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10 SIte Location and Description

1-1 The C 1778ha appeal s,te IIes c 6 5km ta the north of C;arrickmacross and c 2km tc

the west of the N2. in the lownland of Beagh, Crossalare DED, County Monaghall it

les in a rural area and dru-n'ln landscape Development is a mix of agrICUltural

aevel9pment and scattered rural housl11g .

l2 Access to the SIte IS trOrt a minor county road (LT810l2) WIth the fa

straddIIng the road The =ourlty road rIses steeply trorr lts lunction

LTBIOI 1, to the west ot the farm The mInor road fLT81012)

dpproxlmately 1 km to the so,.'th east o+ the appeal ste

13 The appeal SIte comprIses ar agrlcutural structure I

northern SIde of the mi-or road ana 9 partly

adlacent road The agrlCLll:ura': 3111ldlng has

that the ma n floor SItS be5ow t-a level of

level of the exIstIng structure to The

unaerpass hail Deen covefea 3ver

to the east o+ the SIte was

iS in a poor CDnditiOn and IS

lu it or themIlk

Hss. unaer theco-'s tru

It ,rN t& lsing tOPDgraphy suchr)e

Gd and aIIgns WIth the floor

If site lnsoection, ll.e

lced and vehlcu'ar access to the LT8'C12

Pvlclrllty oF the Farrllyd-d the pubIC roadprecl Ll

? a Proposed Deve I

2.1 T-'e plOPCSI It comprIses

ltian from the previously Derrnitted mIlkIng parlour

qrrt) (PA ref 07/1311 )

tZtlOn ana comOletion of tne .rlderpa SS as constructed LInde' local road

TIBa12 ana :he lnsta,latlon of effluent storage tank assocIated WIth thIS

2.2 External materla:s 'or the mIlkIng parlour match the exIstIng RatIonale for :he

development IS tc

Reauce the movement of cattle on the pUbIIC road LT 18011 (each day cattle

are movec] from fields to the east of the Farnlyara , along the LT 18011, turn

rIght jnto the farmyard roadway and up into the milKIng paflour,I. Cattle

movenrerts on the pUbIIC road aKects road users and gIves rISe to ma11ure

lpolluta-t and road saFety issues) T-tIe proposed underpass a-d anImal
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rranu-e collectIon tank a-e co-talned wltr'ln tr’a far-nya'a and anImals WOIJld

enter and leave the mllkl-g parlour From tr'e field VIa the underpass thereby

avolaing the need tO :rave. on the pUbIIC roac

Adhere to condition no 4 of PA 0 7,'1311. ThIS 'equl'ed that the finlshea floor

level of the developmenl match the adJolnl'9 Fa-m shed Consequently. the

subJect development has been constructed SUCh t,-at the majorIty of the

mIIKIng parlour IS below the ground level war’ the easte’n end of the bu Idlng

entIre'y Below ground level The proposed underpass IS consIdered a

e

reasorable SOIUtIOn. Fmprovlng accessIbiIIty for the anImals IntO the

par'our and removIng the need Fo' an mals to travel along the rg

the steep IncIIne Into the mIIKIng parlour

£oec't ofBrIng farm management practices in IIne WIth sectIon 1

arimal man_re handIIng (to prevent pOllUtIOn enteril Jralns andR\1:

watercourses I

tW 1 S i t e S I I wr t J C) 1J b 1 (The appellant maIntaIns that the road runnIng throl

lbroad and has never been rnalntal.ed as a

q

23

2.4 The D,anr'Ing appIIcatIon Includes the foIIo

:veloprnent On a famIlyle IA PlannIng Report – Refers ts

farm of 200acres (c 80-a

EngIneers Repor1 l-'Ical desIgn ISSues rased in respect of a

(PA ref 14,'483)prevtous plannlnJ

lllcalion form and supplementary p.ann ng apDllcauonCompleted n

FdeveloDment These =rovlde detaIls on the nature Of :heform for

}loprnerIt, jncjud ng
’)'

ag’'
/qf\ n\ n 1_ _ in n cbr% 1 1 1. _ Il_ f

a

+

bb UP b[ 1 \! ' y - U - - - 1 V V X X+ ' ' L= F \+ n= \+ ' ' bn \n' Ue b ' ' ' P = n'' 1 V nz '+ b-+' ql+ + I

>= a P a : I t y 0 f 1W a S t e S t O r d 9 e t 3 C 1 1 1 1 y = CI V ered : an k tO accommodate
f soIled water 38 4C)rr,3

.i DaIry tlerd SIze – 301 (no change I

\A/aste to be disposed of – 3 838 5m: 9er annum (no change)

c ) CapacIty of slurry and eKtue't storage tankS - 3 838 5m2

Method of dIsposal – Slurry sorea<1 ng on 68 26ha

4
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+ Legal OPInion - On the appeal statement $uorlltted by Monaghan County

CouncIl in respect of ABP 306374 20 (wtthd'awn )

+ Pla- s and partIculars

3.0

3.1

3 1 1

Planning AuthorIty DecisIon

DecisIon

On the 2 WD -' Quot)e’ 2020, the plan11 IIg author:ty refused perm Wa
5eve'oplnen! in surnrn3ry. reasons are

The appllcant has FIlled to provIde sutflclenl. lntormajLon I ins Irate tr,at the

develop-nent h3s been constructed in accordanc£ WIl REal standards tTll

SpeCIFI :a IIons for Roadworks and AssoclateW- m }n ==)etalls\ and has not

ICt enaanger put)1,c safetytr'ere;ore aemons:rated that the develol

by way of Traffic hazard or 3bstr',,ctlan

The appIIcant nas bled to den-lol ! !e Me development would not

>rk dod theretole wuu'd rlaterlallyaclversely 'moact on the loeal

aghan County Development Ilja-' 2019-

3.2

321 $ta1 es

consIdered unacce£table Not desFgne<=1 to approprIate tecFlnlcal starldarcls

'=)eslqn cannot be -ectlfied WIthOUt removIng the structure in ItS entIrety

Development could have an adverse Impact on traffIC safety oF the road

nerwark and ItS carvIng capacIty

It recommends refUSIng permissIon for the develODrnent for reasons of traFic hazarC

a'd confIIct WIth pol'cy NNRP3 of the CounTy Development Plan

322
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323 Other Fechrlt caI Reports

I EnvIronment ( 1 5:- October 2020 ) – Re fe -$ 13 waterhody and vuinerabllity

COnfIICt I- lands avaIlable for a3pllcatlon af slurry, no of slur’y storage tanks

proposea and capacIty relative tO tIer cI SIZe :1 e over capacITy) Noles

roadway WhIch dlvl'ces the farm IS -ea:/1:y so led No obJectIons s_’DIect to

COnditiOnS

• Roads i27tl' Oct3bef 2020) – AppendIX B of the EngIneers Report (report on

temporary sopes) refers to the Ins laI atlOn of other structures and iS d

September 2015 I" advance Of the InstallatIon of cattle underpass

O'Rejlly Ready MIX DesIgn Cer1 datea 4l" Feoruary 20- 9 and a

correlate to the Installation date of :he cd:tIe underpass Cel ItI g nCt

meet tecnnica -ec,ui-ements Detallecl design Of tae cal is doesTe

not meet technIcal standards/requIrements E emen' cture cannot

)ntlrety. TIlebe rectIfIed a’ modIfied without removIng the s' :e

[\report recommends rehlSlng pe -miss on

3 i Prescri oed Bodies

• Nene

3.4

b

Third Party Obsewatl

None

a C) Planning Hi

741 1 – PermIssion gla11tea ta aemollsh SIlage pIl and construct

’ered slatted shed anc mIlkIng parlour

ARt 19/483 t'ABl’-306374-2'3) – PermISSIon retused by Ehe clan-Ing

UthOnty for retentIon and sompletiDn af underpass tor the movement of

IIvestock. In;ludlng tre nstallat ion of an effluent hOldIng tank and anci1 Ia-/

works, unaer the road (LT810-2) W"ICh traverses the appIIcant's lands

adlacent ta tRe mIlkIng parlour FIrst =,any aDPeal w'thdrawn SeptemBer

2020
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• SectIon 5 declaratIon, PA ref EX19/44 – The plannIng authorIty determEnec

:h9t a culvec and all assocIated SIte works (For the purpose of mOVIng eattle

u-der t'e pubIIC road) was not a culveR as stated and was not exempted

development (26t" July 2019)

I SectIon 5 declaratlor PA -et FX19/22 and Board decISIon ABP-30554

Bc>a’d decIded 5:- September 2019 InstallatIon of Box culverVanllr!

underpass for the p„rpose of movIng anmals. InstallatIon of anI

holdIng tank and all assocIated works, was developrnent al ex

developrne " i

5 0 Policy Context

51

511

Monaghan County Development Plan 2019-2

je Important role agrlcolture playsPoIICIes of the Monaghan County Pjan reco!

n the COUn[y and facIIItates ItS model Rdance WIth natlanab guideIInes,atlo

La poIICIes AGRP 1, AGRP3, 4 and 5,1and statutory responsIbIIItIes (sec1

512 and Inf-astructure Roads wiIkIln countySectIon 7 of the Plan deals WI

;econdary and Local TertIary. dependIng on theare ;has sea as Locd£ F’TiM
levels of tra NIC and ldtn , ana are aeerrled to be 'of critical lnlpolta'Icee

bt/wrfr WIthin the County given rho County s low level ofto the economic

snttlement OatTern' (seCtIon 7 1 1 ) Sectjon 7.g.I sets outLi : ba IT+satlo n

I c)Non-NatIonal Routes :hese Include OOllCy NNRP 3 in -espect ofpoIICIes I

IVO sa s ' To ensure rhat the traffic carryIng capacity and fhe straleglcdevel II

LI in fr -S road networK iS not adversely affectedn

5.2 NatuXHeritage Designations

5 2 1 The appeal SIte IS C 3km from the nearest site of natural herItage Interest. Lough

Eglsh proposed Natural lleritage Area (SIte code 001605) (see attaclrrnents)

European SItes, i- the Republic.. are >15krr‘

A BP -308 r58-20 Inspector's Report Page 8 of 18



(

5 3 El A Screening

5.3.1 davIna regarc: to the rl'odest scale and extent ot the p-cpclsea development i's

aLatlon which IS 'emoved from a"y sites of natural he'ltage lnteres!, the llmltec

emIssIon Of waste or potent;al pollutants frOm the deve'opme-t and the p'oPa sed

qleans tO manage these ' consider that the need for envIronmental impact

assessment can be exc:uded at preIImInary exam,natIon arId a screenIng

Jeterrnlnatlon IS nat reqUIred

6 C The Appeal

E 1 Grounds of Appeal

6 ' 1 First paRy grounds cf apoeai are

General Comments

b .=b The 38 28naThe area avaIlable for :and SpreadIng :s slur

r,„erred TO IS a typographIcal orro’ ’he4Itlyl ,ompr+ses 20C)acres. but

Ian or avaIlable for la.dthIS Inciudes 4 C aores not Inc'udea

spread cg

(ry storage tanks are proposedNo lllcrease n Elves lock or lew

bud cated on the issue Of the milk.ng pa'lourThe Dlanning authorltyJ

I $1 standard 1- ter111s of modern technologyIt has beer deslg

and sltl’'g

lass rep-esents best practIce I- :erms cf des'gnThe lrlstal

lnd prcvldes lor the preventIOn of wate1 pol utlan andand

mel llthe v,SLtal amenItIes of :he a“ea

•

;elopment WIll avc>!d the need for cat IIe tO travel on the roadways

811 ) and Farmyard rIght oF way and depasltion of manure ori the

adway The propose,I anImal manure collectIon tank WIll e'sure collectIon

and storage of anImal effluent n line WTtr AGRP 4. AnImals would enter ana

lea„e the mi'kIng parlour f'am the fIeld VIa the u-'derpass and thereby avolcl

t.'dvell ng on the road network
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• The road W-ICh runs tHrough the farmyard is not a pubIIc road, despIte it

beIng given a road number (LT8'0121 as per the a:tached legal oolnlon The

road IS nOt a national road and IS not the responsibIlity of TII

The milking parlau' and Jnderpass have been desIgned to COrrlOly WIth thein

Furopean Linton (Good Agrlcultura' PractIce for PrOteCtIOn of Waters)

FRegu,atlc)ns 20- 7

Refusal No 1 {Constri IOtIOn in accordance wlitl techntca! standards)

loadsTIle reason IS unreasonable as it refers to specIfIcatIons rIb

12WhICh do no! relaTe to :he p’oposed development Th a srnall

ken Ill ctlarg€road. usea hIstorIcally by 2-3 vehICles.’day ana has a

or PlaIn:al-ed bY Mc'nag-a11 Co_nIV COuncI 2Thb (authorIty stlould

have consIdered the prlnelple of the deveDI the underpass were!rt

Ld fa and I„ ttle beIIef hal theynat n situ A,I works were carrIed 311t t

T matter for BuIldIng Controlaid not need permISSIon Strllcrul

IS attached to a permISSIonThe appIIcant IS haopy to a:ce£t
ltal s :a be sub'nltteclregardIng approprIate strul

Techn'cal reports haw the matters raIsed by the plannIng

lo'vember ?02':')authorIty (ErlglneeJ

=\\ COnsIdered in other appeals determIned by theDIVIRB stae

Xp\ 16247020, PL18 237686. PL2/ 247845)Board for

Slrr IIa !clslons made Dy the Board the proposed development

hes IOCk frOm the road. would leprese.nl a„ ImprOvement inerrlo+$

and enairanmental health

£(Ma{erlal contraventIon of Development Plan)

e reason for refusal is unreasonable and faIls to co'slde' the minor lldtu’e

of tRe road where the appeal SIte IS located and ITS 'imited use (Tratflc Reoort

attached) TIle movement of cattle on the LT1810- 1 has a ;ar greater Impact

c)11 the carryIng capac IV of the road network and publlc sat€ty

• The proposed development would re$utt in the improvement oF the

envlr9nlnental qLatlty of the area, as recognIsed b/ EnvjrDnment SectIon

Report

MIlking PanGur

ABP- 308758 -20 lnspec IOI ’S Repurt Page 10 of 18
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• The mi kIng parlour cou'd have been permitted, in the abseII(,e of retentIon of

the ,rIde-pass Plan-Ing permISSIon was o-"glnall'/ granted FUr the Pl lk.jng

parlour and the need For retenttop derIves frOm the faCt that it was llCt

Gompletea n the s:atuton/ perIod and tRe moaificatlons to the desIgn WhICh

arose from the l'npOSitiOn of cond:hons in respect of the qnlshed floo' level

Stahl s of the road

• T-'e previous plannIng aPPIIcation was lnvallaatea beca.so the local road

narte was omItted in the Interest of p'ogresslnG the aBplicatlon t was

decIded lo Include the road name However, the appllca"I does nOt

that tne -oad IS, cr ever has been a pubIc road The appllcatiol
assessea on its mer'ts =rlrlclole o'developmnn: traft'c safe1 n

envtronrnental impact

C : Planning AuthorIty Response

Jh,,Wa s'le and makes theThe clan-'IIly a_thonty refers tO the P arInlng h'sto:/

fOllOwing aadlnonal cornrnent$

In respect Of The construCtIonEnforcemen: Ref [ 18.' ' – On receipt cd
Wcemen tact,on I wasof the u-'derpass the plannIng au1 [-tV t:

rl 2318) that the struct, re, WhICh was notdetermIned by the CIrcuIt Ccy

but an underpass {as argued By :hea culvert (as argue(; ay :hI
!sea and should be removed . The COUrt’Splarl11ing authorIty) Ul

HIgh Court, ahere the decISIon of the CIrcuit Courtdec slo- was appl
G) on the grounds trat :he development could no: oewas aFlrrned IE

and was llnautrorlSel:Ico-'strueq 1:

E16/20 – WarnIng letter lssuea (234 September 2019) inLI REn Fo.

1e canstructlon o' an agrlcu It',,raI sIr.ctu 'e that was not in accordancere'

€£ C7/ 1311[B

62.1

d

a

N= ccrrespondence o’ dis:_,sslc> ils we'e mad be3ween the appl'cant and

the plarlnlng authorIty Ir relatIon to the stated invalidatlon of the planning

appIIcatIon by the PA (road numbe')

Aap - 308758-20 Inspector’s Repurt Page 1 1 o+ 18
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The appIIcant 'eters tO the -oad thai traverses t'e SIte as :he LT8 -012

Inclusio" oF tRe reterence ln<1Icales the appIIcant’s acceptance that the

’oat:1 is a pUbIIC ’cad DocLmenTatlon suDm Hed by Ihc appIIcant under PA

reF 0,7/1311 refers to !he roaa as a p„bllc roacI (Appe11dlx B)

. In accordance WIth sectIon 11l' 5) Of the Roads Act there

certIfIcate by the roads authorIty (Monaghan County n

L T81012 is a pubIFC road ( AppendIX A3)

a Url'Jelpass

No lndeoendent ceql;IcajlOl Lcume-'tatlon has bee- provldea to jndICate

:hat the uncle'oass „as bI B©structed in accordance w’tn any Best

reqllirements Repo-tOy Conor Fureyp’actlce guIdellnesi

t.ficates can Be provide an cornpletlorlAsst>cId tes s'

fe IIvestoCk from crOSS'ng the pub'IC road thIS cannotUlldel pa

naI safety of the carryIng capacIty of Ihe pubIIC road

a

T'l spec'f'catIons for Road Works are the only standards

4 r{aa st,'',ctu'es DevIatIons From the standards are pDSSlble, WIth

engIneerIng justlflcatlo- and supportIng evIdence Nc alterna IIve

standards tlave been submItted The applicarion Of these standar:I was

not contested under PA ref 19/483 The other cases referred to by tIle

appellant are no: to' in SItu deuelOE>ments The concerns consIstently

raIsed by the PA IS that there is no lndepende’'t quaIIFied s,,rveyors repoR

or certltlcatlon to lndFcate that the works have been carrIed out to an

approprIate standard

ABP -308758-20 Inspector’s Report Page 1 2 of 1 B
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a ReF>on by Conor Furey & Associates (Novernber 2020) – The BuIldIng

RegulatIons do not extend to an unaerpass whIch falls withIn lr the remIt

of roaa aesign reqUIrements havIng 'egard ta the nlStOry of non-

corrpl lance with planning legISlatIon and ItS Drocedures, it IS COnSIdered

rnproper tO authorIse retention and corr pIe IIon of the develapme-t sublect

tO compliance with a number of signIFicant conaitions which pertaIn tO the

safety Of the structure of the pUbIIC road There a'e e'emen ts of the

nstajleel st’ucture That cannot be confirmed. rectlned or modified wilhout

the -'eed to remove the structu-e in 'ts entIrety

Report by T'an sport PlannIng ServIces (December 201g) – Nq

on author. competencIes date or tIme o+ s,n/ey Road IS L

evidellce poss ble for Its use as a Ihrougr. 'oute Roa caR beenh.

Frlbers atobstructIve arIel the matter raIsed and dIScussed

MunicIpal DIstrIct meetIngs

hd tO underpassRetentIon of rn,lking parlour – BuIldIng IS II

It has been constructed tO =onneciI to 'nable theu n

Fnalnder of the landholdingCrosSIng of IIvestock from t’le parb

ic as it would requireIssuing a SpIIt decISIon would be

dEck u,>/close/=lscon'lect therrloaiflca liOns !o the mllkln rlouF

structure from the und

*:ommenls bv Ral ReIterates ccrnmen}s made ,n the

to techn'cal rnatte's set out in :he Conor Fu-eyPlan rIng Repl

& Assoc:a

6.3 CibseN ati OF#

No

Responses

A BP-308758 -20 Inspector’s Report Page 13 of 18



/ C' Assessment

7 1 Planning A$ses$rnent

7 1 ’1 HavIng examinet] the appIIcatIon detaIls and all other dOcumentatIon O- file. and

Inspected the site. and havIng regard to relevant plannIng poIIcy and guidan

conslde’ that the ITlaln ssues in thIS appeal are

+ l3ubllcsateF/

+ Impact on local road network

7 : Public Safety

721

722 £\,,etooment comorlses retentIon of alteraTions to a milK'ngF) 1

rStru}tl{1 of underpass tD Facllltate the moyemenT of cattle FrOm theparlour arI

%rlCultura! Flelds avoIdIng tne use of the pUbIIC roa'I therr ,l„:,nq4£

bpment ltes in a rural area and IS braug,-t forward on an exIstIngpfI

lIGotdlng WIth a view to removIng cattle frOm the pUBIIC roaa POIICIes of

In ty Development Plan SUppOrt :he develoomerlt of the IndUstry and protectthe

the car'yIng capacIty o; the road network WIt"in t-IS contexl, InC proposed

development IS acceptable in prIncIple

RljqUQn§hp WIlfl(nilkinq parlour As $tatea By :he apPIIcant. tRe m'lklng Darlour (to

he retained) has Been constructed to align WIth the floor 'evel oF the adlolnlng

s:ructure Consequently, the mIlking parlour IIes at a lower level than the acl.'olnlrlg

road The proposed underpass would allow cattle to be moved from thIS Eevel. under

1 2 3

A B P-308758-20 Inspector’s Report Page 14 of 18
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!he aajol"ing road, tO trle agrtcult ural fIelds tO tHe SOuth of the SIte ThIS would allow

access w'tFin tIle Held system to adJOIning la'ds and remove the neea fOr travel

along out)I:c roads This argument seems reasonable

724 Currently cattie leave the milKIng parlour via the exIstIng entrance to the agrlcultural

s:ructure Eo the wes: of the proposed development in the absence of the

underpass. the milK'ng pa,-tour could saII functIon. for example. WIth cattle exItIng the

mIlkIng parlour and rr'av’Ing eltner west as currently or east along the adJOInIng road

to access agrlcultura' ands (At :he time of SIte l-'spectlon the Field tc the south o‘

tne PUbIIC ’oad was not fenced offfrorr- the naa) ' do not :onslder. therel

tIle rn lklng parlour, to be retaIned , is dependent on the prcvlslon of the

7.2.5

726 ldeaa;s „as '.al been andThe pla"nIng authorIty-s chiel cancer' is that tI

per-'aps Can-ol be =ullt tC an approDrlate Kcald WIIFIO_t remDfa . as
much of the work eannot now be vl' theIr decISIon to refused/cl

permissIon, they refer tO TII stal La in response to appeal they state that
these and tne DMFiB ara the caardS tO which they can refer 1 .ey dlSO

acKnowledge, in respons9 tl II. Fat the'e IS SCOpe for devlat ton f-om the

fng .ustlf*catIon anc s„PDorttng evIdenceDWIRB/TI standa-ds a
727 bGppllcatlon arla in response tO the appeal, technIcalIt the course a' jae

lrtorrlat:orI ! 3vlaed by the appellant in respect a' the underpass Mucn ofbe

IIform a Kvl(1) rE'ers tO the prOVIS,on O; Furthe’ testIng or mIt lga IOn meaSLlres

:COry Hart September 2320 ASL report 2015) to eIther demonstrate

G to enable compIIance with standa-dsrT

7 . 2.8 qegard !o tne ForegoIng. I would CDnSlder tha! it IS entIrely possIble to

construct an uncle'pass at the subJect IOcatIon to the satisfaction of the plarlnlng

author'ty ana n accorda-'ce WIth technlca standards, --II/DMRB from WhICh Utere

may be app-opnate dev'atlon gIven the conte<= of the deaelopme'It and subject to

technical JustifIcation in this instance. as the uncle' pass iS in Si:U !he appIIcant may
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be reql.i;red to ca'V Out substantIal renledla works, InclUdIng where n€cessar/

co mOle:a clernolltloll and recor'lstructlon of the structure and/or tests to demonstrate

corr131lar'ce WIth requIred sta-'dards However I consIder tn9t thIS matter can be

adcllesse(1 by condItIons of a permISSIon

F 3 Impact On Local Road Network

73 - The plannl'g authorIty;s second -eason tor ’eFusal states that the deve

WOuld ITlatelldlly contravene PO:ICy NNRP3 on the grounds thaI ths Ica S

lalled to derlonslrate th3t the underpass as constructed wotlld fy Impacte

on the local road network

i 3 2 q:Ie for theHowever as dISCUSsed above. I co-slder that :t is techn b
prc)nosed llnderpa ss development ra be deqlgnedp KarI: Iaea tO apDropriate

st9rlda-d and t-aI The maTter can be aadressea_ pa}>n S„bJect tO :rI,s 1

can$taer that the proposed developme-t wol Ire be I„ accoldarlee wltF

recILI rements af the COunty DevelopmSflt Pi, comprIse a rnaterla !

contraventIon of PoIIcy NNRP:3

7 3_3 SectIon 37(2) of tne Plal lrnent Act. 2000 (as amended) perlnlts the

Board to grant perrnlss!' 1lcurnstarlces where a plan"Ing authorIty has

3eterrnlnec] tHat a devI be a materIal contraventIon to the

dove:opllle-t plaraTUg lucIe havIng regarc to the pattern ol dev€1oprnen1

area SInce the makl'g of the developrnert planpeFlnlSSlorls A

and

1 34 T- tIe path ipme-t in the area SInce the acop tIon of the Monaghan County[V

De vela In in 2319 has been ItS contInued use pr'nclpally for agrieuttural
d £wlth ,lttle -ew deve;opme-'t in the ImmedIate area o£ the SIte TheLe

Faevelopment IS Inherently agrlcu'tural in natu-e and IS =rollg-'t forward ropr

redllcgthe movement of cattle on the public road Consea,Jen:Iv, I waLI id consider

that it is a development WhIch is entirety cons, stent wit- the pa kern a£ aevelaF,ment

n the area and in :he interest of the p'oper plannIng and sustaInable develODment ot

the area. Further, I am not sausHed tnat the use of the term 'materially contravene

IS approprIate arjustlfed in the planning authority's reason fOr refusal gIVen t*le

moaest nature of the development and the absence Of SDecihc technlca: standards

that app'y II th:s Instance
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8.1 Appropriate Assessment

81 HavIng regard tO tIle modest scale of the pluposea aeveloF>ment and itS !ocanon in a

rural area wrlch IS suE>stan aaljy removed from ary European SIte no Approoriat€

Assessment issues arise. and it is not consIdered thaI the Droposed develoornen;.

waula be likely tO have a signi'icant eRect IndIVIdually Or in combInation WIth ottler

pta-s o- prclects on a European site

90

9-1

Recommendation

I recommend that 'elent}on be gra-'ted For tne proposed devetopment s

conc ltlon s

-1 03 Reasons and Considerations

I C)~ ]
la„ng regaN to the nat_re ”,a scale ot t-e GeNe 3yneb tOry vf on- site

agrIcultural actIVITy and to the ex'stIng chan:ter f'eXlfoI JeveTcprr,arT: in t-en

vFclnlbr, it is cons'dered :hat, subjec! to comE ;'T-)he concltlons set out below

rhe proposed deve'opmert would nO! be el Q,bile sa'ety by reason of traffic

hazard and would be in accoraance FeYuF the Mo'aghan :atlnF/th

Development Plan 201 9-2025 Cetl development would, tnere+ore be in

accordance WIth the prooer sustaInable developme-t o' the a-ea

110

l1

Conditions

<hall be carrIed out and completea n accordance WTth

lrXartculars lodged w'th the apollca tion, as amen\aed by the

XP as may O The-wIse be leg,led in o'aer to comply w,tI, the tnlIDalngQ#;dIllon S Where such CO-.dtttOnS reg,I,re deta is tO be agreed wlth the

lanning authority, the developer shall agree such detalts in wr'tIng with tRe

plannIng authority prlO' to :arlmencerner't Of development and the

aeveloprnent shall be CarrIed OUt and completed in accordance WIth the

agreed partIculars
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Reason. In the Interest o' Iarlty

(1) WIthIn 6 months of the date o' th.s oraer, detaIls of remedIal works,

InclUdIng demolltlor and reCOnStrUCtIOn if requIred. shall be submItted to the

satISfacTion of tne plannIng authority , for wr'tten agreement

2

!!!Iii;Iii::;;„"
iEii;liII:niL&wHil=i=

llhorlty prlo' to us£submItted to and ag'ned in wrITIng )a
0 F t R e U n d P r r R S c 1 X \JI111)i I

3

Reason in the tnteres is obALnlnenta' protectlon and pJblkC heal:h i

Delrdro MaGGaltha

P bannIng I n spe

13m Ap
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