K

=

T04

ITM 641994, 776908
Level - 64.5m O.D.

ITM 641716, 776074
Level - 62.5m O.D.

-

L7F

/

T15

ITM. 642772, 775661
Level - 63m O.D.

Project Design Drawing Notes
1. Drawings issued are for planning application purposes only.
2. Drawings not to be used for construction/contract conditions.

3. Copyright, all rights reserved. No part herewith may be copied or
reproduced partially or wholly in any form whatsoever without the
prior notice of the copyright owner McCarthy Keville O'Sullivan.

4. Do not scale off this drawing. Figured metric dimensions only
should be taken off this drawing.

5. All contractors, whether main or sub-contractors, must visit the
site and are responsible for taking and checking any and all
dimensions and levels that relate to the works.

6. The use of or reliance upon this drawing shall be deemed to be
acceptance of these conditions of use unless otherwise agreed in
writing, such written agreement to be sought from and issued by the
copyright holder to the use or reliance upon this drawing.

7. Layout plans show typical Turbine rotor diameter as per turbine
drawing.

8. Final levels may vary depending on local ground conditions.
9. Exact location of cable/joint bay in the road corridor to be

subject to ESB specifications and agreement with Westmeath
County Council
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7. Layout plans show typical Turbine rotor diameter as per turbine
drawing.
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8. Final levels may vary depending on local ground conditions.

9. Exact location of cable/joint bay in the road corridor to be
subject to ESB specifications and agreement with Westmeath
County Council
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Project Design Drawing Notes
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1. Drawings issued are for planning application purposes only.

2. Drawings not to be used for construction/contract conditions.

3. Copyright, all rights reserved. No part herewith may be copied or
reproduced partially or wholly in any form whatsoever without the
prior notice of the copyright owner McCarthy Keville O'Sullivan.

4. Do not scale off this drawing. Figured metric dimensions only
should be taken off this drawing.

5. All contractors, whether main or sub-contractors, must visit the

site and are responsible for taking and checking any and all
dimensions and levels that relate to the works.

6. The use of or reliance upon this drawing shall be deemed to be
acceptance of these conditions of use unless otherwise agreed in
writing, such written agreement to be sought from and issued by the
copyright holder to the use or reliance upon this drawing.

7. Layout plans show typical Turbine rotor diameter as per turbine
drawing.

8. Final levels may vary depending on local ground conditions.

9. Exact location of cable/joint bay in the road corridor to be
subject to ESB specifications and agreement with Westmeath

County Council
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