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SECTION 1   
INTRODUCTION 

 
 
Introduction 
 
In 2012 the Council decided to adopt the current County Donegal Development Plan.  
One of the significant issues deliberated over during the final adoption of the plan 
was the provisions of Chapter 7, as it related to wind energy development. 
 
The aim of the adopted Development Plan, as provided for in Chapter 7, is to 
recognise the environmental benefits and economic opportunities arising from the 
development of available renewable energy resources and the significant potential of 
the geography of Donegal to harness these energies, particularly wind, wave, tidal 
energy and hydro- energy. The Plan recognises the need for associated 
infrastructure to enable the harnessing of these energy resources and to promote 
and facilitate the development of Donegal as a Centre of Excellence for Renewable 
Energy through developments that are appropriate and consistent with the 
sustainable development of the area.  
 
The plan has 5 core Objectives in respect of energy development, namely: 

1. To develop sustainably a diverse renewable energy portfolio to meet demands 
and capitalize on the County’s competitive locational advantage. 

2. To facilitate the strengthening of the electricity grid to enable the harnessing 
and distribution of energy. The Council will support transboundary and trans-
national interconnectors to enable the exporting of energy outside of the 
County. 

3. To facilitate the sustainable development of Killybegs as a Centre of 
Excellence for the green economy and other energy industries, with the 
development of a strong, vibrant and proactive cluster of support businesses 
and research and development facilities. 

4. To facilitate a sustainable and diverse mix of developments which limit the net 
adverse impacts associated with global warming such as promoting renewable 
energy, the growth of local farm produce and the promotion of sustainable 
modes of public transport. 

5. To ensure that wind energy developments meet the requirements and 
standards set out in the DEHLG Wind Energy Development Guidelines 2006, 
or any subsequent related Guidelines (or as may be amended). 

 
 
The Development Plan was ultimately adopted after significant deliberations in 
respect of submissions/observations made, including the absence of a Landscape 
Character Assessment, concerns raised in respect of the extent of area proposed to 
be designated as ‘preferred areas’ and the absence of a specified distance between 
dwellings and wind energy developments and concerns in respect of consequential 
potential adverse health effects.  It was ultimately decided that the issue of health 
impact was a national issue to be dealt with by Government and that material 
alterations be made to the plan, including: 
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• Changing  designation of areas from ‘Preferred Area’ to ‘Area open to 
consideration’ – thus providing for designations within the County as either 
‘Not Favoured Areas’ or ‘Areas open to Consideration’ 

• Commit to the preparation of a Landscape Character Assessment of the 
County so as to provide an evidence based framework for the review of the 
identification, assessment, protection, management and planning of the 
landscape. 

•  Stipulate requirement to comply with the Wind Energy Development 
Guidelines: Guidelines for Planning Authorities, 2006 (or as may be 
amended); Any specified separation distance would have meant the plan was 
inconsistent with Ministerial Guidelines; It also meant that any change to the 
Guidelines would have immediate effect without recourse to the time delay 
associated with a necessary variation being made to the plan. 

 
Targeted Ministerial Review of Wind Energy Guidelines 
The issue of wind energy and the implication for communities has come under 
considerable scrutiny since the County Development Plan has been adopted.  The 
Government published proposed revisions to the Wind Energy Guidelines in 
December 2013, which consisted of a targeted review in relation to Noise, Proximity 
and Shadow Flicker.  The Council has made its submission and comments include: 

• 40dB(A) as an absolute noise limit does not take appropriate account of very 
quiet environments (e.g. below 30 dB(A)) and that in those circumstances a 
lower limit of 35 dB(A) should apply.   

• 500m separation distance for amenity purposes is noted but consideration 
should be given to whether the identification of a set separation distance of 
500m is sufficient where the full extent of two or more turbines are within the 
zone of visual influence of the setting of a house (including its curtilage). In 
this regard, it was suggested that a separation distance of 10 times the turbine 
tip height should be considered.   

 
Implementation of Existing Policy 
Since the adoption of the County Donegal Development Plan 2012-2018, Members 
of the Council raised concerns in respect of a number of decisions made in respect of 
wind energy proposals, including: 

• Kinnagoe – Applic. For 2 Turbines: Refused by DCC under CDP 2006-2012 
(Applic 12/70002 refers) and granted on appeal to An Bord Pleanala (Contrary 
to Inspector Recommendation to refuse). 

• Straboy -   Applic. for 25 Turbines: Permission granted by DCC under 2006 
County Development Plan (Applic 11/30127 refers) and refused on appeal to 
An Bord Pleanala under CDP 2012-2018 (Inspectors reasons for refusal 
amended). 

• Newmills – Applic. for 16 Turbines: Permission granted by DCC under CDP 
2012-2018 (Applic. 12/50757 refers)  and refused on appeal by An Bord 
Pleanala (Inspectors reasons for refusal amended). 

 
The Glenties Wind Information Group made a presentation to Donegal County 
Council at its October 2013 meeting in respect of concerns they had regarding the 
lack of protection afforded to the Freshwater Pearl Mussel and residential amenity 
within the County Development Plan.  Following consideration it was decided at the 
meeting of Donegal County Council on the 27th January 2014, to proceed with a 
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proposed Variation (No. 2) to the County Donegal Development Plan 2012-2018 (as 
varied) and to add to it a further amendment in respect the extent of protection 
afforded to Glenveagh National Park.  The draft Variation was subsequently 
screened for Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Directive and  it was 
screened under the Strategic Environmental Assessment legislation and 
subsequently the proposed Variation was placed on public display from 9th April 
2014 to 9th May  2014 and 3,326 submissions and observations were received in 
respect of it. 

 
Proposed Variation to County Donegal Development Plan 2012-2018 (as varied) 
The proposed Variation (No. 2) to the County Donegal Development Plan 2012-2018 
(as varied) seeks to make 5 No. specific amendments to the Councils policy in 
relation to wind energy development, which are in summary: 
Amendment 1 - Text amendment providing for the inclusion of the Fresh Water 

Pearl Mussel catchments contained in the Freshwater Pearl 
Mussel Sub-Basin Management Plans for Clady, Eske, 
Glaskeelin, Leannan, Owencarrow and Owenea as areas ‘Not 
Favoured’ for wind energy developments. 

Amendment 2 - Insertion of an Objective that specifically requires wind energy 
developments not to adversely impact upon the existing 
residential amenities of residential properties, and other centres 
of human habitation. 

Amendment 3 - Provides for mapping amendment to Map 9 (wind energy) to 
identify the 6 FWPM catchments as ‘Not Favoured’ for wind 
energy. 

Amendment 4 - Text amendment regarding locations in the County within which 
turbines must not be located resulting in: 
(a) Deletion of the text reference and definition of the Zone of 

Visual Influence of Glenveagh National Park. 
(b) Insertion of reference to FWPM catchments. 
(c) Provision of a set back distance of ten times the tip height of 

turbines from residential properties and other centres of 
human habitation.  

Amendment 5 - Provides a definition in respect of ‘Centres of Human Habitation.’ 
 
The purpose of the Variation can therefore be categorised under three separate 
themes, namely: 
(1) To afford greater protection to Fresh Water Pearl Mussels through the 

inclusion of the catchments identified in the 6 Sub- Basin Management 
Plans as areas ‘Not Favoured’ for wind energy development; 

(2) To afford greater protection to residential properties and centres of human 
habitation; and 

(3) To refine the Zone of Visual Influence of turbines within the context of 
Glenveagh National Park.  

 
Legislative requirements 
The purpose of this report is to fulfil the requirements of the Planning & Development 
Act 2000 (as amended), which requires that the Chief Executive prepare a report on 
the submissions and observations received in respect of the draft Variation.  The 
report is required to: 
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(1) Provide a list of the persons or bodies who made submissions or 
observations, 

(2)  Summarise the issues raised from the submissions or observations,  
(3) Give the response of the Chief Executive to the issues raised taking account 

of the proper planning and sustainable development of the area, the 
statutory obligations of the local authority and any relevant policies or 
objectives of the Government or any Minister of Government; and 

(4) Summarise the issues and recommendations made by the Minister and the 
Border Regional Authority and outline the recommendations of the Chief 
Executive in relation to the manner in which those issues should be 
addressed.  

 
Appropriate Assessment 
Appropriate Assessment was carried out in respect of the adopted County Donegal 
Development Plan 2012-2018 and screening for Appropriate Assessment at each 
stage of this proposed Variation has been carried out in accordance with the 
‘Methodological Guidance on the Provision of Article 6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats 
Directive 92/43/EEC’ as published by the European Commission.  
 
The initial Appropriate Assessment screening of this proposed variation at pre-draft 
stage concluded that significant effects on the network of Natura 2000 sites would 
not be likely and therefore that AA is not required in respect of the proposed 
Variation. This determination was informed by the Environmental Protection Agency 
response to consultation. In this regard, the EPA supported the proposals in relation 
to FWPM catchments and did not identify any potential negative impacts.   As 
screening for Appropriate Assessment is an ‘iterative’ process it is proposed to carry 
out AA screening at every stage of the planning process. In this context, should any 
additional modification be made then it will be necessary to screen the modifications 
before proceeding. 
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment  
A Strategic Environmental Assessment was carried out in respect of the adopted 
County Donegal Development Plan 2012-2018. This proposed Variation to the 
adopted Plan has been screened at pre- draft stage to determine if a SEA is 
necessary and this assessment concluded, pursuant to Article 13K of the Planning 
and Development (Strategic Environmental Assessment) Regulations 2004-2011 and 
the criteria as set out in Schedule 2A of those Regulations, that the proposed 
Variation was not likely to have significant effects on the environment, and does not 
therefore require a Strategic Environmental Assessment. The EPA consultation 
response regarding the need for SEA reflected the comments made in respect of AA 
wherein no potential significant negative effects were identified. As in the case of 
Appropriate Assessment, screening for Strategic Environmental Assessment is an 
‘iterative’ process and therefore it is proposed to carry out SEA screening at every 
stage of the planning process. In this context, should any modification be made then 
it will be necessary to screen the modifications before proceeding. 
 
Purpose and Structure of the Report 
The purpose of this report is to inform Members consideration of the proposed 
Variation, having regard to the issues raised during the consultation period and 
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having regard to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.  As 
referenced above the proposed amendments are defined by three themes, namely: 

(1) To afford greater protection to Fresh Water Pearl Mussels through the 
inclusion of the catchments identified in the 6 Sub- Basin Management Plans 
as areas ‘Not Favoured’ for wind energy development; 

(2) To afford greater protection to residential properties and centres of human 
habitation; and 

(3) To refine the Zone of Visual Influence of turbines within the context of 
Glenveagh National Park.  

 
In Section 2, this report will set out, under each theme, the proposed amendment that 
relates to the specified theme together with a summary of the issues raised in the 
submissions/observations.  Section 3 shall then provide an opinion in respect of the 
issues raised together with recommendation(s).  The recommendation(s) will be to 
either:  

(a) Make the Variation in accordance with the proposed amendment(s), or, 
(b) Make the Variation  but to modify the proposed amendment(s), or,  
(c) Not to make the Variation as proposed in the amendment(s).  

 
The summary of issues raised in submissions or observations is referenced to the 
name of each person/body that made a submission through Table 1, located in 
Appendix 1.  Table 1 provides the name of each person that made a submission with 
a unique Identity Reference Number and it also provides a summary of the issues 
raised in each submission.  This facilitates each submission to be tracked to the 
summary of issues, which it has informed, and to trace how their submission has 
been considered.  However, it should be noted, that those issues that have been 
raised that do not relate to a specific proposed amendment are not considered in the 
report. 
 
Next steps  
In accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended), the 
Members shall now consider the proposed Variation and the Report at a meeting of 
Donegal County Council. At that time, the Members may: 
 

(i) Decide to make the Variation with or without modification or; 
(ii) Decide to materially alter the proposed variation (subject to further steps, 

including Strategic Environmental Assessment or Appropriate Assessment or 
both, followed by further period of public consultation) or; 

(iii) Decide not to make the Variation 
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SECTION 2 
SUMMARY OF ISSUES RAISED IN THE SUBMISSIONS 

 
 

 
2.1  Summary of issues raised in relation to Freshwater Pearl 

Mussel (FPM) 
 
 
Nature of the amendments: 
Ref Document/ 

page in 
the CDP 

Nature of amendment 

1 Chapter 7, 
page 108 , 
section 
7.2.1 

Amend the text at Chapter 7, section 7.2.1, page 108 of the 
Core Document, in relation to area identified as ‘Not Favoured’ 
so that it reads as follows (NB: New 
text in blue): 
 
Not Favoured – Areas where wind energy proposals will not be 
favoured have been identified due to the significant 
environmental, heritage and landscape 
constraints. These include; SAC and SPA (Natura 2000) Sites, 
NHAs, unspoiled areas of EHSAs, Areas of Fresh Water Pearl 
Mussel including the catchments identified in the Sub-Basin 
Management Plans for Clady Eske, Glaskeelin, Leannan, 
Owencarrow and Owenea (as listed in S.I. 296 of 2009), 
important views and prospects. It is considered that these areas 
have little or no capacity for wind energy development. 
 
Map 9 Wind energy highlights the ‘Area Open to Consideration’ 
and the ‘Not Favoured areas’. 
 
The Council recognise the opportunities arising from the use of 
more efficient turbines on established windfarms, as they 
generate much higher energy yields per turbine, thereby 
reducing the need for additional turbines. In most cases the 
infrastructure, roads, hardstand, turbines, sub station and fences 
have already been established, so there should be limited 
additional impact. 
To reflect the increasingly complex interaction of the issues 
involved in considering wind energy proposals the Council is 
committed to further developing the Renewable Energy Strategy 
that recognises the potential role of the county in energy 
generation in the context of the proper planning and sustainable 
development of the area. The wind energy policies herein must 
be considered in the context of the development and technical 
standards relating to wind energy set out in Chapter 10 and in 
the context of all other relevant objectives and policies set out in 
this Plan. 
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Ref Document/ 
page in 
the CDP 

Nature of amendment 

3 Map 9 
‘Wind 
Energy’ 

To show the addition of 6 Sub-Basin Catchments of SAC 
populations listed in S.I. 296 of 2009 (First Schedule) for the 
Fresh Water Pearl Mussel (FPM) as ‘Not Favoured for Wind 
Energy Developments’ as shown in accordance with the 
Appendix 1’. 

4 
(Part 
B) 

Chapter 
10, page 
144 , 
section 
10.6.5 

Amend the text at Chapter 10, section 10.6.5 of the Core 
Document so as to read as follows (new text shown in blue; text 
for deletion shown in strikethrough). 
 
10.6.5  Wind turbines must meet the requirements and 

standards set out in the DEHLG Wind Energy 
Development Guidelines 2006, or any subsequent 
related Guidelines and in addition must not be located 
within: 
(a) The zone of visual influence (ZVI) of the Glenveagh 

National Park 
(a) The zone of influence/ flight path at Donegal Airport. 
(b) The 6 Fresh Water Pearl Mussel (S.I. 296 of 2009) 

catchments contained in the Freshwater Pearl 
Mussel Sub-Basin Management Plans for Clady, 
Eske, Glaskeelin, Leannan, Owencarrow and 
Owenea. 

(c) A set back distance of ten times the tip height of 
proposed turbines from residential properties and 
other centres of human habitation. 

 
 
Reference numbers of submissions received: 

� Prescribed Bodies:  
No’s 3322 (DECLG), 3323 (BRA) 

 
� Other bodies or persons:  

No’s 1-314, 316-427, 429-449, 451-469, 471-504, 506-532, 534-553, 555-
594, 596-625. 627-634, 636-687, 689-695, 697-722, 724-759, 761-3320. 

 

Summary of the issues raised by the Minister & Other Prescribed 
Bodies 
The DECLG has stated that the amendment regarding Freshwater Pearl Mussel 
would have the effect of proposing a ban on the consideration of wind energy 
proposals in areas where it has effectively been suggested that there are significant 
environmental, heritage and landscape constraints but without the supporting 
assessments under the relevant EU Directives. In addition, the DECLG state that it is 
not clear whether the relevant scientific and quantitative assessments have been 
utilised in coming to the conclusion that these areas should be designated as ‘Not 
favoured Areas’ for wind energy developments.  They state that, depending upon a 
variety of factors, there may or may not be a direct link between the location of wind 
energy developments and any adverse impacts on such protected species. It is 
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stated that this provision of the draft Variation be deleted unless evidence is 
furnished, which justifies this provision. 
 
The Border Regional Authority (BRA) in their submission refer to the Freshwater 
Pearl Mussel management plans that were adopted to protect the Freshwater Pearl 
Mussel.  They say that those plans did not specifically identify wind energy 
developments as a single significant threat and they note that this was considered in 
the drafting of the County Development Plan that includes objective NH-O-4 and 
policy NH-P-4 and which  were assessed under the SEA Directive and Habitats 
Directive. The BRA also outline that any specific proposal for wind energy 
developments would also be subject to a further and more detailed assessments 
under the Habitats Directive and the Environmental Impact Assessment legislation at 
project level.  BRA state that there are many other land uses that could potentially 
negatively effect the Freshwater Pearl Mussel but they are not referenced in the 
proposed Variation.  They state that this proposed Variation is not the correct 
approach to protecting the Freshwater Pearl Mussel as they do not enhance the 
protection any further, but negatively impact upon a sector which is expected to grow 
and expand in Ireland in the future.  
 
Overall, the Border Regional Authority consider the proposed amendments to be 
inconsistent with National and Regional policy on wind energy and recommend that 
they be omitted and replaced with a statement that policies and objectives on wind 
energy will be reviewed in light of the focused review of DECLG Wind Energy 
Guidelines 2006 and the finalisation of a Planning Policy Framework for renewable 
energy export by DECLG.  It is also considered appropriate that Donegal County 
Council take a proactive approach to renewable energy development and draft and 
adopt a Landscape Character Assessment and a renewable and/or wind energy 
strategy for the county. 
 

Summary of the issues raised by other persons or bodies: 
 
Submissions supporting the amendments: 
 
The vast majority of respondents outlined support for the proposed amendment and 
cited the protection of the Freshwater Pearl Mussel (FWPM) as being important as it 
is a sensitive, rare and endangered species and its presence represents a signifier of 
pristine water quality which is in turn necessary to enhance tourism opportunities 
through angling. The submissions state that Ireland has 46% of Europe’s Freshwater 
Pearl Mussel population and that a significant portion of these are contained within 
the 6 river catchments the subject of the proposed Variation (Owenea, Eske, 
Leannan, Owencarrow, Glaskeelin and Clady) and are EU protected (as Special 
Areas of Conservation). The Owenea River is identified in the submissions as 
currently being ranked 22nd out of 27 Freshwater Pearl Mussel Special Areas of 
Conservation on the basis of population status, habitat condition and current 
pressures. The submissions state that the level of siltation and nutrient input 
throughout the catchment is high. 
 
The submissions outline the importance of clean water to the survival of FWPM and 
states that unless measures are put in place to ensure successful breeding and 
recruitment, the existing populations within these catchments will become extinct as 
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the standing population of adult mussels dies off. The submissions also refer to 
Irelands obligations under the Habitats Directive to ensure the protection of the 
species and our obligations under the Water Framework Directive to improve water 
quality status by 2015 and furthermore by 2021. 
 
The submissions state that the construction of wind turbines in these river 
catchments is not compatible with the objectives of the sub basin management plans, 
as these developments result in heavy machinery traversing bogs and streams and  
the turbines require vast amounts of peat excavation. The submissions state that the 
runoff / sediments ends up in downstream watercourses. A number of submissions 
reference the construction of the 110kv line which contended that mitigation through 
mesh fencing is totally inadequate. 
 
The submissions refer to Donegal County Council as being the lead authority in a 
significant project funded through the EU to protect the Freshwater Pearl Mussel 
(€2.3m) and that the obligation tied to this funding is that the catchment plans are 
promoted, testing measures commenced and guidance be prepared for a number of 
sectors to ensure that development activities in the catchment areas are suitable and 
will not affect Freshwater Pearl Mussel survival. 
 
Broadly, the submissions supporting this part of the variation consider that the 
variation is overdue and that the zoning of lands as ‘open to consideration’ in the 
County Development Plan when it was originally adopted in 2012 was done without 
evidence. 
 
Submissions opposing the amendments: 
57 of the 3306 submissions received that commented on the proposed amendments 
in respect of protecting the Freshwater Pearl Mussel catchment basins, are opposed 
to this part of the draft Variation.  The submissions acknowledge the importance of 
the Freshwater Pearl Mussel but raised concern that the variation would 
automatically preclude wind energy proposals within vast areas of the county on the 
basis of an arbitrary provision that is seeking to protect the Freshwater Pearl Mussel.  
The submissions consider that there is a lack of evidenced justification for the 
exclusion of the 6 catchments as ‘Not Favoured’ and that there is no explanation as 
to why wind energy has been singled out among the various commercial activities for 
special attention under this provision and this needs to be questioned. In this regard, 
they state that all other forms of development that might impact on such catchments, 
e.g. forestry, agriculture, housing etc. should in the interests of consistency also be 
‘Not Favoured’ and therefore ruled out in such catchment areas. The submissions 
state that the resulting effect may be the unnecessary sterilisation of large parts of 
the county from future developments of any kind. The submissions suggest that wind 
energy developments that could comprehensively demonstrate that no threat would 
be posed to the Freshwater Pearl Mussel would, if located within such catchment 
areas, be immediately ruled out in principle and refused permission, or more often 
than not they would not likely be advanced at all.  
 
It is also suggested that the contention that vast quantities of silt would choke rivers 
was exaggerated and that recent developments in Donegal (e.g. installation of the 
110kv power line) demonstrates the methodology used in that project can be applied 
to prevent silts from entering streams. 
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The submissions argue that the prevention of development in these 6 catchments is 
excessive, unnecessary and meaningless in promoting pearl mussel regeneration, as 
they have not been reproducing for decades before windfarms were developed.  
They say that the lack of reproduction is  in part due to the reduction of salmon and 
trout, which host the larvae in order for the mussels to develop  and therefore that a 
range of activities had contributed to this decline, including forestry, farming, 
application of chemical fertilisers, sewage discharges and the overfishing of salmon. 
 
Furthermore, the submissions state that this kind of blanket ban is not recommended 
by the NPWS and runs contrary to EU Commission advice on the implementation of 
the Regulations which states, 'The Habitats Directive does not, a priori, exclude wind 
farm developments in or adjacent to Natura 2000 sites. These need to be judged on 
a case by case basis'. It has been suggested that the requirement to prepare 
Environmental Impact Assessments and Habitats Directive Assessments is more 
appropriate and would allow for the proper and complete assessment of any potential 
impact at a localised project level, to determine if there is or is not any potential 
significant adverse impact. 
 
One submission requested that Amendment No. 3 be altered so as ensure it does 
not apply to proposals for repowering of existing windfarms. It was suggested that the 
repowering of existing windfarms requires minimal amounts of additional roads and 
drainage infrastructure, while turbine bases may need to be recast.  They say that 
this represents a minor additional impact and that operational windfarms present a 
significantly lower risk to water quality impacts and residential amenity and for that 
reason should be treated differently. 
 
It is argued that the existing Development Plan text and development management 
process provides significant provision and safeguards to ensure the protection of the 
Freshwater Pearl Mussel and protection to environmental, heritage and landscape. 
The submissions outline concern that if protest groups succeed in directing Council 
policy the message going out to investors will be that Donegal is closed to wind 
energy developments. In the national context, the submission outline that this would 
be contrary to national policy for the development of renewable energy including 
export potential and will impact on meeting EU renewable energy targets. 
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Nature of the amendments: 
Ref Document/ 

page in 
the CDP 

Nature of amendment 

2 Chapter 7, 
page 109 , 
section 
7.2.2 

Insert  a new objective at Chapter 7, section 7.2.2, page 
109 of the Core Document so as to state (NB: New text in 
blue):  
 
E-O-6: To ensure that wind energy developments do not 

adversely impact upon the existing residential 
amenities of residential properties, and other 
centres of human habitation (as defined at 10.6.7) 
in Chapter 10 Development and Technical 
Standards. 

4 (part 
C) 

Chapter 
10, page 
144 , 
section 
10.6.5 

Amend the text at Chapter 10, section 10.6.5 of the Core 
Document so as to read as follows (new text shown in blue; 
text for deletion shown in strikethrough). 
 
10.6.5  Wind turbines must meet the requirements and 

standards set out in the DEHLG Wind Energy 
Development Guidelines 2006, or any subsequent 
related Guidelines and in addition must not be 
located within: 
(a) The zone of visual influence (ZVI) of the 

Glenveagh National Park 
(a) The zone of influence/ flight path at Donegal 

Airport. 
(b) The 6 Fresh Water Pearl Mussel (S.I. 296 of 

2009) catchments contained in the Freshwater 
Pearl Mussel Sub-Basin Management Plans for 
Clady, Eske, Glaskeelin, Leannan, Owencarrow 
and Owenea. 

(c) A set back distance of ten times the tip height of 
proposed turbines from residential properties 
and other centres of human habitation. 

5 Chapter 
10, page 
XXX, 
section 
10.6.7 

Insert new text into the Core Strategy at Chapter 10 as 
section 10.6.7 so as to state as follows (New text shown in 
blue): 
  
10.6.7 Centres of Human Habitation 

Definition:- 
‘Centre of Human Habitation’ includes schools, 
hospitals, churches, residential buildings or 
buildings used for public assembly’. 

 
2.2   Summary of issues raised in relation to residential amenity/ set 

back of ten times tip height.  
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Reference numbers of submissions received: 
� Prescribed Bodies:  

No’s 3322 (DECLG), 3323 (BRA) 
 

� Other bodies or persons:  
No’s 1-314, 316-556, 558-594, 596-625, 627-634, 636-688, 690-722, 724-
3320. 

 
 

Summary of the issues raised by the Minister and Prescribed 
Bodies: 
The DECLG submission states that these amendments have the potential to impact 
significantly on the consideration of wind energy projects of any scale in County 
Donegal. The submission refers to the focused review of the Wind Energy Guidelines 
2006 regarding noise, separation distance and shadow flicker and states that the 
establishment of specific separation distances as proposed in the draft variation are 
premature to the finalisation of the focused review of the Guidelines. The submission 
reiterates this through reference to Planning Circular Letter PL 20-13, dated 20th 
December 2013, which advised Local authorities to defer amending their wind energy 
development plan policies pending the completion of the national policy review. The 
DECLG also outline the serious concerns about the consistency of the plan if varied 
with national policy and the internal coherence of the plan and it's renewable energy 
strategy. Specifically DECLG states that should the draft Variation be adopted, the 
County Development Plan would be inconsistent with 

• The Wind Energy Guidelines 2006 and subsequent circular PL 20-13 
• the Border Regional Planning Guidelines 2006  
• national targets for renewable energy consumption by 2020, and  
• government policy commitments to increase on and offshore wind energy 

production indicated in the 'Strategy for Renewable Energy 2012-2020'.  
 
The DECLG state that should the draft Variation be adopted, the County 
Development Plan would not represent a strategy for the proper planning and 
sustainable development of the area as required under the Planning and 
Development Act 2000 and recommends the authority should not adopt the proposed 
variation. In addition, the submission states that if the Planning Authority do not 
comply with the requests of the submission, the Minister would consider the use of 
the powers of Ministerial direction under the Act so as to direct the Planning Authority 
accordingly.   
 
Overall, the Border Regional Authority consider the proposed amendments to be 
inconsistent with National and Regional policy on wind energy and recommend that 
they be omitted and replaced with a statement that policies and objectives on wind 
energy will be reviewed in light of the focused review of DECLG Wind Energy 
Guidelines 2006 and the finalisation of a Planning Policy Framework for renewable 
energy export by DECLG. With specific reference to amendments number 2 and 5 
regarding a new objective in relation to residential amenity and the definition of ‘other 
places of human habitation’ the BRA request that these are not approved due to the 
potential negative impacts upon the wind energy development sector due to the 
dispersed nature of rural housing that would effectively rule out wind energy 
development. The BRA also note that in this context there is no protection afforded to 
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permitted dwellings not yet constructed.  The BRA state that the draft Variation 
provides no stated reasons for the amendments particularly in the absence of a 
detailed Landscape Character Assessment and Renewable Energy Strategy.  
 
Summary of the issues raised by other persons or bodies: 
 
Submissions supporting the amendments: 
The majority of submissions referring to the ten times tip height set back welcomed 
the proposal on grounds of the need to protect residential amenity (including visual 
intrusion and devaluation of property), public health and safety, and, as a means of 
reducing the impacts of noise and shadow flicker together with the associated 
adverse health implications arising as a result of proximity to turbines.  
 
The submissions focused on two sectors of the community, firstly the impacts of 
proximity to turbines on the rural population and secondly, the impacts on tourists 
and the tourism industry in general. In relation to the permanent rural population, the 
submissions describe the introduction of industrialised structures within the rural area 
and that the structures impinge on the very reason that people live in the rural area. 
In this regard the submissions state that the set back distance of ten times the tip 
height may in turn lead to families living in peace rather than being subjected to 
unwanted noise, shadow flicker, visual intrusion and adverse health implications. In 
addition, the comments consider that the proposed set back distance would afford 
better protection in terms of public safety having regard to incidents of turbine 
collapse and/ or blade throw as well as providing detailed evidence that such 
incidents are commonplace.  
 
In relation to the impact on tourists and in a broader context the tourism industry, 
concerns were raised that tourists visit County Donegal to experience the natural 
beauty of the rural landscape and do not want to see an industrialised landscape as 
a result of ranks of wind turbines, whether these are located close to and visible from 
tourist accommodation or within the more open rural landscape of Donegal. The 
extent and importance of tourism in particular areas is described and it is suggested 
that tourists will simply travel to alternative destinations and therein there will be a 
significant negative economic impact on the County. 
 
In relation to the actual specification of a distance for set back (of ten times tip height 
in the draft Variation), the primary view expressed is that this distance is appropriate 
but some suggest that this is the minimum distance that should be set, and that as it 
is linked to turbine height, it will take account of the particulars of each development 
proposed. Although in support of establishing a set back distance, a number of 
individuals reference international best practice and consider that a greater set back 
distance is required, specifying a range of figures including 2km, 3km, 4km, twenty 
times tip height.  
 
In addition, the submission of Donegal County Council to the DECLG consultation 
process on the Focused Review of the Wind Energy Guidelines 2006, is widely 
referenced as having requested a set back distance of ten times turbine tip height 
and, in the submissions in support of this part of the draft Variation, it is stated that 
this has already established the Councils position,  commitment and policy in relation 
to this matter. 
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In a broader context, those in support of the ten times tip height set back outline that 
this is a reasonable approach when considering the efficiency of wind turbines and 
the actual contribution that the technology makes to achieving EU targets for 
renewable energy and that the establishment of a set back distance is not a measure 
to close the County off from wind turbine development but is reasonable in terms of 
contributing toward the achievement of an appropriate balance.  
 
Submissions opposing the amendments: 
60 of the 3314 submissions received that commented on the set back distance, are 
opposed to this part of the draft Variation primarily stating that to adopt such a 
variation is premature to the finalisation of the DECLG focused review of the 
Planning Guidelines on Wind Energy regarding noise, separation distance and 
shadow flicker and is therefore unnecessary and damaging to the wind energy 
sector. 
 
The submissions also state that the proposed set back distance and new objective to 
protect residential amenity is inconsistent with the existing Wind Energy Guidelines 
2006. The submissions outline that in relation to distance of turbines to residential 
properties, the Wind Energy Guidelines 2006 state that within 500m, noise is not 
likely to be a significant problem. The submissions consider that the policy of the 
existing CDP is consistent with the Guidelines in so far as it requires wind energy 
proposals to comply with the requirements of the Wind Energy Guidelines 2006 or 
any subsequent amendment.  The submissions also state that the DECLG guidance 
on spatial arrangements for turbines provides sufficient information on separation 
distances. 
 
Furthermore, those opposing the ten times tip height set back distance state that the 
proposals are also inconsistent with the other objectives and policies of the CDP 
2012- 2018 (as varied) as the CDP  seeks to promote wind energy proposals in 
accordance with national guidelines. Therefore the variation would be inconsistent 
with the actual plan it is seeking to vary.  
 
In terms of the wind resource, those opposing this part of the variation state that 
Donegal has an excellent wind resource and that there is further potential for wind 
energy exploitation around the county in light of Irelands renewable energy targets. In 
this context, the submissions outline that the setback is excessive resulting in 
suitability of only 3% of the County for wind farms (less as this does not take account 
of other material planning considerations) and would most likely make it impossible 
for the Irish Government to achieve it's 2020 targets for renewable energy 
production. The submission from IWEA refers to the EJC ruling that Ireland would 
become liable for a fine of €150m per annum if it cannot meet its 2020 renewable 
energy target.  
 
A number of submissions opposing the proposal argue that it appears to have been 
arbitrarily selected without planning or environmental basis and that having regard to 
the extensive spread of rural housing, there would be an insufficient availability of 
land  in the County that may be considered acceptable for wind energy. As a blanket 
restrictive method this would signal that wind energy is no longer available in the 
county.  The Border Regional Authority in particular refer to the level of rural housing 
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in the County and note that this proposal does not make provision for residential 
properties permitted but not yet constructed. 
 
The economic impact of the proposed set back distance is identified as significant by 
those opposing this part of the variation as the proposal would hinder the exploitation 
of the County's natural resources thereby sacrificing jobs, earnings, prosperity and 
future development and will also impact on projects that might otherwise be 
considered as positive for the County such as  the development of domestic wind 
turbines on small farms and rural businesses. In addition it is also suggested that the 
proposal will result in reduced revenue in the County in the form of roads upgrade, 
development contributions and guaranteed rates over 25-30 year lifespan of a 
windfarm. Furthermore, it will also deprive landowners, wind farms developers, 
contractors, maintenance personnel, consultants, lawyers and engineers an 
opportunity to make a living in rural areas. 
 
In terms of potential alternatives, those opposing the ten times tip height suggest a 
number of options:  

1) If a setback is introduced, landowners with a commercial interest in a wind 
farm should be allowed to sign a waiver to allow a lesser distance.  

2) Suggest that primary potential impact relates to noise therefore an option may 
be to implement a noise limit of 40dB LA90 10min, or a maximum increase of 
5dB(A) above background noise (whichever is greater) and this is in line with 
UK best practice. Exceptions in line with UK best practice would also apply for 
persons with a financial involvement. 
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Nature of the amendment: 
Ref. Document/Page 

in the CDP 
2012-2018 

Proposed Variation  
Amendment No 4. 

4 (part 
a) 

Chapter 10, 
page 144 , 
section 10.6.6 

Amend the text at Chapter 10, section 10.6.6 of the 
Core Document so as to read as follows (new text 
shown in blue; text for deletion shown in strikethrough). 
 
10.6.6 Glenveagh National Park: Zone of Visual 
Influence 
Definition:- 
The environmental and visual character of Glenveagh 
National Park consists of the geographic extent of the 
park and its immediate environs. The implementation of 
the relevant policy should not be interpreted as relating 
to lands with limited physical or visual connection to the 
park The onus is on the applicant to demonstrate the 
extent of the potential impact a proposed wind energy 
development has on the National Park. 
 
10.6.6 Wind turbines shall be located so that their Zone 
of Visual Influence does not include Glenveagh Castle, 
Gardens, Lough Beagh, Visitors Centre, including the 
main entrance, walking trails and visitors centre car 
park, (Note: The location of the Castle, Gardens, Lough 
Beagh, Visitors Centre, including the main entrance, 
walking trails and visitors Centre car park, are shown on 
the Map in Appendix 2 of this document). 
 

 
Reference numbers of submissions received: 

� Prescribed Bodies:  
No’s 3321 (An Taisce), 3322 (DECLG), 3323 (BRA). 

 
� Other bodies or persons:  

No’s 1, 6-19, 32, 39-43, 45, 47-50, 52, 53, 55-57, 59-61, 63, 64, 67-75, 78-84, 
96-98, 112-114, 116, 118, 119, 124-171, 173-178, 180-190, 194, 196-204, 
206-212, 215-217, 219-220, 222, 229, 231-233, 235-241, 243-245, 247-250, 
252-290, 292-298, 300-312, 314-333, 335-342, 345, 347, 349-353, 357, 359-
393, 396-403, 406, 407, 410, 411, 413-416, 418-423, 425-427, 429-431, 433, 
438, 439-441, 444-446, 451-470, 473-485, 487-516, 555, 556, 558-566, 570-
576, 578, 579, 584-586, 588-595, 601, 603-621, 623-625, 627-634, 636-661, 
663-689, 692-694, 699-702, 707, 708, 716, 720, 722, 724-731, 733-751, 753-
759, 761, 762, 764, 765, 767, 769, 770, 1083-1656, 2107-2357, 2664-3200.  

 
2.3  Summary of issues raised in relation to Glenveagh National 

Park 
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Summary of the issues raised by the Minister and prescribed 
Bodies 
The submission made by the DECLG makes no specific reference to the proposed 
amendment to the Zone of Visual Influence of Glenveagh National Park.  It does 
however state that to vary the County Development Plan as proposed would not 
represent a strategy for the proper planning and sustainable development and that, 
as required under the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) the 
authority should not adopt this variation. 
 
The Border Regional Authority say that the proposed amendments to the Zone of 
Visual Influence would have the effect of sterilising a lot of potential areas that may 
facilitate wind energy development due to their height and views over the 
surrounding countryside.  Whilst they believe that the existing policy is not sufficiently 
robust, they state that the proposed amendment offers no clarity and consider the 
amendment to be inherently negative towards wind energy and therefore inconsistent 
with national policy. 
 
The Border Regional Authority strongly recommend that the amendment is not 
adopted until such times as a detailed landscape character assessment is carried out  
and based on that, a detailed wind energy strategy for the county is adopted that 
identifies areas suitable, open for consideration and not suitable for wind energy 
developments. In addition the submission highlights inconsistencies with national 
policy and the policies and objectives of the Border Regional Planning Guidelines, 
section 5.5.1, and thereby Section 10 of the Planning and Development Act 2000(as 
amended). 
 
The submission from An Taisce relates specifically to the element of Amendment no 
4 concerning the refinement of the Zone of Visual Influence of Glenveagh National 
Park, the subject of this section of the report.  They highlight the lack of justification 
or evidence for the amendment and consider the approach as taken to be contrary to 
the European Landscape Convention 2000 that requires a strategy for all of the 
landscape, suggesting that the council protect, in a holistic manner, the distinct, 
recognisable and consistent pattern of elements that form part of Glenveagh National 
Park.  Furthermore, they consider the amendment is premature in advance of the 
Landscape Character Assessment being finalised and adopted and which is a key 
evidence base required to determine the zones of influence of any landscape. 
 
 
Summary of the issues raised by other persons or bodies: 
 
Public submissions supporting proposed amendment 
Of the 2188 public submissions received only 4 were in support of the proposed 
amendment to ‘refine’ the zone of Visual influence of Glenveagh National Park; Two 
of the submissions simply indicated general support and one suggested further 
amendments to include areas from which windfarms are already visible in the 
distance. 
 
Public submissions opposing proposed amendment 
Of the 2188  public submissions there were 2184 opposing the proposed amendment 
to ‘refine’ the zone of visual influence, in the main, voiced concern at the potential 
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detrimental effect that this would have on the aesthetic, tourism and economic value 
of the National Park, one of only 6 in Ireland. 
 
Whilst a percentage of the submissions received only stated their opposition to the 
proposal, many more detailed the quality and beauty of the unique, rugged and 
unspoilt landscape of Glenveagh National Park in its entirety.  A number of 
submissions referred to Glenveagh National Park as the jewel in the crown of 
Donegal and a national unspoilt treasure for both locals and tourists alike.  Hand in 
hand with the views expressed on the natural beauty and aesthetic value of the park 
were a number of comments on its historical and cultural significance not least its 
association with mass evictions.  
   
Intrinsic in the landscape of Glenveagh is its rich biodiversity, and a number of 
submissions reflect specifically on the importance of this natural reserve for flora and 
fauna, with punctured references to the Golden Eagle and Deer.  This is particularly 
referenced in the submission made by The Golden Eagle Trust. The submissions 
argue that to proceed with the amendment as proposed would negatively affect the 
natural quality of Glenveagh as it would lessen the degree of protection afforded to 
the park by facilitating potential wind farm developments within the zone of visual 
influence of areas of the park. 
 
Associated with all of the outstanding qualities of Glenveagh National Park, the 
submissions set out the value of Glenveagh as a tourism resource in itself and for the 
county that attracts large amounts of domestic and overseas visitors with many 
resultant economic benefits.  A number of the submissions (including a substantial 
amount from visitors to the county) proffer that the amendment, if adopted, would 
make it easier to build turbines in the Zone of Visual influence of Glenveagh that 
would in turn change the visiting experience of the park and thereby detract tourists 
and impede associated revenue.    
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SECTION 3 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE RESPONSE TO ISSUES RAISED 

 
 
Donegal County Council at its January monthly meeting decided to propose a 
Variation to the County Donegal Development Plan.  The proposed variation was 
issued for public consultation and a very large number of responses were received, 
with over 3,300 submissions/observations.  In the previous sections of this report the 
proposed changes have been identified and the issues raised have been 
summarised.  It is now necessary to consider those submissions/observations within 
the context of the proposed variation and to provide a response to the issues raised. 
At the outset it may be helpful to reflect upon the framework within which this 
consideration must be undertaken and how it is best structured.   
 
Framework 
The Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) specifies that the response 
to the issues raised is to take account of the proper planning and sustainable 
development of the area, the statutory obligations of any local authority in the area 
and any relevant policies or objectives for the time being of the Government or of any 
Minister of the Government.  It also requires that the recommendations of the 
Regional Authority must be summarised and that a recommendation be given which 
specifies the manner in which those issues and recommendations should be 
addressed.   
 
The legislation provides that should the local authority decide not to comply with any 
recommendation made by the Minister or the Regional Authority then it shall inform 
the Minister or Regional Authority, as the case may be, by notice in writing providing 
reasons for the decision.  It is important to note that the Minister may initiate powers 
of Ministerial direction under the Act so as to direct the Planning Authority to take 
certain measures, in relation to the plan, to make it compliant with an appropriate 
overall strategy for the proper and sustainable development of the area and which is 
consistent with Government or Ministerial policies or objectives.   
 
This proposed Variation relates to the renewable energy sector and in particular to 
the wind energy aspect of that sector.  The overall energy sector in Ireland plays an 
integral part in our lives and has a significant impact upon our economy. The source 
of our energy supply, the infrastructure necessary to supply it and our use of it raise 
many issues and important societal issues.  Ireland is dependent on imported fossil 
fuels to provide its energy supply (at a cost of €6.5 billion in 2012), with limited 
influence on the price of these fuels, and with the environmental implications of their 
use. Government seek not only to ensure the delivery of safe, secure, efficient and 
economical energy services to all citizens and businesses but also seek to promote 
innovation and entrepreneurialism, bringing about new opportunities for Ireland to 
improve its economic competitiveness and its quality of life. At a National level it is 
clear that a prime objective is to develop renewable energy to meet our international 
climate change obligations and Government has acknowledged the scale of the 
renewable energy resources of these islands and that it is actively working to develop 
cross border trade in renewable energy, initially between Ireland and the UK, and in 
time, to mainland Europe. 
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This proposed Variation must be considered within the above context, within the 
context of the proper planning and sustainable development of the area and it must 
be consistent with the various national and regional policies/strategies and Ministerial 
Guidelines, including: 

• National targets for the generation of energy consumption from renewable 
energy sources by 2020 (as derived from EC Directive 2009/28).  Within this 
context, Ireland is legally obliged to ensure that by 2020 at least 16% of all 
energy consumed in the state is from renewable resources. In Ireland, the 
Government has set an electricity target of 40% electricity consumption from 
renewable sources by 2020, together with a target of 10% in the transport 
sector and 12% renewable heat by 2020. 

• The National Climate Change Adaptation Framework (Building Resilience to 
Climate Change), DECLG, December 2012, which sets the policy context for a 
strategic national adaptation response to climate change in Ireland. It 
introduces an integrated policy framework, involving all stakeholders on all 
institutional levels, to ensure that adaptation measures are taken across 
different sectors and levels of government to manage and reduce Ireland's 
vulnerability to the negative impacts of climate change.  

• The ‘Strategy for Renewable Energy 2012- 2020’ and the ‘National Renewable 
Energy Action Plan’ (NREAP) which recognise that the development of 
renewable energy is central to overall energy policy in Ireland, as it has the 
potential to reduce dependence on fossil fuels; to improve security of supply; 
and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions creating environmental benefits 
while delivering green jobs to the economy, thus contributing to national 
competitiveness. 

• The potential of Ireland’s ocean resources is recognised through the 
Governments Integrated Marine Plan (IMP), ‘Harnessing Our Oceans Wealth,’ 
published July 2012. The IMP sets out a roadmap for the Governments vision 
to enable our marine potential to be realised. The marine potential is 
furthermore recognised in the publication by Government of the ‘Offshore 
Renewable Energy Development Plan’ February 2014 which provides a 
framework for the sustainable development of Irelands offshore energy 
resources across three key pillars- environmental sustainability, technical 
feasibility and commercial viability. 

• Ministerial Wind Energy Guidelines 2006, which discuss a variety of issues 
within the context of policy formulation and the assessment of planning 
applications. It confirms that the development plan must achieve a reasonable 
balance between responding to overall Government Policy on renewable 
energy and enabling the wind energy resources of the planning authority’s 
area to be harnessed in a manner that is consistent with proper planning and 
sustainable development.  It says that the assessment of individual wind 
energy development proposals needs to be conducted within the context of a 
“plan-led” approach. This involves identifying areas considered suitable or 
unsuitable for wind energy development and that these areas should be set 
out in the development plan in order to provide clarity for developers, the 
planning authority, and the public. 

• The Border Regional Authority Guidelines 2010-2022 has as an objective that 
all development plans and projects within the Border Region shall conserve 
and protect biodiversity and the ecological integrity of all designated sites and 
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protected species; That the tourism sector has much potential yet to be 
realised; It recognises that Glenveagh National Park is the major tourist 
attraction in County Donegal and the re-introduction of the Golden Eagle into 
the local habitat is referenced. The Guidelines note that the tourism industry is 
largely based on the landscape and that this will play an important part in 
securing future prosperity by supplementing the local economy. It also 
identifies that the Border Region is ideally located to make significant 
contributions through wind energy and that Local Authorities are to provide 
landscape sensitivity analysis, in support of the regional strategy on renewable 
energy generation, to further refine locations suitable for development.  It 
confirms that, in general, favourable consideration should be given to wind 
energy proposals provided that impact of the development on the landscape 
has been given due consideration in accordance with all National Guidelines 
on wind energy development or other such guidelines relating to renewable 
energy development;   

• Circular letter PL20/13:   It confirms that a ‘focussed review of the wind Energy 
Development Guidelines’ and a ‘renewable Energy Export Policy and 
Development Framework’ are being prepared and that local authorities should 
defer amending their existing Development Plans until both of the above 
national policy review processes have concluded, as they must take account 
of all relevant and up to date national policy.  

 
In reaching a conclusion in respect of this Variation it will be necessary to properly 
consider the government policies, strategies and guidelines, and to acknowledge that 
they can not be easily disregarded when deciding whether to make this variation.   

The County Donegal Development Plan already recognises the potential 
opportunities that renewable energy presents for the County and its people.  It seeks 
to ensure that the County is well positioned to harness a range of renewable energy 
types and to be able to benefit from appropriate proposals that will not have any 
significant adverse impact upon the environmental quality of the area. The plan was 
adopted in 2012 with agreement that a Landscape Character Assessment would be 
undertaken to provide an evidence base that would be used in the review of the 
performance of the Development Plan.  That work has been advanced, with 
significant public participation events and activities assisting in the assessment. It 
had been anticipated that the assessment would have been complete by mid year 
and while it is well advanced, work associated with this proposed Variation has 
impacted on that timeline.   
 
 
The proposed Variation has effectively three strands or themes and it is considered 
appropriate to respond to the issues raised in each theme separately and then to 
make a recommendation in respect of whether to make the Variation. 
 
Theme 1. Freshwater Pearl Mussel – Chief Executive response 
 
The need to afford protection of the Freshwater Pearl Mussel (FPM) is acknowledged 
in all submissions, irrespective of whether they are in favour of the proposed 
Variation or not.  It is widely acknowledged that the Freshwater Pearl populations 
have been in dramatic decline in recent years and that it is now endangered, and as 
such it is listed in the Habitats Directive as a species whose conservation requires 
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the designation of Special Areas of Conservation. The freshwater pearl mussel is 
recognised to be one of the most demanding species of high water quality and high 
river bed quality in the world and thus not only is its river habitat protected but the 
catchment that flows into it needs to be carefully managed so that all land use 
activities in the catchment are in keeping with the needs of a thriving mussel 
population within the river. 
 
Damage to the FPM can be caused through direct or indirect actions. Direct damage 
to the mussel and its habitat can be through, for example, the removal of river 
boulders and gravels, or through building bridges, weirs or bank reinforcements 
within the mussel habitat. However, a range of indirect actions in the river catchment 
of the FPM can also be damaging, such as: 
 

• Sediment discharge into the waterbody from activities such as construction 
works, land drainage, tillage and animal poaching. 

• Discharges of chemicals, nutrients and pesticides from landuses such as 
forestry, agriculture, waste management facilities, sewage inputs and 
industrial landuses make their way into the river system 

• Changes in River Flow arising from, for example, land drainage, major land 
use changes, water abstraction, realignment or deepening/clearing of the river 
can all affect the quantity of flow, speed and direction of river flow, which will 
affect the FPM. 

• Any activity that affects the salmonid or trout host of the FPM, will also 
damage the viability of FPM larvae to find host fish.  

Thus it is important to appreciate that it is not solely the habitat that needs to be 
managed but also the entire catchment that feeds into that habitat.  A ban on 
windfarm activity is not the appropriate mechanism to use to protect the FPM as it is 
only one of a variety of sectors that influence the survival of the FPM and all activity 
that may pose a threat cannot reasonably be banned within the FPM catchment. 
Thus it is necessary to utilise appropriate tools that are available in order to 
effectively manage development. The use of Appropriate Assessment, under the 
Habitats Directive, is an effective tool in determining the suitability of developments 
within the FPM catchment basin and its findings can inform whether the development 
can be managed effectively and therefore be compliant with the provisions of 
Objective NH-O-4 and Policy NH-P-4 of the County Donegal Development Plan 
2012-2018 (Non-compliant development is not permissible); Objective NH-O-4 is to… 
‘To protect and improve the integrity and quality of Designated Shellfish Waters, and 
Freshwater Pearl Mussel Basins and to take account of any relevant Shellfish 
Reduction Program or Fresh Water Pearl Mussel Sub-Basin Plan’;  Policy NH-P-4. 
states that ‘It is a policy of the Council to require the consideration of Freshwater 
Pearl Mussel and any relevant Freshwater Pearl Mussel Sub-basin Plans in all 
development proposals that fall within their basin of catchment’.  
 
Those in favour of the proposed Variation have referenced that a Freshwater Pearl 
Mussel project is being promoted by Donegal County Council and believe that the 
County Donegal Plan is at variance with that work.  That project is effectively 
implementing the objective of the County Development Plan to protect and improve 
the integrity of FPM basins. The project is being promoted by the Council, in 
partnership with Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA), an Agency within the 
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Department of the Environment (DOENI), and supported by the European Union’s 
INTERREG IVA Programme, managed by the Special EU Programmes Body. The 
project is aimed at helping to secure the conservation of the FPM, through for 
example the drafting of Codes of Practice for the various sectors such as wind farm 
development, road water and sewerage infrastructure, forestry, agriculture, peat 
extraction, mining and quarrying, housing, industrial development, water abstraction 
and impoundment.  This expert suite of Codes of Practice and other outputs is likely 
to be very beneficial in informing policies, objectives and strategies that are 
evidenced based and effective in providing a more holistic approach towards 
protecting the FPM. The outputs are to be delivered mid June 2014.  
 
The BRA and the Minister make relevant observations in respect of how the 
proposed Variation can be justified when the Freshwater Pearl Mussel management 
plans that were adopted to protect the Freshwater Pearl Mussel did not specifically 
identify wind energy developments as a single significant threat; that any specific 
proposal for wind energy development is also subject to a further and more detailed 
assessment under the Habitats Directive and the Environmental Impact Assessment 
legislation at project level; and that there are many other land uses that could 
potentially negatively affect the Freshwater Pearl Mussel but they are not referenced 
in the proposed Variation. The recommendation of the BRA that the proposed 
Variation in respect of this theme be omitted is accepted as it is premature pending 
the outcome of the focused review of DECLG Wind Energy Guidelines 2006 and the 
finalisation of a Planning Policy Framework for renewable energy export by DECLG.  
Furthermore it is premature pending completion of the Landscape Character 
Assessment, which is being advanced by the Council, and it is also premature 
pending the outputs of the Freshwater Pearl Mussel project, both of which shall 
provide an evidence based and a more holistic approach. 
 
 
Theme 2. Residential amenity/ set back of ten times tip height - 
Chief Executive response 
 
The scale of public support for the variation as regards the protection of residential 
amenity and specification of a set back distance of ten times tip height has been 
significant.  The national context in terms of Government strategy for renewable 
energy has been set out in detail at the beginning of this ‘Chief Executives Response’ 
where the potential for the appropriate development of renewable energy has been 
recognised.  
 
At a local community and project level, the Council recognise their role in ensuring 
the appropriateness of wind energy projects and to assist in this role, a range of tools 
are provided in order to exercise balance between the tensions that present in 
relation to wind turbines and local communities. In relation to wind energy, the Wind 
Energy Development Guidelines, 2006 are one of the tools available to assist both in 
the formulation of wind energy policy and in the consideration of proposed wind 
energy developments. The Wind Energy Guidelines 2006 directly address the issue 
of set back from ‘noise sensitive properties, ’ and as outlined earlier in this section, 
the Council must ensure that County Development Plan policy is consistent with 
Ministerial Guidelines. The Council are mindful of the comments of DECLG in relation 
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to consistency and in this context, a deviation from the operative guidelines cannot 
be recommended. 
 
However, for the purposes of clarification, the Wind Energy Guidelines 2006 do not  
establish an absolute set back but rather identify a distance of 500metres between a 
property and a turbine as a distance within which a cautionary approach should be 
taken and therefore not precluding the identification of potential impacts at distances 
greater than 500 metres. Specifically, as regard noise and set back, the Guidelines 
state the following; 

• ‘In general, noise is unlikely to be a significant problem where the distance 
from the nearest turbine to any noise sensitive property is more than 500m.’ 

• A ‘noise sensitive property’ is, any occupied dwelling house, hostel, health 
building or place of worship, may include areas of particular scenic quality or 
special recreational amenity importance. 

• In general, a lower fixed limit of 45dB(A) or a maximum increase of 5dB (A) 
above background noise. 

• Separate noise limits for day and night- fixed limit of 43dB (A) during the night. 
 
Furthermore, and as outlined in the introduction to this report, the DECLG is 
advancing a targeted Ministerial review of the Wind Energy Guidelines 2006 focused 
on proximity, noise and shadow flicker, and Donegal County Council has made a 
submission to DECLG to be considered in the finalising of the Guideline. This review 
will ensure a national and strategic response in relation to the issues of health 
impacts, noise, public safety and visual intrusion, that have been raised in response 
to this draft variation and this will be supported by appropriate evidence to ensure it is 
reasonable, appropriate and robust, thus facilitating application through the County 
Development Plan.  
 
Therefore, the scale of public opinion in relation to residential amenity and set back is 
wholly acknowledged by the Council and engagement with DECLG regarding the 
ongoing review of the Guidelines is therefore critical and will be continued. Not-
withstanding, it is recommended that the Councils policy in relation to residential 
amenity and set back of turbines, be retained as consistent with the current 
Ministerial Guidelines and therefore, it is recommended not to proceed with 
Amendments 2, 4 (as regards Part C) and 5.  
 
 
Theme 3.  Glenveagh National Park - Chief Executive response 
 
The amendment proposed in respect of Glenveagh National Park focuses protection 
of the Park to particular locations that are denoted as key tourist points and areas of 
greatest visitor footfall. It is noted that the majority of submissions received in relation 
to this element of the variation were opposed to the amendment. 
 
Glenveagh National Park represents one of our iconic and strategic tourism products 
and therein contributes significantly to the economy of County Donegal. Furthermore, 
the National Park reflects the social, cultural, environmental (including the 
conservation of the Golden Eagle) and historical identity of the County and in this 
regard reaches out as a global tourism product, with particular resonance to our 
diaspora. Therefore, the protection of the National Park from any development that 
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may impinge on the uniqueness, quality, natural beauty, conservation value and 
landscape of the Park, cannot be supported. 
 
The comments of the submissions, particularly DECLG, BRA and An Taisce that 
consider that such amendments to policy relating to Glenveagh National Park are 
premature in the absence of an evidenced based assessment, are accepted. 
Furthermore it is considered that the proposed amendment is at variance with other 
policies in the plan that aim to protect this important resource (TOU-O-1, TOU-P-1, 
TOU-P-2, TOU-P-3, TOU-P-4, NH-O-8, NH-P-1, NH-P-11). In terms the need for an 
evidenced based assessment, it is an objective of the County Donegal Development 
Plan 2012- 2018 to prepare a Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) through a 
systematic layering of information (such as geology, topography, land cover, historic 
time depth analysis) so as to identify the capacity and vulnerabilities of the landscape 
in relation to pressures for change and this work is underway. The LCA will 
subsequently inform a range of policy documents including the Councils Renewable 
Energy Strategy in terms of further identification of areas that are preferred for wind 
turbine development. The LCA is considered to be the appropriate and evidenced 
based mechanism within which potential alteration to policy around Glenveagh 
National Park should be considered.  
 
Therefore, in the absence of such evidenced based assessment, there is significant 
potential for negative impacts on the character of Glenveagh National Park and 
thereby the draft variation would be contrary to other policies of the Plan and would 
have a negative economic impact on tourism activity at the Park  and within the 
County. 
 
It is therefore recommended not to proceed with amendment 4 point (a) and 
definition of the ZVI of Glenveagh National Park (section 10.6.5). 
 
 

Recommendation of Chief Executive 
 
The proposed Variation has provided significant support for the protection of areas 
and species of ecological importance, such as the Freshwater Pearl Mussel and 
indicates that the potential impact of wind energy developments on the population 
and on the environmental and physical assets of the County needs to be more 
carefully managed.  It is evident that the proposed Variation is contrary to 
Government Circular Letter PL 20-13, dated 20th December 2013, which advised 
Local authorities to defer amending their wind energy development plan policies 
pending the completion of the national policy review.  The introduction of a specific 
setback distance is not consistent with the Ministerial Wind Energy Guidelines 2006 
and the inclusion of the Freshwater Pearl Mussel Basin areas as ‘Not Favoured’ for 
wind energy projects is not evidence based and would be biased against a sector 
that may not be presenting the most significant risk to the FPM and may represent a 
blanket ban where appropriate mitigation measures may be feasible.  Furthermore, to 
adopt this approach will require a conversation as to why the same approach is not 
adopted to developments/sectors that present higher risk to the FPM.  It is 
considered that the Proposed Variation is also premature pending the completion of 
the Landscape Character Assessment and it is also premature pending the 
completion of the Freshwater Pearl Mussel Project outputs, both of which would 



26 

provide for an evidence based and a more holistic approach to the development of 
an appropriate strategy for all development sectors, including energy development, 
tourism development and the conservation of the environmental and ecological 
assets of the County.   
 
In view of the foregoing it is considered that the proposed Variation  does not accord 
with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area and accordingly 
Members should not adopt the proposed Variation. 


