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1.0

1.1.

2.0

2.1.

2.2.

3.0

3.1.

3.2.

3.21.

Site Location and Description

The site is located approx. 250 metres north of the Kingswood Luas Stop. It is a
grassed area adjacent to fenced tennis courts and close to the main internal vehicular
access road (Sylvan Drive) serving the residential area. There are also educational
and commercial facilities in the vicinity. On inspection, the telecommunications pole

and cabinet were in place.

Proposed Development

d p#fe structure
res the 2G, 3G
The development

The development comprises a freestanding 15 metres high gal
with internal cables and a diameter of 324mm-406mm. Abov

and 4G antennae are shrouded in a sheath to match 0); 2
includes an associated 1.652 metres high cabinet.
Further information was submitted in rejatiqg eparation distances from

underground services, a map showing all te % mications structures within 2km
and a rationale as to why sharing existiff\facilities is not feasible.

Planning Authority%‘&"oo
Decision :x

grant the licence subject to 18 no. conditions including a three

Planning Authority Reports

Two Planning Reports form the basis of the planning authority’s decision. The second
report concludes that, having regard to the additional information submitted and the

provisions of the County Development Plan 2016-2022, subject to conditions, the
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3.2.2.

3.3.

4.0

5.0

5.1.

5.1.1.

proposed development would not seriously injure the amenities of the area and would
be in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Other Technical Reports

Environmental Services — The Planning Report states no objection, subject to

conditions.

Roads — The Planning Report states no objection, subject to conditions.

Broadband Officer — The Planning Report states the Officer, verbally no
objection.
Asset Management - The Planning Report states Asset Manage lly, had

no objection.

Prescribed Bodies

Irish Water — Irish Water is satisfied that separatief\distncés can be achieved and

requests a condition to be attached to any gran ernjission.

eV

Planning History

None. @
Policy Cont x

South i unty Council Development Plan 2016-2022

The n an area zoned ‘Objective OS; To preserve and provide for open space
and recreational amenities’. ‘Public services’ is cited as open for consideration in Table
11.5 (Zoning Objective ‘OS’). ‘Public services’ is defined in Schedule 5 (Definition of
Use Classes & Zoning Matrix Table) as including ‘all service installations necessarily
required by electricity, gas, telephone, radio, telecommunications, television, drainage
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5.1.2. Section 7.4.0 (Infrastructure & Environmental Quality (IE) Policy 4 Information and

5.1.3.

Communications Technology (ICT)) states ‘It is the policy of the Council to promote
and facilitate the sustainable development of a high quality ICT network throughout
the County in order to achieve balanced social and economic development, whilst

protecting the amenities of urban and rural areas’. Objectives are:

IE4 Objective 1 — To promote and facilitate the provision of appropriate
telecommunications infrastructure, including broadband connectivity and other

innovative and advancing technologies within the County.

IE 4 Objective 2 — To co-operate with the relevant agencies to f@cijita e

undergrounding of all eleciricity, telephone and television cables areas
wherever possible, in the interests of visual amenity and public
IE4 Objective 3 — To permit telecommunications antennae an infrastructure

ction of sensitive

—

throughout the County, subject to high quality desigp,
landscapes and visual amenity.

|IE4 Objective 4 — To discourage a proliferati mmunications masts in the
County and promote and facilitate the sharing s,

IE4 Objective 5 — To actively discour. roliferation of above ground utility boxes
throughout the County and to pro® lanting around existing ones and any new

ones that cannot be installed gel surface to mitigate the impact on the area.

IE4 Objective 6 — To requir entification of adjacent Public Rights of Way and

established walkin & applicants prior to any new felecommunications
udi sociated processes) and to prohibit telecommunications

developments (ircl
developme a ge thereon or on recreational amenities, public access to the

countryside OtheMatural environment.

2

and ComMmunications Technology) states ‘In the consideration of proposals for

2 (Implementation — Infrastructure & Environmental Quality — information

telecommunications antennae and support structures, applicants will be required to

demonstrate:

> Compliance with the Planning Guidelines for Telecommunications Antennae and
Support Structures (1996) and Circular Letter PL 07/12 issued by the DECLG (as may
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5.2.

5.2.1.

5.3.

2.3.1.

6.0

6.1.

be amended), and to other publications and material as may be relevant in the

circumstances,

> On a map, the location of all existing telecommunications structures within a 2km

radius of the proposed site, stating reasons why (if not proposed) it is not feasible to
share existing facilities having regard to the Code of Practice on Sharing of Radio Sites
issued by the Commission for Communications Regulation (2003),

> Degree to which the proposal will impact on the amenities of occupiers of nearby

properties, or the amenities of the area (e.g. visual impacts of masts and

equipment cabinets, security fencing treatment etc) and the potenti
visual impacts including low and mid level landscape screening, tr p
provided where appropriate, colouring or painting of mast ennae, and

considered access arrangements, and

> The significance of the proposed development ag p telecommunications
network.’

Telecommunications Antennae and Sup@c ures Guidelines for Planning

applications for telecommunic tructures.

t
Authorities, 1996
These guidelines, and the s t Circular Letter PL 07/12, are relevant to
Natural Heritage D
The closest Nﬁ%’sne is Glenasmole Valley SAC approx. 9.2km to the south.
r re

The close a is Grand Canal pNHA approx. 2.6km to the north.

Th&al

Grounds of Appeal

The grounds of appeal is submitted by Joe Edgeworth, Chairperson of the Kingswood
Heights Mast Opposition Committee. The main points made can be summarised as

follows:

ABP-308857-20 Inspector’s Report Page 5 of 18




« The site of the installed telecommunications infrastructure is mature open
space beside tennis courts and is an area used by local children, sports clubs
and schools. It is bounded by houses. There is a community centre, two
schools, two creches and a playground in the area. The incorrect address has

been used.

« A 15 metres high ‘Smart Streetpole Solution’ and operator cabinet have been

installed.

e The grounds of appeal set out sections of the South Dublin Coun
Development Plan 2016-2022 relating to open space,
communications infrastructure in sensitive landscapes and
11.6.2 of the Plan.

« ltis not possible to apply for a section 254 licence becau®® the site is zoned for
open space. ABP Reg. Ref. ABP-306474-2Q a he Council have
exceeded their statutory powers and the degfsion and void. In the same
applicant's appeal under ABP Reg. Ref, 6-20 they drew attention to
the legal definition of ‘public road’ and ‘n@we mast site does not fall under
the definition of a ‘road’ or ‘margi it is zoned open space and the option to
apply for a section 254 licence Q€S apply.

e The application is mis 'n ificant amount of information e.g. no specific
list of other sites wit¥ ré@gons for their non-selection and no coverage maps

submitted. A p& sbssment could not have been carried out.

e A telecomGun:cStl s structure is not permitted or open for consideration in an

open ng.

. ioAnt has not complied with the provisions of Section 11.6.2 of the
Development Plan. No residential properties are shown so the visual

impact on adjoining properties has not been set out. The Guidelines state that
ICT should be located away from open space areas used for training facilities
and by schools. The Guidelines recommend ICT should be in industrial areas
and expressly seek to avoid residential areas in suburban locations. There are
high demand and industrial areas within 2km of the site and if there is a

requirement to fill demand in these areas the mast be should as close as
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possible to these areas. If ICT can reach these areas from Kingswood, then the
inverse also stands to reason. Failure to identify a single area in the high
demand commercial, industrial and social development areas, and for the

applicant to state this site is a last resort’, is a fatal flaw.

* Kingswood is not ‘densely populated’ as described and the search area for the
‘reptacement’ ICT should be up to 2km. The search ring shown is no more than
200 metres. The applicant has failed to identify any coverage issues in the area.
Eir's own website shows no major blackspots in the area. From sfeious

applications the applicant says and submits anything to justify
planning application. it is stated the signal from the existing j ed by
elevated structures and topography but then explain the he site is
due to very few elevated structures in the area. King e have stated

that no approach was made to them contrary to the cant's claim.

¢ The application fails to address the visual | ct oining properties or on
the amenities of the open space. The ICTAS signi ntly higher and larger than

the floodlights around the tennis cou net is poorly installed. The site
constitutes a prominent negative fea

¢ Precedent has been set in . Refs. ABP-306474-20 (section 254 does
not apply), ABP-306618 (I ct on amenity), PL07.236377 (impact on
amenity) and ABP-30 QJ (the applicant stated certain sites were not
suitable for congi %ﬁue to proximity of schools, creches and housing).

* Additional a& tion has been submitted with the grounds of appeal
including lette support from St. Killian’s Junior and Senior National Schools,

Ki dge stating no approach was made to them by the applicant, a

oving the proximity to local amenities, site photographs, search rings,
maps, coverage maps and the Inspector's Report for ABP-306474-20.

6.2. Applicant’s Response

The main points made can be summarised as follows:

» The operator (Eir) has one under functioning rooftop site in Kingswood
(DN1486). There is no capacity to expand or otherwise imprave this 3G site.
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The subject three sector site is designed to host a variety of 4G technologies.
It extends the coverage provided by the existing rooftop site which will be
decommissioned and removed. The visual impact is moderate and
contextualised by the public service lighting. While rooftop sites are still

deployed, they are considered to be a suboptimal choice for technical reasons.

e The membership of the Kingswood Heights Mast Opposition Committee is
unknown. Considerable local support exists for the development as shown in

Appendix A. Use of mobile data has increased exponentially sincg
commenced with three out of five people working doing so from L
is also second and third level students, small businesses and ali@aspgts 1 21 5

Century life.

e It is not a ‘mast as described. it is a 15 metres high%ﬂ. 24 metres in
diameter. The dish shown on the drawings is not réQeiged¥The site location is
consistent with s254 requirements and the zon jective. The application

received full consideration, including a further Mgormation request. Once alerted

to public concerns the applicant engag the group and continues to offer
this engagement. Construction wag halt ensure the safety of workers and
works to reinstate the ground i n Garda Siochana. The pole is in situ

includes (b) pave otway. The area in question, between the fencing

waiting completion. Q
¢ Section 2 of the P%v& Act 1993 which legally defines a public road

and the pathya the dictionary definition of a footway in that it is a ‘path

or track fof pedestians’ to the entrance of the tennis court, built into the fence,
tor vantage points alongside. The strip of land is annexed from

dy of Tynan Hall Park and serves no function as open space

« The broader location’s zoning as Open Space does not prevent public service

development which is open for consideration at the location.

« The circumstances of ABP-306474-20 are not comparable to this case. That
site was considered to be too far from the nearby footpath (road) on the open

space land and so could not be described as compliant with s254. In this case
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the pole is on land better described as a footway (road) over a marginal strip of
land annexed from the surrounding Open Space amenity. A closer and more
relevant precedent is ABP Reg. Ref. ABP-306033-19 which describes a pole
ostensibly zoned open space, but which has no amenity function as it is
separated from the main area. The Board decided that an open space zoning
does not prevent marginal spaces such as a footway (road) from qualification
under the Roads Act definition in circumstances where the land's amenity use

is no longer functional,

*+ Access to state of the art digital services is desirable. Comment
is impactful on the amenity of the area are disingenuous,
impact and the site selection process and are arguably pot
the wider community. On balance, benefits outweigh

* A Cignal Site Justification Document and Eig Mobi overage plots are
attached. These substantiate the benefit t er neighbourhood of
replacing the existing site and the last r natyre of the proposal. There are

other blackspots in the wider area. A r 2kms away will not bring Next
Generation services to these areas. n only be serviced by localised

infrastructure with a narrow 30 etres search ring. Finding a low impact
difficult. The location chosen was considered
ouses are 40-60 metres, not 20-30 metres as
stated by the appel etting the pole along existing lighting structures
lessens impagt. d has decided on cases in favour of street poles within
50 metregagf régid@ntial development e.g. ABP-306033-19 and ABP-307354-
20. The gppelfant and schools do not expand on their reasons for objecting on

of proximity. There is no scientific or other valid basis on which to

e is 200 metres away. Telecommunications was designated an essential
service by the government in March 2020. This low impact solution delivers

next generation services in an area with limited coverage currently.

¢ The 1996 Guidelines do not prohibit use of a certain type of infrastructure or
prevent siting in a certain type of location. As a last resort, the siting of suitably
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adapted pole infrastructure is clearly acceptable in residential areas or beside
schools. The use of street solutions is upheld in the National Broadband Plan
and The Green Book. The height of the pole was kept to the minimum
necessary for operation in compliance with the Guidelines and detailed
consideration was given to both the siting and exiernal appearance. The

cabinet is also kept to minimum size. It is considered the general impact of the

pole is equivalent to the existing floodlights and surrounding street lighting.

with the telecoms cabinet on the other side of the fenc&._ In $me the pole will
merge to become inconsequential to the gener a?of the area. Judged
against the Environmental Impact Agency s{impas eria the impact of the
pole is slight to moderate, and neutral ) terms of its effect on the
receiving environment. @

There are considerable costs i in infrastructural rollout and provision of

|| poorly located infrastructure so due care

services. Eir does not wa

and attention is given tg € % bach application meets radio requirements.

Extracts from soc; IMpelating to the development is attached as Appendix

1. An (undata&: orks Site Justification Formy', a ‘Study on the Impact
0

of Covid- n e Broadband and Mobile Service Usage (September
ed) ‘Coverage Plots — WD_2819 St. John's Hill' document and
sfpport from Eir dated 12.01.2021 have also been submitted with the

S response.

6.3. Planning Authority Response

None.
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6.4.

6.4.1.

6.5.

7.0

7.1,

7.1.1,

Observations

An observation was received from John Lahart TD supporting the appeal by

Kingswood Mast Committee.

Further Responses

None sought.

Assessment

The review of the application for the licence, the grounds of ap applicant’s

response can be considered under the following headings:

¢ Background to the Application ?

* |Infrastructure & Environmental Quali@ licy 4 Information and
Communications Technology (ICT) uth Dublin County Council
Development Plan 2016-2022

e Section 11.6.2 (Information ommunications Technology) of the South
Dublin County Council nt Plan 2016-2022

o Legislative Context4Se 54

* Appropriate s%'x

Background tp the ication

The ap isyan infrastructure provider for the communications industry with sites
aro untry supporting mobile and broadband communications including
tower, t, roof top and streetwork solutions. The area is a known blackspot for

mobile and wireless broadband. A solution has been identified by the mobile network
licenced operator and a letter of support has been submitted from Eir.
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7.2.

7.21.

7.2.2.

7.2.3.

7.2.4.

7.2.5.

7.2.6.

Infrastructure & Environmental Quality (IE) Policy 4 Information and
Communications Technology (ICT) of the South Dublin County Council
Development Plan 2016-2022

IE Policy 4 contains six separate objectives which are set out in full under Section
5.1.2 of this assessment. The appeal is considered in the context of this policy.

The proposed development is consistent with Objective 1 which promotes and

facilitates appropriate telecommunications infrastructure. | note from the Pl

Report that the planning authority’s Broadband Officer verbally indicated n

to the licence.

| do not consider Objective 2 to be relevant to this licence applicat]

Obijective 3 states antennae and support infrastructure will be pr bject to high
quality design and protection of sensitive landscapes is«al amenity. The
antennae are contained within a slimline pole and #foud€d ‘at the top. They are
adjacent to floodlights. The pole is already in situ i ared that cannot be considered
a sensitive landscape. | consider the structur ical of the emerging type of
telecommunications infrastructure and dognot C& LidoPthat it unduly affects the visual
amenity of this suburban area.

In relation to Obijective 4, the Co Sy Viewer map shows that the original mast
(Site 1486, approx. 220 metrg§ n st of the current site location) is the only mast
within the area enclose 50 to the north east, the M7 to the north west,

Belgard Road (R11 t st/south west and the R838 to the south. This is an

area of approx. 2f2km? original mast is to be replaced by the slim line pole which
would remaj telecommunications structure in the vicinity. Therefore, the
developmen e® not result in a proliferation of masts. Sharing of facilities is

addre Séction 7.3.3.

in relation”to Objective 5, | consider a soft planting scheme around the proposed
cabinet would be appropriate. There are two separate existing utility cabinets in close
proximity, along the footpath and near to the entrance to the tennis courts. The cabinet
associated with this application is not a significant concern from a visual perspective.

The applicant's response indicates that work at the site remains incomplete.
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7.2.7.

7.2.8.

7.3.

7.3.1.

7.3.2.

7.3.3.

There does not appear to be any Pubiic Rights of Way or established walking routes
affected by the development. The location is immediately adjacent to the corner of the
tennis courts, in an open space zoned area and it has negligible impact on recreational

amenities. Objective 6 is not adversely affected.

Section 7.4.0 states that the widespread availability of a high quality ICT network will
be critical to the development of the County’s economy and wil! support the social
development of the County. | consider that the development would be consistent with
the objectives of {E Policy 4 and the proper planning and sustainable devel t of

the area.

Section 11.6.2 (Information and Communications Techn@% South

Dublin County Council Development Plan 2016-2022

The first element requires demonstration of confp ith the Telecommunications

Antennae and Support Structures Guidelilanning Authorities (1996) and
E3

Circular Letter PL 07/12. | accept thajco-lodatien or sharing an existing site is not
feasible at this location given the of existing sites and the relevant search

ring. The guidelines note that/ oshypases there will only be limited flexibility as
regards location given the %’ arising from radio planning parameters. In city
suburbs operators sho n our to locate in industrial areas. The applicant has

addressed this, an oted that the existing location, on commercial premises, is
idelines state that only as a last resort should masts be

under performigG.Th

located in @I area or beside schools. In this application the replacement

slimiine f@sther away from schools than the existing mast. The applicant states
s a ‘last resort’ and | accept that. | note the Board has permitted similar

closer to houses than exists in this application e.g. ABP-307196-20. The

applicant states the height is the minimum necessary for operation. | consider the

Section 11.6.2 contains four separate elements which set in full under Section
5.1.3 of this assessment. The appeal is also consi e:w:ontext of this section.
ce

development is generaliy consistent with the Guidelines.

In refation to the second element, a map showing all telecommunications structures
within a 2km radius was submitted as part of the further information response. The
applicant has set out that it is not feasible to share existing facilities because no
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7.34.

7.3.5.

7.3.6.

7.4.

7.4.1.

suitable alternative structures were found that could provide the necessary coverage.
There are 39 no. sites within the 2km radius and Eir already occupy a majority of these.
Cell radii drop below 1km in suburban areas and 500 metres in densely populated
urban areas and this is an area of high usage customers given, for example, industrial
estates and the hospital, within 2km. The only site within 500 metres is the existing
rooftop site due for replacement by this development. | consider the applicant has

adequately set out why it is not feasible to share existing facilities.

The stimline pole structure is in situ and therefore its impact is already clear,

is visible from a relatively large area, in particular from the open space
road where existing built fabric does not disrupt the view, | consider tat IT{pr mity

to the tennis court floodlights reduces its impact and itis nota s - tructure

which affects any sensitive views. Development of these typ es will affect

the receiving environment. However, in this case | do not cqgside it has an unduly
adverse impact on the amenities of occupiers of near p% or the amenities of
the area. | consider the third element of Section 1#§.2 to he’addressed.

In relation to the fourth element, the developn%!d address a localised coverage
blackspot and replace an under functioging si a modern structure which the

lanning authority's Broadband Officer

applicant refers to as state of the
As set out previously, Section 7.4.0 of the

indicated no objection to the devgloPige
County Development Plan swe ~% e widespread availability of a high quality ICT

network will be critical tq pment of the County’s economy and will support
the social developm unty | consider the proposed development would help
to achieve this a

|
Having reg C’)regoing | consider the development would be consistent with
edtion 11.6.2 of the County Development Plan 2016-2022 and would

dhnce with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

the coniag

Legislative Context / Section 254

Concern about the mechanism by which permission for the development was sought
i.e. by way of a section 254 application, forms a significant aspect of the third party

appeal and | consider it to be a core consideration in this assessment.
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742

7.4.3.

Section 254(1)(ee) of the Planning & Development Act, 2000 (as amended), states
that a person shall not erect, construct, place or maintain overground electronic
communications infrastructure and any associated physical infrastructure on, under,
over or along a public road save in accordance with a licence under this section.
Section 254(6)(a) states that any person may appeal to the Board in relation to the
granting or refusal of a licence. Section 254(5) states that, in considering an
application for a licence under this section, the planning authority, or the Board on

appeal, shall have regard to;
(a) The proper pianning and sustainable development of the area, Q
(b} Any relevant provisions of the development plan, or a local are @

(c) The number and location of existing appliances, apparat uctures on,

under, over or along the public road, and

(d) The convenience and safety of road users including ans,

The definition of ‘public road’ is critical in consideging Woedfer a section 254 licence is
the appropriate mechanism for facilitating the-deye ent. Section 2 of the Planning
& Development Act, 2000 (as amended) % that “public road” has the same
meaning as in the Roads Act, 1993, tion 2 of the Roads Act, 1993 (as amended)

defines a public road as meaning “a er which a public right of way exists and
the responsibility for the maint which lies on a road authority’. Section 2 also

states;

“road” includes— %x
(a) any m footpath, square, court, alley or passage,
(b) dge, viaduct, underpass, subway, tunnel, overpass, overbridge,

0 riageway (whether single or multiple), pavement or footway,

y weighbridge or other facility for the weighing or inspection of vehicles,
téll plaza or other facility for the collection of tolls, service area, emergency
telephone, first aid post, culvert, arch, gulley, railing, fence, wall, barrier,
guardrail, margin, kerb, lay-by, hard shoulder, island, pedestrian refuge,
median, central reserve, channelliser, roundabout, gantry, pole, ramp, bollard,
pipe, wire, cable, sign, signal or lighting forming part of the road, and

(d) any other structure or thing forming part of the road and—
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(i) necessary for the safety, convenience or amenity of road users or for the
construction, maintenance, operation or management of the road or for the

protection of the environment, or

(i) prescribed by the Minister;’

7.4.4. The appellant considers that section 254 is not applicable to this site and refers, in

7.4.5.

748.

7.4.7.

particular, to ABP-306474-20. The applicant considers the section 254 process is the
appropriate mechanism and refers, in particular, to ABP-306033-19.

ABP-306474-20 relates to a section 254 application for a 15 m e

telecommunications monopole and cabinet in Cork City Council's juri he
proposed site was a green area zoned public open space. The eport
noted the siting of the pole and cabinet on public open space ‘ab ooftpath which
forms part of the Ringmahon Road’ and considered that, location is a

rt of the footpath,

e Inspector considered

peripheral part of the public open space, ‘it does npt

pavement, footway, kerb or any other feature of the goa
that the siting of the infrastructure did not meet visions of section 254 and
the Board’s decision was consistent with t&tor’s recommendation in this
regard.

ABP-306033-19 relates to a sectiQp
Lefterkenny, Co. Donegal. Th

4 application for a similar development in

rised a grass verge, a peripheral part of a
larger public open space age dpartially screened from this space by shrubs and
planting. The site was pen Space’ and was described in the Inspector's

Report as ‘a narrqu, grégs Werge which is functionally separated from the adjoining

public open spa subject site has limited value as an amenity space’. The

licence wa t ¥ the Board following a recommendation for a grant.
The sj oPof the application is zoned for open space, is immediately adjacent to
tennis C and is approx. 3 metres from the footpath which runs alongside Sylvan

Drive. The site forms part of the overall Tynan Hall Park and part of a grassed area
completely encircling the tennis courts, though relatively narrow in width along the
north east side of the courts. Section 254 relates specifically to development along a
public road. The applicant refers to the land on which the pole is located as a ‘footway
(road) over a marginal strip of land annexed from the surrounding Open Space

amenity’. This land, while it may be marginal, is still clearly part of the overall collective
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7.4.8.

7.5.

7.5.1.

8.0

8.1.

public open space area and is zoned as such on Map 5 of the County Development
Plan 2016-2022. A ‘footway’ is included in the definition of a road and is itself defined
in section 2 of the Roads Act, 1993 (as amended) as meaning ‘that portion of any road
associated with a roadway which is provided primarily for use by pedestrians’. A
‘roadway’ is defined as ‘that portion of a road which is provided primarily for the use of
vehicles’. Therefore, | do not consider the site area can be considered as a footway.

Having regard to the relevant legislation and the precedents set out in both the

grounds of appeal and the applicant’s response, | consider that a se 54
application is not the correct mechanism by which to carry out the dev he
site is part of a large, zoned area of open space and is clearly s , and

forms no part of, the adjacent roadway, footpath and the grass margha.beeen them

which, in my opinion, comprises the ‘road’ in this area. Whi h objection, in

principle, to the subject development at this location, subje standard conditions, |

consider the development does not meet with the ro% of section 254 of the
s

Planning & Development Act, 2000 (as amendedybed would not be located on,

under, over or along a public road. @

Appropriate Assessment

Having regard to the nature an f the development proposed and to the nature
of the receiving environme t a suburban location remote from and with no
hydroiogical pathway to ropean site, no appropriate assessment issues arise,
and it is not conside development would be likely to have a significant effect
individualty or n with other plans or projects on a European site.

Rec eNgation

| recompfend that a licence not be granted for the reasons and considerations as set

out below.
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9.0 Reasons and Considerations

1. The Board is not satisfied that the siting of the telecommunications
infrastructure is on or along a public road in accordance with the requirements
of section 254 of the Planning & Development Act, 2000 (as amended), but is
on public open space, and it is considered that the Board cannot grant a licence

for the development in such circumstances.

Anthony Kelly
Planning Inspector
21.04.2021

\2
&
O
&
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