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1.0 Site Location and Description

1.1. The appeal site is located in the centre of Aughrim, Co. Galway (in the townland of
Foats or Levallynearl). The appeal site has a stated area of 0.0215 ha (215 sqm) and
is located on the eastern side of the main street within the village.

1.2.  The appeal site accommodates a telecommunications compound and is bound by a
low stone wall to the front/west, a ¢. 1.2 metre high block wall to the side/south and a

o ~Wpoden
L

wire fence to the side/north. The appeal site accommodates 2 n

telecommunications structures, with respective heights of 10 and 12

exchange building.

1.3.  There is a detached bungalow to the immediate south of the egr§iteand a single
storey health centre to the immediate north. A number talged dwellings are
situated to the north-east along a laneway which connects be National Schoaol.
A appeal site is bound to the east by a shed structu h is located within the

curtilage of an adjoining property. A playgroundds loc opposite/west of the appeal

site. Q)

2.0 Proposed Development

2.1. The proposed development e
* The removal of an efiS§ etre high wooden telecommunications pole;

n of an 18 metre high telecommunication structure

(monopol c . A 1.5 metre high lightning finial is attached to the top of the
monopgRIlexThe proposal also includes:

- , dishes, associated equipment;

ound cabinets;

- 24 metre high palisade fencing (green colour) enclosing the

telecommunication structure and cabinets.

2.2. The planning application is accompanied by a cover letter outlining the technical

justification for the proposal, specifically that;
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3.0

3.1.

(

The existing infrastructure is no longer capable of accommodating Eir's coverage

requirements and new telecommunications infrastructure is required.

The proposed installation is required to address substandard coverage in Aughrim,
the surrounding area, including a section of the M6. Current customer demand is

not being met and upgraded infrastructure is required to rectify this.

Aughrim has deficient 4G coverage, with its centre identified as having ‘fringe’ 4G

coverage on ComReg's coverage maps. The area around the M6 experienc i

coverage. The proposal will also facilitate 5G service.

The proposed structure will accommodate Eir and Vodafone. @
Failure to secure permission for the proposal would result § % negative
effects on local phone and broadband service provision.

Eir currently transmit from the existing telecommunigati lations in the wider

area, Knockroe ¢. 3km north of the applicationgsite apd)Doocreggaun ¢. 0.9 km

south of the application site, and as such igation site is the only realistic
site available.

Utilising the existing exchange sjte_aflqws for the use of existing utilities and

underground links, and mitigatpedge d for additional structures in the area. The

—

site is the optimal location w proved services and the proposal represents

the minimum height foL®G propagation.

The proposal W"&‘ imal impact on the surrounding area, being located
ele

within an exisfing munication compound.

The pro d opment accords with Development Plan policy, and also with
— 2040; National Broadband Plan 2012; and Our Rural Future —
elopment Policy 2021-2025.

Planning Authority Decision

Decision

The Planning Authority issued a Notification of Decision to Refuse Permission on the

13t July 2022 for 1 no. reason which can be summarised as follows;
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3.2.

3.2.1.

3.2.2.

3.3.

The proposal is located in close proximity to existing residential properties, and
notwithstanding its location within an existing Eir Exchange compound, would
be contrary to policy objectives ICT3, ICT6 and DM Standard 42 of the Galway
County Development Plan 2022-2028. The proposed development would be a
visually obtrusive feature and would seriously injure the amenities of the area

and the value of property in the vicinity.

Planning Authority Reports

Planning Reports

The report of the Planning Officer includes the following commen

The report of the Pla

The site is visible from a number of vantage points.

The Planning Authority do not consider the site_suita e for the proposal, are
not satisfied with the technical justification grov nd consider that there

may be more appropriate locations for t rop in the area.

DM standard 42 (b) requires that u@z‘:
®

from residences and schools. Jhe siduhding area is an established village.
There is a school 154 metr. he subject site, and houses adjacent to the

tions and masts are located away

visually obtrusife aring, and would seriously injure the amenities of the

site. Q/
The proposal will bx erse effect on the amenity of the area, would be

area, and he vicinity.

ng Officer recommends a refusal of permission consistent with

the Notifi€a ecision which issued.
Ot al Reports
None renced in report of the Planning Officer.

Prescribed Bodies

None referenced in report of the Planning Officer.
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3.4, Third Party Observations

The Planning Officer’s report refers to 2 no. submissions/ocbservations having been

received in relation to the planning application, one of which is accompanied by a

petition. The report of the Planning Officer provides a summary of the main issues

raised in the third-party observations, which are as follows;

Health impacts.

Visual impact concerns. Q
Proximity of site to schools, residences, churches, shops, and play@
Proposal is incompatible with the historical setting of the villagg.

More suitable sites available for proposed development.

4.0 Planning History Q 4
Appeal Site
None. &

3
&

ABP-314308-22 Inspector's Report Page 6 of 23



(
5.0

5.1.

5.1.1

5.1.2

Policy Context

National Policy

National Planning Framework ‘Project Ireland 2040°;

National Policy Objective 24 - support and facilitate delivery of the National Broadband
Plan.

Regional, Spatial and Economic Strategy for the Northern and W Q:mal
Assembly (RSES):
The weakness/absence of high-quality telecommunication ure is identified

as being an important issue for the region (see page 2

5.1.3 National Broadband Plan 2020:

514

The National Broadband Plan (NBP) is th@gﬁent’s initiative to improve digital

connectivity by delivering high speed broadband services to all premises in Ireland,

through investment by commercial ®ate es coupled with intervention by the State
in those parts of the country ‘% rivate companies have no plans to invest.

Telecommunication xe and Support Structures, Guidelines for Planning

Authorities, 19 p ent of the Environment and Local Government):
The Guid de relevant technical information in relation to installations and
offer qui planning issues so that environmental impact is minimised and a

approach is adopted by Planning Authorities. Visual impact is noted as
amongy’the most important considerations in assessing applications for
telecommunications structures but the Guidelines also note that generally, applicants
have limited locational flexibility, given the constraints arising from radio planning

parameters. The Guidelines place an emphasis on the principle of co-location.

Section 4.3 ‘Visual Impact’, provides that, ‘only as a /ast resort should free-standing
masts be located within or in the immediate surrounds of smaller towns or villages. If
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such location should become necessary, sites already developed for utilities should
be considered and masts and antennae should be designed and adapted for the
specific location. The support structure should be kept to the minimum height
consistent with effective operation’. Section 4.3 also states, ‘only as a last resort, and
if the alternatives are either unavailable or unsuitable, should free-standing masts be
located in a residential area or beside schools. If such a location should become
necessary, sites already developed for utilities should be considered and masts and
antennae should be designed and adapted for the specific location. The

structures should be kept to the minimum height consistent with effecti

precautions and that the following considerations may neggl to bg taken into account,

specifically, whether a mast terminates a view; th i@ws of the mast are

intermittent and incidental, and the presence ofAgtermydiate objects in the wider

panorama (buildings, trees etc). @

5.1.5 Circular Letter PL 03/2018

Circular Letter PL 03/2018, dately 018 provides a revision to Chapter 2 of the
'
|

Development Contribution for Planning Authorities, 2013, and specifically

states that the wavie %

n the Development Contribution, Guidelines for
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Planning Authorities, 2013 should apply not only to the provision of broadband

services but also to mobile services.

5.1.6 Circular Letter PL 07/12

Circular Letter PL 07/12, dated 19t October 2012, sets out to revise Sections 2.2. to
2.7 of the 1996 Guidelines. The Circular was issued in the context of the rollout of the
next generation of broadband (4G). It advises Planning Authorities to:

in exceptional circumstances:

Cease attaching time limiting conditions to te!ecommunicatio@& cept

Avoid inclusion in development plans of mini ation distances

between masts and schools and houses;

Omit conditions on planning permissi equiiing security in the form of a

bond/cash deposit; @

Reiterates advise not to include Wonitoring arrangements on health and safety

or to determine plannin ations on health grounds;

Future develop 0 tion schemes to include waivers for broadband

infrastructure ;

5.2 Developmenteanx'J

5.21. The Ga nty Development Plan 2022-2028 is the relevant development plan.

)| Site is not subject to any specific land use zoning. The provisions of the
County Development Plan 2022 - 2028 relevant to this assessment are as

follows:

Policy Objective ICT1 : ICT Infrastructure

Policy Objective ICT2: Nationa! Broadband Pian

Policy Objective ICT3: Telecommunications Antennae and Support Structures
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5.2.3.

Sil

5.4.

6.0

6.1.

* Policy Objective ICT4: Co-location of Antennae

» Policy Objective ICT5: Siting and Design of Telecommunications Infrastructure

¢ Policy Objective ICT6: Visual Impact and Anteanna Support Structures

e DM Standard 42: Telecommunications Masts

The appeal site is located within the ‘Central Galway Complex Landscape’ (see Map

1 of Landscape Character Assessment, Appendix 4 of Galway County Developaggnt

Plan 2022-2028) for the purpose of landscape type. The ‘Central Galway
Landscape’ (see Map 6) is described as having a ‘low’ sensitivity. There gfe R0 §C5 |

routes in the vicinity of the appeal site. Protected View 43, of Aughfif.Ch spire
(see Map 8 — Appendix 4 of the Galway County Developmen 2022-2028), is

within the vicinity of the appeal site.
Natural Heritage Designations

The appeal site is not located within or close to a uro Site.

@}

a class of development set out in Part

EIA Screening

The proposed development does no
and Development Regulations, 2001, (as

1 or Part 2 of Schedule 5 of th [
amended), and therefore is & to EIA requirements.
The Appeal \’: >

Grounds of
This i - appeal against the decision to refuse permission. The grounds for
appea summarised under the following headings;

Visual impact

e Telecommunication use is an established and accepted use on the site. The
existing structure is no longer adequate and must be replaced, with an increase
in height, which will also facilitate additional users/co-location. The height of the

structure is at the lower end of telecommunication infrastructure.

ABP-314308-22 Inspector’s Report Page 10 of 23



¢ Some visual impact from the proposal will occur but views of the structure will
be intermittent and will be within a context where there are other vertical
structures such as the 10 metre high wooden pole and streetlighting. The
proposal will not seriously injure the visual amenities of the area.

» The proposed structure is intended to serve Aughrim and therefore must be
located in the vicinity of the village. The surrounding environment assists with
screening the proposal. Landscaping is proposed along the frontiwestern

boundary of the site.

e The proposal has regard to relevant national and local sfaqni gYpolicy,
specifically, it is the minimal height necessary to ensure ¢ ag@yis’replacing
existing infrastructure and is monopole design.

 Should the Board consider it acceptable, metre wooden
telecommunication structure, which carries for the emergency
services, could be removed, and its equippnentacchmmodated on the proposed

structure. This would increase the height & thé structure however, Also, the

proposed structure could be painte¢ golour, to present a more familiar

structure in the streetscape.

Site Suitability

¢ The site’s existing eility compound make it suitable for the proposal.

o Circular Letter% tates that Planning Authorities should not include

separation #Ylist from telecommunications structures as this can
inadverfently .h a major impact on the roll out of the telecommunication
ne K? ional Guidance for telecommunications provides no restrictions in
el distances between telecommunications structures and dwellings.

resence of dwellings and community uses justifies telecommunication

uctures as there will be an increase in the demand for the service.

» The proposal is the most appropriate location as it entails the replacement of
an existing structure, is located at an established telecommunications site,
which is advocated by the Telecommunication Guidelines 1996, facilitates co-
location and reduces the potential number of free-standing structures in the

area.
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Co-location

« It is national policy to facilitate co-location. The increase in the height of the
structure provides opportunities for co-location. The Galway County
Development Plan 2022-2028 also encourage co-location.

Property Values

« It would be impossible to provide coverage to towns, villages and residential

towns and villages. An Bord Pleanala have previously determined

no evidence that development of this nature impacts the value gf p

Proximity to Residential Area

» Circular Letter PL0O7/12, which modified the “Telecomm ti§n Antennae and

Support Structures — Guidelines for Planning Author 6, advises against
the inclusion of minimum separation distanges betwpen telecommunications
structures and dwellings as this can ina ave a major impact on the
roll out of the telecommunication ne dsgiven the dispersed nature of
population within Ireland it would4S¢ impossible to provide telecommunication

infrastructure without locatin frastructure in proximity to dwellings,

towns and villages. Q
e The proposed deve t WiT ensure continued network coverage in the area.

Planning Precedent ,\
. Telecomn@o structures of a similar height and design are not
n

tility providers, including at locations in proximity to towns,

ndPresidential areas. A list of decisions relating to decisions for
unication structures is provided, including instances where An Bord

¥hala have permitted such development.

A letter of support from Tetra Ireland Communications Ltd. accompanies the appeal

submission.

6.2. Planning Authority Response

None received.
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(
6.3.

Observations

The following observations were received in respect of the appeal.

Kevin & Ann Ryan

Health concern’s in relation to 5G EMF radiation. Eir have not undertaken a risk

assessment for radiation emissions.

The proposal is in proximity to schools, a pre-school, Brothers of Charity
residence, a nursing home, shops, a park, playground and a healt

John Burke (includes signed petition)

L]

The proposal would be visually intrusive, overbearing an | 2
property. 2

Permission has been refused by Galway Cou (% with regard to the
location of the proposal in proximity to residénce¢its’design and overbearing

nature.

The proposal will be visually obtrusf d would seriously injure the historic

village setting, and devalue property i

Health concern’s in relatio F radiation. Eir have not undertaken a risk

assessment for radia m‘v '
liability. X
i

mity to residences, schools, pre-school, Brothers of

ions, noise, and insurance against health

The propos i

Charity remideRge & nursing home, shops, a park, playground, health centre, a
visitqr @e)sublic houses, restaurants, a hostel, village hall and GAA pitch.

more suitable [ocations for the proposal, including less than 1 mile

Q’w e site.
John e Snr. & Others (includes signed petition)

Health concern’s in relation to 5G EMF radiation. Eir have not undertaken a risk
assessment for radiation emissions, noise, and insurance against health

liability.
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e The proposal is in proximity to residences, schools, pre-school, Brothers of
Charity residence, a nursing home, shops, a park, playground, health centre, a
visitor centre, public houses, restaurants, a hostel, village hall and GAA pitch.

e The proposal will be obtrusive within a small village. The proposal would not be
compatible with the historic village setting. No AHIA was undertaken.

e There are more suitable locations for the proposal, including at Curragh,

Aughrim.

» The proposal is contrary to the Galway County Development Pla 2- j
in particular Policy Objective ICT3, ICT6 and DM Standard 42

« The proposal should be located away from residences.

7.0 Assessment

7.1.

7.2.

7.2.1.

| consider the main issues in the assessment of thi§appeyl 4re as follows:

. TechnicalJustiﬁcation/Appropriateneson.
&

¢ Impact on Visual Amenity.

e Impact on Residential Amenity®

Technical Justificati 1ateness of Location

e Other Issues.
s Appropriate Assessmx

The first party st@h information submitted with the planning application that the
existing infr C n the appeal site is no longer capable of accommodating Eir's
coveragagedicemients, and that the proposed development is required at this location
in of (Y dress specific service/coverage deficiencies in Aughrim, and the
surroundig area. The first party has submitted a ComReg coverage map indicating
that Eir has ‘fringe’ 4G coverage in Aughrim. | have consulted ComReg'’s coverage
maps and note that Aughrim is identified as having ‘good coverage’ for Eir's 4G
services and ‘fair 5G coverage for the village. According to ComReg’s website, areas
with ‘good’ 4G coverage ‘experience strong signal with good data speeds’ whilst areas
with ‘fair’ coverage experience ‘fast and reliable data speeds, but marginal data with

drop-outs is possible at weaker signal levels’. Notwithstanding the discrepancy
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722

7.2.3.

7.24,

between the reference to ‘fringe’ and ‘good’ 4G coverage within Aughrim, noting that
the proposal is also intended to provide 5G coverage, which | note is indicated on
ComReg’s coverage maps as ‘fair’, with fikely improvements to 4G coverage also, |
am satisfied that the proposal will improve service provision in Aughrim and the
surrounding area and on this basis | consider that the proposal is therefore justified.

In terms of the consideration of alternative sites, | note that Eir already operate from

the two closest installations in the vicinity, and as such | agree with the first that

Guidelines for Planning Authorities, 1996 provide that
standing masts be located within or in the imme styrounds of smaller towns or
villages, and if such location should become ssajy, sites already developed for

utifities should be considered and masts
adapted for the specific location’, an

minimum height consistent with peration’. The Guidelines also state, ‘only

as a last resort, and if alternatiVeg, ither unavailable or unsuitable, should free-

standing masts be locategtin'g ilential area or beside schools. If such a location
should become nece : already developed for utilities should be considered
and masts and apiéniide sflould be designed and adapted for the specific location.

&hould be kept to the minimum height consistent with effective

oultl be monopole (or poles) rather than a latticed tripod or square

The support s

operation

locations. | also note that the height of the proposed structure allows for other providers
to co-locate onto the structure. On this basis | consider the appeal site to be

appropriate for the proposed development of a telecommunication structure.

Based on the information submitted, | consider that there is a technical justification for

the proposal at this location. | am also satisfied that the appeal site is appropriate for
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7.3.

7.3.1.

7.32.

.

such a development and that the proposed development accords with the provisions
of the Galway County Development Plan 2022 — 2028', and the Telecommunications
Antennae and Support Structures Guidelines for Planning Authorities in relation to the

location of installations.

Impact on Visual Amenity
The appeal site is located within the ‘Central Galway Complex Landscape’ for the

%

containing ‘the majority of the county's population with associated high ley€l of urydn

purpose of landscape type. The ‘Central Galway Complex Landscape’ is deso

generated rural housing, roads and settlements. These range fro r small
sefflements with associated infrastructure, services and T activity’.
Regarding significance, many areas within the ‘Central Galw Landscape’

are described as having local sensitivities, often on ac t cal amenities or
historic sites. The ‘Central Galway Complex Landscag® lanfiscape character area is

described as having a ‘low’ sensitivity.

The appeal site is located within a village whe&mmunications and other utility

structures are common. The e site accommodates an existing

at this location is an established feature of the

telecommunications compound utility building and 2 no. wooden

telecommunications poles wi ive heights of 10 and 12 metres. As such,
telecommunications infraghiyc

village’s landscape. Bas n site inspection | consider that the proposal will be
intermittently visi@ rounding landscape from a number of locations, however

the proposed gtrijcture)does not terminate any view and will be perceived within a

wider con h includes buildings up to two storeys and telephone/electricity
poles. do not consider that the proposed structure would dominate or be
intrusiv in the landscape at this location. Noting the established use of the

compound and the existing telecommunication structures on the appeal site, 1 do not
consider that the proposed structure would represent a discordant feature at this
location, and having regard to the developed nature of the landscape in the vicinity of

the appeal site, and to the design of the proposed structure, comprising a monopole,

1 Compliance with Development Plan policy in respect of the location of telecommunication structures is further
addressed at paragraph 7.4.
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7.3.3.

7.3.4.

7.4.

741,

7.4.2.

I am of the view that the proposal would not be incongruous within the immediate
landscape and | consider that the overall visual impact of the proposal would be
satisfactory in the context of the visual amenities of the area.

There are no scenic routes in the vicinity of the appeal site. Protected View 43, of
Aughrim Church spire (see Map 8 — Appendix 4 of the Galway County Development
Plan 2022-2028) is within the vicinity of the appeal site. The arc/origin of this view point

in the Development Plan.

The proposal comprises a monopole structure with a heig tres (or 19.5
metres when the finial is considered). The first party has it is amenable to

permitting other operators to co-locate on the structuw ote that the height of
th o

the structure, at 18 metres, will facilitate co-loc ther operators, thereby

avoiding the need for other antennae in the are&§houlli the Board be minded to grant

permission for the proposed development] mend that a planning condition is

attached requiring the applicant to facilitatS=sther operators to co-locate onto the

structure.

Impact on Residential Ame

@ e Prg¥imity to the residences as one of principle reasons for
& oposed development. Observers to the appeal also raise

The Planning Authori
refusing permissi
concerns in rgspec otential impacts on residential amenity as a result of the

eing located in proximity to adjacent dwellings.

schools’. In accordance with the guidance set out under Circular PLO7/12, DM
Standard 42 does not refer to a minimum separation distance between
telecommunications structures and residences. | note the separation distance
between the proposed structure and the dwelling to the south at c. 16 metres, and the
dwelling to the east at ¢c. 20 metres. The proposed structure is not positioned forward
of the front wall of either of the adjoining dwellings. | am satisfied that the separation
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7.5.

7.5.1.

7.52.

7.5.3.

distances between the proposed structure and the dwelling to the immediate south
and east, and also to dwellings in the vicinity, to be adequate to ensure that there
would be no significant overbearing or visual intrusion arising from the proposed
development. Having regard to the forgoing, | am satisfied that the proposed
development would not result in significant negative impacts on the amenity of
residential property adjoining the appeal site, or in the vicinity of the appeal site, and
that the proposed development accords with DM Standard 42 of the Galway County
Development Plan 2022-2028.

Other Issues i; EQ)

Health

The issue of the health impacis of the propose e%ent was raised in
observations to this appeal. In respect of ues) concerning health and

telecommunications structures, Circular Le 12 states that, ‘Planning
Authorities should be primarily concernedewith & L0 opriate location and design of

ave competence for health and safety

telecommunications structures and

matters in respect of telecommu andipfrastructure. These are regulated by other
codes and such matters sho % dditionally regulated by the planning process’.
Accordingly, | consider t% e is outside the scope of this appeal.

Suggested Amend&%

The first p uggg that the existing 10 metre high pole on the appeal site could
be re hat the proposed new monopole could accommodate its antenna,

which result in an increase in the height of the proposed monopole. In my
opinion tHis proposal would be materially different compared to the current proposal
and as such | do not recommend that the Board consider it.

Development Contributions

The Development Contribution, Guidelines for Planning Authorities, published in 2013

by the then Department of Environment, Community and Local Government, as
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7.5.4.

7.5.5.

7.5.6.

updated by Circular Letter 03/2018, provides that Planning Authorities are required to
include waivers for broadband infrastructure (masts and antennae) in their
development contribution schemes so as to contribute to the promotion of economic
activity. Additionally, Part 4 of the adopted Galway County Council Development
Contribution Scheme (as revised 15t August 2019) states that ‘no development
contribution levies shall be payable for development (antennae and masts) associated
with the roll out of the National Broadband Plan across the County’. Having regard to
the forgoing, should the Board be minded to grant permission for the spregosed

development, | do not consider it necessary to attach a condition requiring th@gayment

of a development contribution in respect of the proposed developm

Devaluation

observations to this appeal. Having regard to the ssipent and conclusions set
out above, | am satisfied that the proposed develggmeht would not seriously injure

I note that the issue of the devaluation of properties in w’ ity was raised in

the amenities of the area to such an exten Would adversely affect the value of

property in the vicinity.

Proximity to School

way County Development Plan 2022 — 2028 states that
sHould be located away from existing residences and

DM Standard 42 (b) of th
‘masts and base statisf

evelopment will be located in excess of 130 metres from a

ol gk

schools’. The 08

school (Gl Natignal School) and having regard to nature and extent of the
propos eippment and the separation distance concerned, | am satisfied that the
pro opment will not have any significant adverse effects on the school, and
that oposed development accords with DM Standard 42 of the Galway County

Development Plan 2022-2028, specifically in relation to the location of the proposed
development relative to Glebe National School.

Screening/Trees

Supplementary screening is proposed along the front/western boundary of the appeal
site. In my opinion this would assist with screening the base of the proposed structure
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7.5.7.

7.6.

7.6.1.

8.0

8.1.

9.0

and the security fencing. Should the Board be minded to grant permission for the
proposed development | recommend that details of this screening should be agreed
with the Planning Authority.

Impact on adjoining Health Centre

The proposed structure will be located ¢. 9 metres from the adjoining health centre.
Having regard to position of the proposed structure, which is to the rear of the hgalth

%

centre, and to the separation distance concerned, | am satisfied that the p

development will not have any significant adverse effects on the health e.

Appropriate Assessment

Having regard to the nature and limited scale of the S evelopment, the
developed nature of the landscape between the site Ed{op€an sites and the lack
of a hydrological or other pathway between t ite and European sites, it is
considered that no Appropriate Assessmenarise and that the proposed
development would not be likely to havgra sid fiodM effect either individually or in

combination with other plans or proj y European site.

Recommendation x
Having regard to the is fecommended that permission is granted based on

the following reaso iderations and subject to the attached conditions.

iderations

Th& DOEHLG Section 28 Statutory Guidelines; Telecommunications Antennae

and Support Structures: Guidelines for Planning Authorities, 1996, as updated
by circular letter PL 07/12 in 2012,

(b)  The Galway County Development Plan 2022 — 2028,

(c) The low landscape sensitivity of the area,
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(d) The distance between the proposed telecommunications structure and
sensitive receptors, including residential development, the adjoining health

centre and Glebe National School,
(e)  The nature and scale of the proposed telecommunication structure,

() The demonstrated need for the telecommunications infrastructure at this

location,

(g)  Circular Letter PL 03/2018,

it is considered that subject to compliance with the conditions set

not be prejudicial to public health, would not have a signifioehat | on ecology or

on European sites in the vicinity, and would be in accordan ithithe proper planning

and sustainable development of the area. The prop e%pment would therefore
be in accordance with the proper planning and sgistaihab development of the area.

10.0 Conditions Q
A

1. | The development shall bevmut and completed in accordance with the

plans and particulars A6d8gd yith the application, except as may otherwise
% ply with the following conditions. Where such

be required in orger %
conditions r ils to be agreed with the Planning Authority, the

developepghall agrge such details in writing with the Planning Authority prior
toco cement of development and the development shall be carried out
a lgted in accordance with the agreed particulars.

: In the interest of clarity.

e developer shall provide and make available at reasonable terms, the
! proposed support structure for the provision of mobile telecommunications
antenna of third-party licenced telecommunications operators.

Reason: in the interest of avoidance of multiplicity of telecommunications
structures in the area, in the interest of visual amenity and proper planning

and sustainable development.
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3. | Within six months of the cessation of the use of the telecommunications

structure, all structures permitted under this permission shall be removed
from the site, and the site shall be reinstated at the operator's expense in
accordance with a scheme to be agreed in writing with the Planning Authority
as soon as practicable.

Reason: In the interest of protecting the landscape.

4. | The 12 metre high wooden pole shall be removed from the site wi

months of the new monopole becoming operational.

Reason: in the interest of avoidance of multiplicity of telec iICattons

structures in the area, in the interest of visual amenity a anning

and sustainable development. < ;.

5. | Prior to commencement of development, detailsWnting along the

front/western boundary of the site, shall ag in writing with the

Planning Authority.

Reason: In the interest of visual ame@

6. | Details of the proposed colour schgme for the telecommunications structure

and ancillary structures shall be submitted to and agreed in writing with the

Planning Authority pripor§o mencement of development.

Reason: Inthe i estef the visual amenities of the area.

7. |Alow intenw obstacle light shall be fitted as close to the top of the

mast as Practicat#é and shall be visible from all angles in azimuth.

e interest of public safety.

R sn:)

rtisement or advertisement structure shall be erected or displayed

e proposed structure or its appendages or within the curtilage of the

site.

Reason: In the interest of the visual amenities of the area.

9. | Site development and building works shall be carried out only between the
hours of 0800 to 1900 Mondays to Fridays inclusive, between 0800 to 1400
hours on Saturdays and not at all on Sundays and public holidays. Deviation
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from these times will only be allowed in exceptiona! circumstances where

prior written approval has been received from the Planning Authority.

Reason: In order to safeguard the residential amenities of property in the

vicinity.

I confirm that this report represents my professional planning assessment, judgement
and opinion on the matter assigned to me and that no person has influenced ght
to influence, directly or indirectly, the exercise of my professional jud an

improper or inappropriate way.

Y

G Campbel

Planning Inspector v
31 May 2023 0

O
o@
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