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1.0 Site Location and Description

1.1. The site is located at Dangan, west of the village of Kilmore and about 8 kilometres

south of Carrick on Shannon, Co. Roscommon. The site is positioned alongside the

public road, opposite a church and school. The public road at this location is

characterised by a mature roadside bank and hedge on one side and the boungay

walls of premises to the back of the public road. There are a limited amount areet
lighting poles of moderate height, some telegraph poles and school warni&1Ne.
There are dashed yellow road markings at the margin of the road an&e m
speed limited at this location is restricted to 50 kph. The 15 meta st}el pM
ground mounted cabinet, the subject of this appeal are already iM

2.0 Proposed Development

2.1 The applicant is applying for a licence to install a\eper£tkar?{nfrastructure pole

and associated operator cabinet. The devmLMl is for the installation of

a 15m freestanding galvanised pole with &ameA&330mm, with internal cables,

2 GPS domes on brackets, 300mnWametMno fibre infrastructure in the

area). A ground mounted cabUM\ Nootprint of 1 .5 sqm, height 1 .7 metres,

length at base of 0.9 metro and widtt+9 metres would be installed beside the

pole and would be painted green.\proposed telecoms installation as described ,

is already in situ.

3.0 Plannin@jpbcision

3.1 . Deci Zn

3 \\4heaNal to grant permission for the licence without condItions.

ElIMg Authority Reports

3A/lannlng Reports

The report of the Planning Officer dated the 15th June 2021 that informed the

decision of the PA and includes the following:

• No objections from the Area Engineer.
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• Lands are not located in a designated site.

• Site not liable to flooding.

No objections to the principle of development.

3.2.2. Other Technical Reports

Area Engineer – no objections (by email report dated 14th June 2021 )

3.3. Prescribed Bodies

None

3.4. Third Party Observations

None

4.0 Planning History

4.1 . Site:

None.

4.2. Relevant sites in the area:

PA ref: 18/317 and ABlfef pXLn57 – Permission for retention of an existing

15m telecommuni&r\#ppoJBtructure which carries 3 No. aerials for the

emergency s@ us*brs (Garda, Ambulance and Fire Brigade) previously granted

permissiow.r®r Planning 'Ref. PD/08/179 together with telecommunications

equip#-aBnqat Eir Exchange, Kilmore, Co. Roscommon. Constructed.

AB.P ref: ABP-&a05-21 - Permission for the construction of a 30 metre lattice

@enclawithin a 2.4 metre high palisade fence compound.

FCNLMContext

5M)evetopment Plan

5.1.1 Roscommon County Development Plan 2022-2028

Chapter 3: People, Places and Housing
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PPH 3.23 Promote the development of Smart Villages in order to develop and

diversify the rural economy and build on local enterprise and infrastructure assets to

drive innovations.

Chapter 7: Infrastructure, Transport and Communications

ITC 7.63 Promote and facilitate the sustainable development of a high-quality ICI

network throughout the county, in accordance with the requirements of the

Telecommunications Antennae and Support Structures – Guidelines for pha
Authorities, in order to achieve balanced social and economic develoaJenAit
protecting the amenities of urban and rural areas.

ITC 7.65 Encourage co-location of antennae on existing telecorrHl =

structures. The shared use of existing structures will be required %e+e numbers

of masts located in any single area is considered to Ike aVsae
concentration

ITC 7.66 Ensure that telecommunications Aes are Iaated to minimise and /or

mitigate any adverse impacts on commuXes, p&r rights of way and the built or
natural environment.

Chapter 12 Development MaIHIXe Wandards

12.22 Telecommunicatioaar

rxl
The Council recognises the importance of telecommunication infrastructure as a

means of removing&Reripbd barrier that the county experiences.

It is also rejto4iinLn location of telecommunication infrastructure is dictated

by service provision and hence each application will be determined on its own

mena

5.2. National Guidelines

Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended. The development is considered

lder Section 254(1)(ee) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as amended.

DoHELG Circular Letter PL 11/2020. This circular provided clarification in relation to

the planning exemptions applicable to telecommunications works undertaken by
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statutory undertakers authorised to provide telecommunications services. It advises

Planning Authorities that:

• Section 254 of the Act outlines the provisions in relation to the licensing of

appliances and cables etc on public roads. Where development of a type

specified in section 254(1) of the Act is proposed to be carried out on a PaId
road, approval for the works is required from a Planning Authority by nMs a

the obtaining of a section 254 licence.

e A Section 254 Licence is required for overground electronic ccMumps-
infrastructure and its associated works, and that such wo#teXemWl$
planning permission.

• The exemptions for telecommunications infrastruct&e along pubf roads do

not apply:

(a) where the proposed development iS in\LsitivNeR where there iS a

requirement for Appropriate AssessJH

(b) where the proposed developm&ouIAanger public safety by reason

of traffic hazard or obstructi+of roacnkrs

Section 254(5) of the Act out1 N\Ja to which the Planning Authority shall

have regard in assessinAX) I?saIs

a) the properApl4ling aral Fuslainable development of the area,

b) any rglevant provisions of the development plan, or a local area plan,

FF L-bBI
LL ',N X
XL

c) ttXnRnber and Kcation of existing appliances, apparatuses or structures

nuN oUr along the pUbIIC road, and

k) the ch\Bnience and safety of road users including pedestrians.

National Broadband Plan, DCENR, 2012. Sets out a strategy to deliver high speed

broadad across the State.

lb,

LLZ

]rcular Letter PL07/12 – The circular updates the guidance document and

!pecifically refers to temporary permissions, removal of separation distances from

houses and schools, bonds and contributions, planning considerations related to

location and design and health and safety matters, and the establishment of a

register / database.
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Telecommunications Antennae and Support Structures, Guidelines for Planning

Authorities, DoE, 1996. Provide guidance on, amongst other things, siting of masts.

This includes, in city suburbs, to co-locate telecommunications where possible and

to locate new telecommunication masts in industrial or in industrially zoned land or

commercial or retail areas. The guidance states that only as a last resort, if these

alternatives are not available, should free-standing masts be located in a residal
area or beside schools. Further, if such a location should become necessalyKg
already developed for utilities should be considered and masts and antenr&Nl
be designed and adapted for the specific location, with the support st);
to the minimum height consistent with effective operation.

Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets – section 2.qXge8t Furniture.

5.3. Natural Heritage Designations

5.3.1. The site is not situated within any EuropearbiiiAcre a] no designated

European Sites in close proximity to the sf

5.4. EIA Screening

5.4.1 The proposed development is not listed in either Part 1 or Part 2 of Schedule 5,

Planning and DevelopnAbps 2001 (as amended), which sets out the

types and thresholko4evelop+nt that requires a mandatory EIA. The proposal

has also been aBNhAle criteria outlined in Schedule 7 of the Planning

and Develqpn@nt Regulations 2001 (as amended), and the provisions of Article 109,

(3) of tbE.\_ ' n\ ions.

5.4.2 Und4he pro\As of Article l09, (3) of the Regulations, it is noted that the site is

e\ loAXc gan a European site, is not designated for the protection of the

hZcaBe or of natural or cultural heritage and the proposed development is not

likely gave a significant effect on any European Site.

Je proposed development is minor in nature and scale and will not require any

tignificant ground works or construction methods. I have concluded that, by reason

of the nature, scale and location of the subject site, the proposed development would

not be likely to have significant effects on the environment and that after a pre-

screening exercise an environmental impact assessment report for the proposed

13
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development was not necessary in this case. (See Pre-Screening Form, Appendix

1)

6.0 The Appeal

6.1. Grounds of Appeal

A Third Party Appeal has been submitted by Peter Thomson (Planning s&oM
behalf of Franziska Ludwig, the grounds of appeal can be summarisqks fA:

e The written consent of the land owner upon which the \atdIR\ ctR
proposed has not been sought. The landowner of FoJo RU23 h4s no

provided any consent for development to take placq

e No conditions were attached to the licence pe&?ion, the licence is therefore
unenforceable

• The planning assessment had regqlmo ?nlK/elopment plan and the

telecoms guidelines 1996. The pro&ion of visual amenities forms part of the

current plan and should haWeen cMd. Co-location should be

considered and only anus Nrt should a new free standing mast be

proposed . The location of the pole was considered too close to the school at

first, it is closer in its current location. Such a location close to the school and

other facilities is at variar}I with ministerial guidelines and would materially

contra\anhRKMnt plan. This is not an application made under

sec]©Unand so therefore the Board cannot consider granting

HNpn a#velopment that is contrary to the plan. Policy ITC 7.63 seeks

Ko proteNlmmunities, rights of way and built/natural environment. Other

locations were not considered, permission should be refused.

F IF applicant has incorrectly stated that there are no protected structures in

Re vicinity. There is a ringfort, castle site and church (RPS 0100186) all within

close proximity to the site and the proposed pole will negatively impact these

heritage items.

• (314689) The licence is invalid as no EIA screening took place. Screening for

EIA is required for development in proximity to protected structures and
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recorded monuments. The proposed development comprises a sub threshold

urban development (10(b)(iv), Part 2 of Schedule 5), the Board cannot screen

out and cannot grant permission.

• Screening for AA was not carried out by the planning authority, and the Board

cannot do so either. There is no legal basis with which to carry out screenild

in any case, when assessing a section 254 licence application.

• The applicant has not demonstrated health and safety aspects of ttA

development in accordance with ICNRP compliance. Impact tc+mgAm
and wellbeing will result. The pole is located too close to noM
community centre and the health impacts have not been &A

6.2. Applicant Response

The First Party have submitted a response prep& by David Mulcahy on behalf of

Cignal Infrastructure Limited. It is summariA&

e There is no requirement for public RIce or public consultation under a

section 254 licence applicat+1

• The infrastructure is erad on land owned by Roscommon County Council,

the roadside and ARonsent was sought and received, appendix A

refers. Legislati#equNLtF+works should occur on, under, over and along

public roads and this is @case in this instance, reference is made to ABP-
311679-21

U k+A
• TLl9%~chment of conditions to the granting of a licence is at the discretion of

the planning authority and not a requirement of the 2000 Act, section 254(4)

L,fers

’e
Bah the 2014 and 2022 County Development Plans are supportive of

@coms infrastructure and the development the subject of the licence is in

compliance with the policies and objectives out in the plan and as guided by

national policy. The pole covers a black spot in coverage, the closest mast is

almost 5 km distant, co-location was not possible in this case. Images are

supplied that show the pole does not have an adverse visual impact on the

area in general and community facilities in particular.
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• The 1996 guidelines have been misinterpreted by the appellant, in fact

monopoles are preferred to free standing masts, if they must be placed close

to schools. The guidelines are outdated with regard to pole design, and the
current mast does not affect the area

• Images presented show that the pole does not have any impact upon

protected structures in the area.

• EIA screening not necessary, AA screening not relevant.

e Health issues are not relevant, Comreg is the competent aLaMo& r

health implications.

6.3. Planning Authority Response

None

6.4. Further Responses

6.4.1. The appellant has submitted a response t& applicants submission and can be
summarised as follows:

aL\

lb Li

K JUl

• Ownership of the site isd'©piu,m, roadside verge and land under the road is in

the ownership of the appQN

• Conditions +LuKe attached in the event of a grant of permission for a

licence#boB 254(4) is referenced.

• No@sess@ of the application was made by the planning authority and the

act ofNli#licence does not infer that policies and objectives of the

kevelo Vat plan have been complied with.

• in terms of co-location and benefit to the community, the proposal

Atravenes the development plan.

e The pole does impact upon the built heritage.

• EIA screening and AA screening did not take place and should have in

accordance with the Act

• Mast and health issues have been completely dismissed by the applicant.
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6.4.2. A letter of support for the appeal against the granting of a section 254 licence from

the principal of Dangan National School is attached . A print out from an online

petition against the development is also attached.

7.0 Assessment

7.1 . Introduction

7.1.1 According to the application documentation, the proposed street pole withXPS
domes on brackets would have a height of 1 5m and a diameter of 33&n. The;ole

would be galvanised, all cables run internally. There would also + a MIg
mounted cabinet with a footprint of 1 .5 sqm, height 1 .7 meWs, Im sTof o.9

metres and width of 1 .9 metres and this would be installeMIM and

painted green. The entire development is already in +

The proposed development is brought fOIward ukr seN 2+4(1) of the Planning

and Development Act 2000 (as amended).n'ir consideration of the development,

under section 254(5) of the Act, the Boar4 required to have regard to:

7.1.2

al
XL

LL-- - I

a. the proper planning and SL&inable deve6ment of the area,

b. any relevant provisioAhe development plan, or a local area plan,

c. the number and location of existing appliances, apparatuses or structures on,

under, over orjloKthe paicXad, and

d the coUpieNN#ty of road users including pedestrians.

7.1.3. Having regard to tt@airementS, local and national planning policy, the

applicn-cALs, ddher documentation on file and my inspection of the site, I

CTlsi Br that ttVNain issues for this appeal relate to:

#M and Development Plan

• Co-location

• Road Safety

• Other Matters

7.2. Planning and Development Plan
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7.2.1 . Introduction - Section 254(5)(a) of the 2000 Act the Board is required to have regard

to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area of which visual

amenity is part. In addition, the Board are required to have regard any relevant

provisions of the development plan, or a local area plan, section 254(5)(a) refers. I

have combined both these topics within this section of my report.

7.2.2 The Roscommon County Development Plan (RCDP) sets out the overall straa
and vision for the proper planning and sustainable development of the COLwyN
the 6 year plan period and has been prepared in accordance with PaUl, caEN
the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended). Appendb4£Mita
Statement contains a Statement prepared in accordance with S8ion 28 (,&M
Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) demon,jind how the Planning

Authority in preparing the Development Plan has implemeKd the policies and

objectives set out in Ministerial Guidelines issued un®Section 28 of the Act. With

reference to the Telecommunications Antennae&.supN #uctures – Guidelines

for Planning Authorities (1996), Chapter 7mstructure, #ansport and

Communications) identifies the importanclend rob of telecommunications in

ensuring the county is adequately apnectN}licy objectives set out in Section

7.12 reflect the content of the QpNE, and I am satisfied that the development

plan includes all relevant guidance on alatter of telecommunications.

7.2.3 Visual Amenity - The aPIlaNIN'sed concerns about the impact the pole will

have on the visual+ebs of} village, particularly with respect to the nearby

church. The a@nt disagrees and has prepared a photographic analysis of the

pole strucU.e%at on the visual amenities of the area, appendix B of the

respoHNarq# of appeal refers. The applicant concludes that the proposed

p9le IIII not a(LNely impact upon the amenities of the village.

At present, apole is already in situ, together with its equipment cabinet and so it is

simple adetermine if the development impacts the visual amenities of the area. The

receiving environment is typical of a small village in rural Roscommon. There is a

&Uonal school and community centre across the road from the appeal site and St.

Brigid’s Roman Catholic (RC) church is located further along to the east. The church

is listed on the Record of Protected Structures (RPS) and is described as a free

standing, single storey R.C. church on cruciform plan dated 1842; with three bay,

two storey presbytery attached at the west end, RPS ref 1 100186 refers. The public

7.2.4.
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realm in the vicinity of the appeal site and nearby dwellings is informal, with low

boundary walls and no defined footpath. The area can be classed as urban and sits

within the 50kph speed limit zone. The area is lit by modern public lamp standards

that are simple in design and diminutive in scale, there are also timber telegraph

poles carrying a variety of wires. The proposed pole (now in situ) is much taller and

far wider than other above ground infrastructure in the vicinity and this sets it aJa
from the existing character of the village. Existing pole infrastructure (lamFLst&d
and telegraph poles) satisfactorily blend into the streetscape, assisted by Nd
hedging and trees to their back. The new pole is located at a point in hm
where scale is characterised by planting, moderately scaled polgrag:ructuM
single storey buildings with the exception of the church. It hhmy Bhion that the new

pole, because of its girth and height presents a dominant, negativ%#eavy
handed approach to what is an attractive village cha&er tVismrthy to protect.

7.2.5. With reference to the church and its RPS status\n saNdYhat a detailed report

of visual impact is not necessary. It is my yANgh and lts attendant

grounds will not be directly impacted upo&ut as]we already explained, the

church and the precinct around it, ads an Va village character that is

impacted upon by the scale arMe& f the new pole. In this respect I am mindful

of chapter 4 Towns and Villages in geeand section Development Management

Standard 12.16 Urban phar%&nd Streetscape in particular, of the current plan

and its advice in re4tjo& ShO©Ig respect for existing streetscapes in terms of

desIgn, heIght+sN
7.2.6 The propoeg%velopmer{ will and does impact upon the visual amenities of the

villa99aXLe a its dominant height and scale when compared to the low

hgg@nd finq®le of the existing streetscape. Permission should be refused on

the basis tae development militates against the proper planning and sustainable

WopBent of the area

r27 ~Proximity to school – the appellant points out that the proposed pole will be located

&se to a school and that this goes against the Telecommunications Antennae and

Support Structures guidelines. In response the applicant identifies that the same

guidelines state that any support structure should be kept to the minimum height

consistent with effective operation and should be monopole (or poles) rather than a

latticed tripod or square structure. In this respect I can see that the generality of the
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guidelines and policy objective ITC 7.63 of the statutory plan have been complied

with and as a result a monopole structure is proposed.

7.3. Co-location

7.3.1 . In accordance with section 254(5)(c) of the 2000 Act, the Board is required to have

regard to the number and location of existing appliances, apparatuses or structLgp

on, under, over or along the public road. The appellant has raised a concern aa
proper examination of other masts in the area and if co-location is feasibldkN
been made by the applicant. In response to this, the applicant states epqAel
a black spot in coverage, a 500 metre sweep of the area was m+n&he cRsest

mast is almost 5 km distant, co-location was not possible in this b
7.3.2. From my observations of the site and the wider area, I notq&o#Kast

situated on a hilltop, 2km to the west of the appeal si@t,ABP-309405-21 may

possibly refer. More proximate, I observed a telqalms N irNe village of Kilmore,

1.2km to the east, ABP-302557-18 refers. 1 jAN1/ed a telegraph pole, with a

small south facing repeater dish attached and erected at the north eastern corner of

the school site, adjacent to the communitybr are are telecoms masts and

other infrastructure in the area and\applicant has elected not to provide a

detailed assessment of their locations and the feasibility of co-location. In the

absence of any such reWHAEMed that there is a black SPot in coverage

that needs to be plugg{ WhaioRliance with policy objective ITC 7.63 of the

statutory plan is brAy\Lea\ f the applicant has not responded to policy

objective ITC 7.65 that encourages co-location of antennae on existing

telecommqklkns structures. In that regard, the plan states that the shared use of

existimu& Me required where the numbers of masts located in any single

a£aKconsidtato have an excessive concentration. The applicant has not

demonstraalat this is not the case and based upon my observations I suggest

tWp#tunities for co-location could exist and should be examined. Permission

should be refused for the licence based upon the lack of any considered information

Jah respect section 254(5)(c) of the 2000 Act.

1 .4Y Road Safety

7.4.1. In accordance with section 254(5)(d) of the 2000 Act, the Board is required to have

regard to the convenience and safety of road users including pedestrians. Though
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not directly addressed by the appellant in the grounds of appeal, the matter of road

safety and convenience is something the Board must consider. In this respect I note

that the planning authority raised no issues about road safety and the licence was

granted unconditionally

7.4.2. However, I have concerns that a proper assessment in the context of pedestrian

safety and comfort was not carried out by either the applicant or the planning.

authority. Specifically, I note that the site is located in a village setting, weblvVe
posted speed limit of 50kph, therefore the Design Manual for Urban &adsa
Streets (DMURS) has relevance. Pedestrian facilities are at a miIAN the village

with the space apportioned to pedestrians defined by a dashed #ellow line & a

small strip of pavement to the front a former shop now a cnr gmojs I the

church. Whilst motorised vehicles pass through the vIllage unhindered, pedestrian

convenience and safety is not provided at all and wiINp aered by poorly located

telecoms infrastructure. DMURS regards street &pr naivBy and with reference

to all forms of lighting, signage and other ANdId be located with a view

to minimising their impact on the streetsc&, while not creating an obstruction or

hazard to pedestrians, section 4.2 Xof the Manual refers. In the undefined

public realm assigned to pedea£LanN>angan village I am not satisfied that the

proposed (now in situ) pole abd equjp.Ant cabinet assists with the convenience and

safety of road users in this case pedestrians and could present a traffic hazard. This

is especially so, in as&roxim II to the school, community centre and church to

which pedestr nl w&LMent visitors and where no upstanding physical

deflnltlon aplunFNe currently exIsts

7.4.3. Final noN@ aLG Circular Letter PL 1 1/2020, clarifies matters with respect

toAth&lanning exemptions applicable to telecommunications works. Specifically, if it

is agreedale imposition of the proposed infrastructure is a traffic hazard it

Md B, noted that the planning exemptions for telecommunications infrastructure

along p{blic roads do not apply in the scenario where the proposed development

I)uld endanger public safety by reason of traffic hazard or obstruction of road users;

!rticle 9(1)(iii) of the Regulations refers.

7.5. Other Matters
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7.5.1 . Consent – the proposed development is planned to take place in the public domain,

for the which the applicant has supplied a letter of consent from the Council. I note

that the letter supplied at appendix A of the applicant’s report, states that the lands in

question are in the charge of the Council. Taken in charge does not necessarily

mean that such an entity has outright ownership over a portion of land. However, aq

this is potentially a matter of legal title and a dispute between landowner and

consent, then it is best taken UP under the relevant legal statutes to do wittLP&)erty

rights and legal ownership.

7.5.2 Conditions – the planning authority granted a licence without conUrVl he

appellant is concerned that without conditions there will be no ef@btive control over

development. The applicant points out that this is not the c'n. arMrIdl)ns are not

always required . I note that section 254(4) of the 2004 Acfstates that a licence may

be granted under this section for such period and up&chleonditions as the

authority may specify. My reading of the 2000 A&.thatRaRhe discretion of the

planning authority to attach conditions as tAn
7.5.3

7.5.4.

EIA and AA Screening – given the nature \He c©pment proposed and its
location, I am satisfied that no EIA XAA issHUge, section 5.3 and 5.4 and

appendix 1 of my report all rea
Health – the appellant is#@rned aboMhe health and safety aspects of

telecommunications inflstructure and= the location of the proposed pole, close to a

school, commurUl &j\r E( arch. The applicant points out that Appendix II of

the TelecommunicatioN4.lidelines sets aside hazard to health concerns in terms of

radio sign4bpR non-ionising radiation. The monitoring, control and policies in

relati mN\o pMRadiation in the state faIls to the Commission for

Communications Regulation, the EPA and the Department of the Environment,

Climate an@mmunications. I am satisfied that health concerns and the proposed

telecor@ole are not a planning matter in this instance.

bp Jecommendation

8.1 I recommend that a licence be refused for the proposed development.
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9.0 Reasons and Considerations

1. Having regard to the government’s guidelines on Telecommunications

Antennae and Support Structures, Guidelines for Planning Authorities, DoE,

1996, the policies of the Roscommon County Development Plan 2022 - 20281

the location of the proposed development within a rural village and when

existing telecommunications structures are located less than 2 kilome& to

the east and west of the application site, it is considered that insuff&t
technical justification and evidence has been provided in resp+hof alteR
sites, to support the location of the development. Policy o#ivN7.65Xf
the Roscommon County Development Plan 2022 – 2028 \Imp&s co-

location of antennae on existing telecommunicatio Mresahat
regard, the plan states that the shared use of %jsting structures will be

required where the numbers of masts Ioc#d irNLsNJe area is considered

to have an excessive concentration. Ini_cAgereaherefore, that the

proposed development would be contrary to govern;ment guidelines, to

County Development Plan policy a&o th&er planning and sustainable

development of the area.

2 The site of the propos®lopment is located on space that is informally

assigned to the pIAiN[d min a rural village where the existing street

furniture includi{lamp &ads and other poles are of a small scale

commen9urate with su avillage setting. It is considered that the proposed

develofent would constitute a visually obtrusive feature at the centre of a

rural village, it would have an adverse visual impact on community buildings,

and w&mfore, conflict with Chapter 4 Towns and Villages and

kevelo fat Management Standard 12.16 Urban Character and Streetscape

'cMoscommon County Development Plan 2022 – 2028 and militate

ainst the street furniture principles advised by the Design Manual for Uban

Roads and Streets. The proposed development would , thereby, be contrary to

the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

The site is located on a country road within a village where the 50 kph limit

applies, no formal pedestrian facilities are provided. The obstruction of limited

space currently set aside for the comfort and convenience of the pedestrian

3
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generated by the proposed development would endanger public safety by

reason of traffic hazard and obstruction of such a road user, in this instance

the pedestrian.

I confirm that this report represents my professional planning assessment,

judgement and opinion on the matter assigned to me and that no person U
influenced or sought to influence, directly or indirectly, the exercise oany

professional judgement in an improper or inappropriate way.

Stephen Rhys Thomas
Senior Planning Inspector

9 January 2024
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Appendix 1 - Form 1

EIA Pre-Screening
[EIAR not submitted]

An Bord Pleanala

Case Reference

ABP-31 7084-23

Proposed Development I Section 254 Licence for the provision of a smart streqae #
SummaW operator cabinet

Development Address Dangan, Kilmore, Carrick-on-Shannon, t#osc£ M

1. Does the proposed development come within the definm
'project’ for the purposes of EIA?

(that is involving construction works, demolition, or interven Ws iKle
natural surroundings)

a \x
No 1 No further

action
required

2. Is the proposed development of a class specified in Part 1 or Part 2, Schedule 5,
Planning and Development Regulations 2001 (as amended) and does it equal or
exceed any relevant quantity, area or limit where specified for that class?

Yes
EIA Mandatory
EIAR required

N
No

Proceed to Q.3

3. Is the proposed development of a class specified in Part 2, Schedule 5, Planning and
Development Regulations 2001 (as amended) but does not equal or exceed a
relevant quantity, area or other limit specified [sub-threshold development]?

Threshold Comment

(if relevant)

Conclusion

No Not within a class. Not within a class. No EIAR or
Preliminary
Examination
required

Y;s N/A Not within a class. Proceed to Q.4
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4. Has Schedule 7A information been submitted?

Preliminary Examination required

Screening Determination required

Inspector: g/2€5Date 7
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