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1.0 Purpose of Report 

 
1.1 

 
To inform members of a recent Planning Appeal decision. 
 

2.0 Background 

 
2.1 

 
The PAC have dismissed the following proposal previously refused by the Planning 
Committee. 
 

3.0 Main Report 

 
3.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Appeal Reference: 2016/A0221 
Appeal by: Mr Graham Bell 
Appeal against: Refusal of Full Planning Permission 
Proposed Development: A single wind turbine of up to 2.3mw power output with a 
maximum overall base blade to tip height of 92.5m to 
compliment approved planning I/2010/2011/F 
Location: Beltonanean Mountain, Beltonanean TD Cookstown. 
 
The main issues in this appeal were whether the proposed development would have a 
detrimental impact on the visual amenity and landscape character of the area and whether 
it would be detrimental to residential amenity. Other issues raised by the objectors were 
the impact of the proposed development on human and animal health; archaeology; 
residential amenity; habitat; and tourism. 
 
 
The Commissioner observed that the appeal site lies near the summit of Beltonanean 
Mountain some above the 300m above sea level contour. The landscape character of this 
part of the LCA and AONB is upland, wild and tranquil with panoramic views across the 
countryside. With the exception of two dwellings and a water tank facility there is little other 
built development nearby. It was also observed that The proposed wind turbine would 
introduce an unacceptable vertical and dominant feature into the relatively unspoilt 
landscape identified in viewpoints 
 
 
The decision concluded that it must therefore follow that the turbine would have an adverse 
visual impact upon the AONB, a designated natural asset and LCA 41 Slieve Gullion, and 
the cautious approach advocated by the SPPS is determining in this matter. Given that it 
would be contrary to the SPPS it would also be contrary to the requirements of criteria (b); 
(i); and (ii) of Policy RE 1 PPS 18 and Policy NH 6 of PPS 2. 
 



 
The outlook from No 8 Beltonanean Lane was supported by the Commissioner in that it 
was also found that the full totality of the moving blades and dominant nature of the wind 
turbine would be seen and effectively fill this gap, and be an over dominant and ever 
present feature on main views from the rear of this dwelling. This would be detrimental to 
residential amenity and the proposed wind turbine would offend criterion (a) of Policy RE 
1 of PPS 18. 
 
 
In relation to archaeological heritage, it was noted that the appeal site lies some 3.5km 
east of Beaghmore Stone Circle a monument in state care. A photomontage was submitted 
to demonstrate the impact of the proposed development on the setting of the monument. 
Having visited the monument and taking account of the illustrative evidence the 
Commissioner was satisfied that at a distance of 3.5km away with a height of 92.5m the 
proposed wind turbine would not have a significant adverse impact on the setting of 
Beaghmore Stone Circle and therefore the objectors’ concerns were not upheld. 
 
 
Concerns were raised by objectors regarding the impact of the proposed development on 
tourism and in particular the use of Davagh Forest. Davagh Forest and its facilities provide 
for recreation in the form of forest trails, a play area and other visitor amenities which are 
all attractive in their own right. The Commissioner ruled that it is therefore likely that 
persons visiting Davagh Forest will do so for the purposes of using those amenities and 
the presence of this single wind turbine in the landscape is unlikely to result in any 
significant reduction in visitor numbers. 
 
It was recognised that the appeal proposal offers environmental, social and economic 
benefits to which considerable weight should be attached. However, those benefits were 
not seen as outweighing the detrimental and unacceptable impact that the proposed 
development would have on the visual amenity and landscape character of the AONB and 
LCA 41 or the detrimental impact it would have on residential amenity. The Planning 
Authority has sustained it three reasons for refusal grounded in the SPPS; Policy RE 1 of 
PPS 18 and Policy NH 6 of PPS 2. The objectors’ concerns in respect of those matters 
were also upheld.  
 
 
The appeal was subsequently dismissed. 
 

4.0 Other Considerations n/a 

 
4.1 

 
Financial & Human Resources Implications 
 
N/A 
 

 
4.2 

 
Equality and Good Relations Implications 
 
None 
 
 

 
4.3 
 
 
 

 
Risk Management Implications 
 
None 



5.0 Recommendation(s) 

 
5.1 
 
 

 
That members note the decision. 
 
 

6.0 Documents Attached & References 

 
 
6.1 

 
 
PAC decision attached. 
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