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1.0 Introduction

Following consideration of the Liffey Valley Town Centre Proposed Local Area Plan at a Special Meeting of the County Council on the 12th December 2007, the Elected Members made one amendment to the Proposed Local Area Plan, which was considered to be a material alteration. This amendment was as follows;
“The Plan to be amended as appropriate to provide for a direct access/egress 

to the N4 for the Liffey Valley Development and that this shall be completed and in use before any additional retail unit is open for use.”
The purpose of this Report is:

• To report on the written submissions received following the public display of the variation to the Liffey Valley Town Centre Proposed Local Area Plan;
• To set out the County Manager’s response to the issues raised in the submissions;
• To make recommendations on changes to the Liffey Valley Town Centre Proposed Local Area Plan, as appropriate.
This Report forms part of the statutory procedure for the preparation of a Local Area Plan as set out under Section 20 of the Planning & Development Act, 2000 as amended.
2.0 Legislative Background and Requirements
Section 20(f) (i) of the Planning & Development Act 2000 as amended requires that not later than 8 weeks after the beginning of the public display of the Variation of the Liffey Valley Town Centre Proposed Local Area Plan, a Manager’s report must be produced in respect of any submission/observations received in relation to the Variation and that the Report must be submitted to the Elected Members of the County Council.
Section 20 (f) (ii) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as amended states that the Manager’s Report must: 

· List the persons who made submissions or observations;
· Summarise the issues raised by the persons in the submissions or observations;
· Contain the opinion of the Manager in relation to the issues raised, and his/her recommendations in relation to the proposed variation or modification to the proposal, including any amendment to that proposed variation or modification he/she considers appropriate, taking account of the proper planning and sustainable development of the area, the statutory obligations of any local authority in the area and any relevant policies or objectives for the time being of the Government or of any Minister of the Government.
Section 20 (g)(i) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as amended requires the Members of the Planning Authority to consider the Manager’s Report and the proposed variation or modification of the Liffey Valley Town Centre Proposed Local Area Plan.  The Proposed Plan will be deemed to be made or amended, as appropriate, with the variation or modification proposed by the Members or the variation or modification as recommended in the Manager’s Report, 6 weeks after the furnishing of the report, unless,

the Members, by resolution, having decided not to accept the Manager’s

recommendation, amend the original variation or modification proposed by them as they consider appropriate.
3.0 Public Consultation Process
3.1 Key Stages in preparation of the Liffey Valley Town Centre Proposed Local Area Plan

The table below sets out the key public consultation stages leading up to the

preparation of the Liffey Valley Town Centre Proposed Local Area Plan and the Manager’s Report on the submissions/observations received. The Planning Department carried out a detailed public consultation process which consisted of preplan consultation, interim consultation and the Proposed Local Area Plan consultation stage.
	Date 
	Pre Plan Consultation

	April to June 2006

	The first phase of public consultation consisted of a series of meetings with local landowners, local business and community stakeholders, and with the Dublin Transportation Office (DTO) and the National Roads Authority (NRA).
A business stakeholder workshop on 16th June 2006 addressed proposed plans for the Liffey Valley Centre and Clonburris. A total of 245 stakeholders were invited, eight persons attended.

A community stakeholder workshop on 17th June 2006 addressed the Liffey Valley Plan independently. 188 representative community and residential groups were invited.

A total of fourteen community stakeholders attended.


	27th and 29th June

2006

	Notification of the intention to prepare a Local Area Plan for Liffey Valley Town Centre and to engage in an initial phase of pre-plan consultation was published in newspapers circulating in the area and on South Dublin County Council’s website

www.southdublin.ie. 12,000 flyers were also delivered to households and businesses in the Clondalkin and Liffey Valley areas.


	27th June to 21st

July 2006

	Public exhibitions ran over a 4 week period at Liffey Valley Shopping Centre, the Mill Shopping Centre Clondalkin, and at South Dublin County Council’s Civic Offices in Tallaght and Clondalkin. Attendees to the exhibition could review exhibition boards and respond by comment card, through the council web site (www.southdublin.ie), or by formal

submission to South Dublin County Council. The closing date for formal submissions was July 21st 2006 There were 60 replies via the web survey and 38 comment cards received. A total of 9 written submissions were received.


	
	Interim Consultation

	December 12th and

14th 2006
	South Dublin County Council held two community stakeholder meetings in December 2006. Twenty five invitation letters were issued to community stakeholder groups in the area inviting them to meetings on December 12th and 14th 2006. A

total of five persons attended each meeting. The meetings focused on emerging issues from the first phase of public consultation and advanced a range of strategies in terms of land-use, access and movement and design issues.


	
	Proposed Local Area Plan – Consultation

	19th June 2007

	An outline of the Liffey Valley Proposed Local Area Plan was presented to the Lucan Clondalkin Area Committee Meeting.


	9th July 2007
	The Elected Members of the Council made the decision to put the Liffey Valley Town Centre Proposed Local Area Plan on display.


	20th August to 1st

October 2007
	The statutory phase of public consultation commenced on the 20th August and continued up to the 1st October 2007.
Notification of the intention to prepare a Local Area Plan for Liffey Valley Town Centre was published in
newspapers circulating in the area. The notices included details of the consultation period, the location & times of exhibitions & on how to make written submissions. 18,000 newsletters were distributed to homes in the area, detailing the consultation process and location and times of exhibitions. Press packs were sent to National and Local newspapers. Information letters

advising on the consultation process & inviting submissions were also sent to elected members, statutory consultees, stakeholders, interested parties and local community groups.

Copies of the proposed Local Area Plan and Environmental Report were available for inspection at County Hall, Tallaght, at the Civic Offices Clondalkin and at Lucan Library. The Plan could also be viewed and downloaded from

www.southdublin.ie.
Public exhibitions were held at the Mill Shopping Centre, Clondalkin and the Liffey Valley Shopping Centre. The displays were supported by South Dublin County Council staff on eight days during the 6 week display period. During the remainder of the display, staff members were available to

address queries made by calling to the Planning Department in person or by phone. A CD Rom of the Plan was provided free of charge where people wished to consider it in their own time.
In response to requests, South Dublin County Council staff provided presentations on the proposed Plans to a number of local community/stakeholder groups



	October 2007
	All submissions and observations to the Liffey Valley Town Centre Proposed Local Area Plan were acknowledged.


	
	Variation to the Proposed Liffey Valley Town Centre Local Area Plan

	2nd to 30th January 2008
	The Variation to the Proposed Liffey Valley Town Centre Local Area Plan was displayed at the following locations and times:-

Main Foyer 

South Dublin County Council

County Hall

Tallaght 

9.00am-5.00pm Monday – Thursday

9.00am–4.30pm on Friday
Main Foyer, Civic Centre, Clondalkin,

9.00am-1.00pm and 2.00pm-4.00pm Monday to Friday
Lucan Library, Superquinn Shopping Centre, Newcastle Road, Lucan 9.45am-8.00pm Monday to Thursday 

                   9.45am-4.30pm Friday and Saturday

And 24 hours a day, 7 days a week on the South Dublin County Council website from the 2nd of January 2008 :- www.southdublin.ie
Submissions and observations on the proposed variation were made in writing, between Wednesday 2nd January 2008 and Wednesday 30th January 2008 (both dates inclusive).  Written submissions made within this period must be taken into consideration before making the variation.

Submissions were marked “Liffey Valley Town Centre Local Area Plan Variation Submission” and delivered to:-

Paddy McNamara, Administrative Officer, Planning Department, South Dublin County Council, County Hall,Tallaght, Dublin 24

Or emailed to the following email address only: liffeyvalley@sdublincoco.ie
Only submissions received by 4.30 pm on Wednesday 30th of January 2008 and addressed as set out above were considered.  Submissions could not be accepted in any other format or to any other postal address or email address.




4.0    Variation submissions to the Liffey Valley Town Centre 
             Proposed Local Area Plan
List of persons who made submissions or observations and Summary of the issues raised
The persons, groups and organisations who made submissions on the Variation to the Proposed Local Area Plan are listed below. The following table summarises the issues raised in the submissions or observations and Section 5 provides the Manager’s response.
Submission Numbers:
1. National Roads Authority (NRA), St. Martin’s House, Waterloo  

    Road, Dublin 4.

2. Simon Clear & Associates, Planning & Development Consultants, 
    3 Terenure Road West, Terenure, Dublin 6W.  On behalf of 
    Barkhill Ltd.
2(a) Atkins Road Safety Review included with Simon Clear submission on 
        behalf of Barkhill Ltd.
3. Manahan Planners, Chartered Town Planning Consultants, 38 
    Dawson Street, Dublin 2.  On behalf of Morley Fund Management.
4. Dublin Transportation Office (DTO), Floor 3, Block 6/7, Irish Life 
    Centre, Lower Abbey Street, Dublin 1.
5. Conroy Crowe Kelly Architects and Urban Designers, 65 Merrion 
    Square, Dublin 2.
6. Councillor Eamon Tuffy – Labour
	Submission Number
	Submission Summary


	Submission No. 1: 
National Roads Authority

The Authority recommends that the proposed variation be rejected.
	Several hundred million euros is being invested to upgrade the non-motorway section of the N4, from Leixlip to the M50 addressing its current deficiencies such as insufficient traffic lanes & inadequate junction capacity.  
Having invested that level of funding in upgrading the road, it is essential that the benefits that will flow from that investment are “locked in” to the project & are not eroded inappropriately.
It is the policy of the Authority not to allow the development of any additional junctions on the N4 national road.

Existing junctions are already very closely spaced and, in any event, spare road capacity to facilitate additional junctions is simply not available on this strategically vital national road corridor.

Having made this substantial investment, the Authority would be totally opposed to the undermining of the benefits of that project by the implementation of an additional junction on this completed road.



	Submission No. 2:

Simon Clear & Associates

Planning & Development Consultants 
On behalf of Barkhill Ltd.
Additional Access
Traffic Grounds
Traffic Management

/Traffic Safety

Demand

Lucan Luas

Bus Services

Engineering Issues

Engineering Issues continued

Design Manual for Roads & Bridges (DMRB)

NRA Guidance

Recommendation

It is submitted that the proposed amendment is neither necessary nor achievable & should be rejected
	The Fonthill Road interchange & the road infrastructure serving Liffey Valley were originally designed for a far larger development than now exists on the site.  The interchange has operated successfully ever since as the direct access from the N4 into the shopping centre.

A little congestion exists at the interchange during peak times due to the reconstruction of the N4/M50 Palmerstown interchange & delays approaching the Westlink Toll Plaza.  Much of this congestion will disappear when the interchange is complete & when the toll plaza is replaced with free flow automatic toll collection on the M50.

Recent traffic analysis indicates Liffey Valley contributes relatively little to congestion on the M50-N4.
The primary catchment for Liffey Valley is to the west.  Visitors approaching Liffey Valley from the west would exit at the existing Fonthill Interchange & would not use an additional easterly junction that would require motorists to turn back on themselves to enter the centre by the existing roads leading in from Fonthill.
There is no justification or need for an additional access point onto the N4.

An access point so close to the Palmerstown & Fonthill Road interchanges could not be made to operate from a traffic management or traffic safety point of view.

Any additional access point to the east of Fonthill Road would not benefit the substantial demand for access from the Lucan (westerly) direction.
If Route Option 1 is adopted, the proposed Lucan Luas will be a high capacity public transport service serving Ballyfermot, Palmerstown, Chapelizod, Quarryvale, St. Lomans & Lucan.
Proposed scheduled loop bus services will provide good public transport into Liffey Valley from the south, east & southwest directions in the short term.

In accordance with any of the recognized engineering design guidelines, there is insufficient space between the M50 and Fonthill Road to provide an additional access junction into Liffey Valley.
The proposed lane configuration on the N4 just to the west of the Palmerstown interchange will be such that traffic from Westlink (northbound on M50) & Palmerstown, on the outside lanes of the N4, would be unable to weave across the 2 inside lanes to exit the N4 at any additional access junction into Liffey Valley.  The existing Fonthill Road interchange will present the first feasible opportunity for such traffic to exit the N4.
Westbound traffic flows to Palmerstown & the M50 southbound would have similar weaving difficulties on the westbound approach to the M50.  The provision of a new access junction would also adversely impose serious weaving difficulties between the junction & the existing Fonthill Road Interchange.
On highway engineering grounds alone the provision of direct access into Liffey Valley would not meet the requirements of the NRA Design Manual for Roads & Bridges in regard to geometric design, weaving flow traffic conditions.  It would not pass a Road Safety Audit conducted in accordance with the procedures & scope set out in the NRA’s “DMRB Volume 5, Section 2, Parts 2 & 3”; Road Design Standard HD 19/04, “Road Safety Audits” & HA 42/04 “Road Safety Audit Guidelines”.

On this basis we are certain that a further access point onto the N4 Road would not be permitted by the NRA.

The NRA advised that they accept that the junction, while operating at the high end of its capacity, should be capable of serving the development with limited upgrading.
Type of improvements that may be required include traffic signal optimization, additional entry widths at roundabouts and similar minor works which can take place within the current junction configuration & within the existing junction lands.

The traffic situation will improve when the M50 junction comes fully on stream in 2008, combined with the beneficial impact of the removal of the toll plaza gates at west link during 2008.  

The NRA noted that the operation of the junction would require monitoring in the period after these events to assess requirements for remedial works.

· There is no need for an additional access to Liffey Valley
· In engineering terms, the proposal is not achievable

· NRA guidance states that the existing junction can serve the development with limited upgrading

· There would be safety implications in providing a new junction between the improved M50 interchange & Fonthill interchange.



	Submission No 2 (a):
Atkins Road Safety Review

N4 Lucan Road
M50/N4 Palmerstown Interchange

M50 Toll Plaza
Direct Access/Egress to N4
At-Grade Junction: Evaluation
Summary of At-Grade Junction Evaluation
Grade-Separated Junction: Evaluation
Summary of Grade-Separated Junction Evaluation
Partial Turning Movements

Summary: The concept of direct access/egress between the Liffey Valley Town Centre development & the N4 appears to be totally impracticable on geometric grounds & in accordance with the NRA DMRB standards.

Conclusion of the Atkins Road Safety Review


	The Fonthill Road Interchange lies some 1,100 metres west of the Palmerstown Interchange.  This spacing is less than the minimum standard now required by the NRA Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) for interchanges on National Primary Routes.
The N4 is being widened to 4+4 lanes, plus bus lanes, as part of the Palmerstown Interchange upgrading to free-flow status scheme.  A new pedestrian/cyclist bridge has recently been constructed over the N4.
The M50/N4 Palmerstown Interchange has recently been modified to permit free flow traffic movements in all route directions.  All traffic signals associated with the partial signalization of the former gyratory style junction have been removed & grade separated links and cloverleaf loops have been introduced.  The construction of these changes caused traffic disruption on the N4 Lucan Road and at the Fonthill Road Interchange.  However, the upgrading works are nearing completion & temporary traffic management diversions have recently been removed.  This had an immediate beneficial impact on congestion at the Fonthill Road Interchange & on the neighbouring road network.
The toll system is due to be modified to a ‘barrier free electronic toll collection’ system by August 2008.  This move will further reduce congestion in the vicinity of Palmerstown Interchange & on the busy left turn for eastbound traffic on the N4 waiting to travel northwards on the M50.
To provide direct access/egress to the N4 would require a new junction, of some form, into Liffey Valley at a location somewhere between the Palmerstown and Fonthill Road Interchanges.  Having regard to the close spacing of these 2 interchanges, the width of the N4 road & the high proportion of weaving traffic, the Road Safety Review states that the NRA DMRB guidelines offer no solutions to the provision of an operable, safe junction at such a location.  
The provision of such a junction is also precluded by the current widening of the N4 road & the massive investment in modifying the Palmerstown Interchange.  These very movements and the free-flow traffic concept on the N4 make it difficult to perceive a practical & safe direct access/egress solution that could in any way supplement access to the Liffey Valley Town Centre site.
This submission considered the provision of: 

· An At-Grade Junction;
1. Introducing access/egress through a new at-grade junction on the N4 will duplicate facilities.  Fonthill Road continues to provide the shortest and most direct route for traffic west of Fonthill Road to enter Liffey Valley.  The provision of access/egress would therefore not be of any benefit to traffic flow to and from areas to the west of Fonthill Road.
2. An access/egress would reduce the travel distance for traffic originating or destined to locations to the east of Liffey Valley by about 550 metres but only at the expense of difficult weaving manoeuvres & hazardous operating conditions.
3. Weaving would be rendered very difficult by the free-flow conditions provided at the upgraded Palmerstown Interchange by the new loops & slip roads.
4. On safety grounds, any new junction onto the N4 would bring about a multiplicity of potential vehicle conflicts with the commensurate increase in risk to the travelling public.

5. The only at-grade solution to offer a preferred degree of safety would be to control all traffic movements at the junction and at the end of the westbound slip road from the M50, with traffic signals.  This would severely reduce the capacity of the N4, eliminate free-flow movement along the N4 & be totally contrary to the NRA policy of investing heavily in free-flow movements at strategically important junctions along the M50 & on the radial National Primary Routes.
6. The increase in weaving manoeuvres & adverse operating conditions would not satisfy any of the standards set down in the NRAs DMRB.

7. Direct access/egress to the N4 would require the provision of a new junction onto the existing Shopping Centre Ring Road.  The provision of 2 adjacent junctions within 25/30 metres would be made difficult by the level differences between the Ring Road & the N4.
8. The Ring Road junction would create further operational difficulties & generate queuing problems on the N4 which would be untenable.  If both junctions were controlled with traffic signals, the proximity of the junctions could cause coordinating difficulties between the signals & a further cause of traffic congestion.

Summary of At-Grade Junction Evaluation:

The provision of direct access/egress through the provision of an additional at-grade junction on the N4 is a totally impracticable concept incapable of being designed within the standards set down by the NRA.  It would not be a safe or consumer friendly solution & would be contrary to safe & responsible design and the standards set down in the NRAs DMRB.
●  Grade-Separated Junction Evaluation:
1. The design of such facilities would be compromised by the close spacing of the Palmerstown & Fonthill Road Interchanges which is less than the minimum standard required by the DMRB

2. Vehicle conflicts could only be mitigated against through providing traffic signals to obviate the need for traffic weaving manoeuvres.  This would severely reduce the capacity of the N4, eliminate free-flow movement & be contrary to NRA policy

3. Grade separated facilities with full merge & diverge facilities would extend over a distance of at least 200 metres on each side of the junction, excluding merge & diverge tapers & encroach closely on to existing merge/diverge facilities at the existing interchanges & the existing M50 where the Motorway Regulations exist on the northbound free-flow slip road onto the N4 at the Palmerstown Interchange.  In accordance with the NRA DMRB standards & Motorway Legislation direct access could not be achieved into the development from this slip road to serve the type of junction described – this restricts the potential for access/egress at Liffey Valley.

4. At a 4% grade any slip roads or loops to connect one with the other would have to be 225 metres long, plus merge/diverge lengths & weaving lengths.  These factors ensure that the provision of a new left turn into Liffey Valley anywhere between the two interchanges would be fraught with difficulties & would be contrary to any design standards in force at present.
5. A grade separated right turn out of Liffey Valley towards the Palmerstown Interchange would be facilitated by the level difference but would not be at all facilitated by the length of the on-ramp & merging facilities which would overlap with the left turn slip road from the N4 onto Westlink – Geometrically a grade separated right turn on-ramp is not at all possible at this point.
Summary of Grade-Separated Junction:

Issues of junction spacing & weaving lengths for grade separated access/egress would clearly not meet the requirements & standards set by the NRA’s DMRB & would not be permitted by the NRA & the County Council’s road design department.

An acceptable & legally competent grade separated design could not emanate from the process.  Any such access would be highly unsatisfactory & inoperable.
Partial Grade separation would not meet DMRB design standards.
Safety Issues:
The submission refers to safety issues under the following headings;
· Speed

· Weaving, Merges & Diverges

· Signing & Visibility

· Visibility (sun-glare) & Gradients

Road Safety Considerations:

· Any design for an additional access/egress would be subject to a Road Safety Audit, under the requirements of the NRA’s “DMRB Volume 5, Section 2, Parts 2 & 3”; Road Design Standard HD 19/04, “Road Safety Audits” and HA 42/04 “Road Safety Audit Guidelines”.

· The existing Fonthill Road Interchange represents the only feasible method of access between the N4 & the proposed development.
· It is inconceivable that direct access could be provided into a major commercial development from an existing Motorway or very busy National Primary Route.  

Conclusion of the Atkins Review:

· A direct access/egress on the N4 to & from Liffey Valley is totally impracticable on geometric grounds & could not be provided in accordance with the NRA’s DMRB standards for National Primary Routes.  The location of such facilities between 2 closely spaced interchanges would not be feasible either from an operational point of view.

· On grounds of road safety any such scheme would be deemed unacceptable to the NRA & the technical road design authorities in South Dublin County Council.



	Submission No. 3:

Manahan Planners
On behalf of Morley Fund Management

Introduction

This measure is unreasonable, irrational & cannot be implemented & if introduced will constrain the operation of the Centre for the next 6 years.

We would ask that this proposed amendment be rejected decisively.
	Liffey Valley is an important retail facility within the locality with an extensive catchment area & with an annual footfall of almost 10 million.  Over 2,000 local residents are employed within the scheme & the centre contributes significantly to the revenues of the South Dublin County Council through the rates levies.
The current South Dublin Development Plan contains a provision that a Masterplan (LAP) be carried out for the proposed Liffey Valley Town Centre, and that in the interim no significant additional retail floorspace be added to the centre.  The centre has operated under that constraint for the last 3 years which has prevented the centre from carrying out continual upgrades in line with other large shopping centres in the Dublin region.
It was hoped the adoption of the LAP would remove this restriction, instead it is proposed to insert a new restriction on the provision of “any additional retail unit” until a direct access/egress to the N4 is provided.

It is our view that such access/egress cannot be provided.  It is unreasonable to insert a clause into the plan which is incapable of being implemented & which has the effect of limiting the natural expansion of the shopping centre.
In the Manager’s Report to the Council for its meeting on December 12th 2007, the Manager stated that the effect of introducing this provision would be to nullify the plan as it would introduce a negative precondition which could not be implemented.
The minutes of the meeting record the following:

Motion:
‘The plan to be amended as appropriate to provide for direct access/egress to the N4 for the Liffey Valley Development and that this shall be completed and in use before any additional retail unit is opened for use’
Response:
‘This motion is not considered to be valid.  It seeks to impose a negative pre-condition on the development of land further to a 6 year Local Area Plan that will not be achieved within that timescale.  The effect of the motion would be to nullify the Plan, by rendering it impossible to implement and would be contrary to the proper planning and development of the area and the provisions of the County Development Plan.’
It is considered that the motion could not be implemented.
The existing vehicular entrance to Liffey Valley from the N4/M50 was originally designed in a manner that located the entrance approximately 1km away from the M50 with a further kilometre to drive to reach the shopping centre car parks.  This was to ensure that queuing from the shopping centre car parks did not tail back to the M50.  It is submitted that this arrangement remains a satisfactory & acceptable design particularly in the light of the improvements to the N4/M50 junction due for completion shortly.
The space between the existing access point to the shopping centre lands and the M50 on the N4 is insufficient to safely provide another separate access point to the shopping centre & provide for the necessary weaving movements.  We concur with the Manager’s opinion that this motion is impossible to implement.

The Planning Authority proposes to introduce a new restrictive wording which will continue to hamper the ongoing operations of the centre.
It is submitted that it is not in accordance with proper planning & sustainable development of the area for the Planning Authority to act in this manner.

Our Clients would prefer an approach of working together with the Council to enhance the Centre in a manner that is consistent with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.



	Submission No. 4:

Dublin Transportation Office (DTO)

The DTO opposes the proposed variation.
	In the draft Liffey Valley LAP, it is implied that the proposed development does not require the provision of direct access/egress to the N4 for the Liffey Valley development & the need for this measure has not been demonstrated within the plan.

One of the objectives in the draft LAP states “to promote and facilitate improved accessibility & linkage through provision of an integrated public transport network as an alternative to the private car & the provision of secure pedestrian and cycle networks”
The DTO considers that development of a large-scale mixed-use town centre, as proposed in the draft LAP to be contingent on it being focused on a high quality public transport hub, with excellent accessibility within its catchment by a range of public transport modes, cycling & walking.  The determination of accessibility requirements should not be on the presumption of the additional car-based accessibility & in particular, not on the provision of direct access from the national road network.


	Submission No. 5:

Conroy Crowe Kelly Architects & Urban Designers
Introduction
Location

Connectivity

Transport Capacity

NRA

Conclusion


	The Liffey Valley shopping centre depends on the N4 connection & Quarryvale roundabout as the principal access route to the centre, thus creating traffic problems.  There is very little connectivity to the west & south of the site & with the hinterland that the proposed ‘town centre’ should be serving.  
The Councillors, in passing this motion, have shown they do not believe that the Liffey Valley site as existing & even with the LAP proposals to upgrade transport connections, can cater for more development.

Providing a direct access/egress to the N4 would appear to be unworkable from a transport engineering perspective, with only circa 1.2km stretch of road from the existing N4 exit to the M50.

The proposed variation highlights the problem with the Liffey Valley site; a severe lack of connections to the surrounding area.  There is no connectivity to the east & north of the site due to the M50 & N4 barriers.  
Minimal connections exist to the west & south, one in each direction.

The barriered inaccessible nature of Liffey Valley, cut off on one side by the M50 & on another by the N4 means that all connections to the site must be provided to the west & south – such connections are weak.

Areas with the greatest population & population growth are located to the west & southwest of the Liffey Valley site.  
Accessibility to Liffey Valley for these people is still unattractive & inhospitable for pedestrians, cyclists & public transport users.

Lack of connections means traffic pressure on the few existing access routes with the site e.g. Fonthill, Coldcut & St. Loman’s Roads.

Proposing a new access route to the north of the site to the N4 will provide a new connection to the site.  However, such a connection would be impossible on the short stretch of the N4 between the existing N4 connection & the M50.

The fact such a motion has been passed puts into question the wisdom of increasing the quantum of retail at this location.

The need to put an access point at this location suggests Liffey Valley will increase traffic to such an extent that the Councillors believe that a new access to the N4 will be required.
The NRA has serious concerns regarding transport capacity at the N4 & Fonthill Junction (Quarryvale Roundabout).  In its submission for the proposed LAP it states:

“As any user of this area will be aware there are considerable difficulties currently being experienced by traffic both entering Fonthill Road from the N4 & exiting from Fonthill onto the N4.  While the current upgrading work at the adjacent M50 junction will alleviate this issue, it is the view of the Authority that this junction is unlikely to function satisfactorily and cater for this proposed development in the longer term, or indeed in the short or medium term…..In the Authority’s view, a significant upgrading of this junction is likely to be required to cater for the traffic volumes that will wish to use this junction following the implementation of the proposed LAP development”.
The NRA points out to remember that the N4 is an important national route, linking Dublin with Mullingar, Athlone, Galway & Sligo.

Councillors are obviously in agreement that the transport network would struggle to accommodate greater traffic levels generated by increased retail capacity at this location.

The proposal by the Councillors to add further connection to the N4 reinforces the belief that this centre is not primarily intended to serve the local population.

Assuming greater access is required, it should come in the form of greater connectivity to the south & west.  The only requirement to expand the centre should be to serve an existing population.  The centre does not have a legitimate “planning need” of its own & should not get larger at the 
expense of displacing facilities & amenities for the local population.
Liffey Valley Shopping Centre located in a barriered inaccessible location fails to serve the surrounding population & is in fact a shopping centre dependent on its location adjacent to a motorway & major transport network.



	Submission No. 6:

Cllr Eamon Tuffy

Introduction

Conclusion


	The variation inserted into the LAP at the meeting of 12th December 2007 is not the appropriate way in which to address legimate concerns about traffic congestion in and around Liffey Valley.
Even if it is in time agreed that direct access/egress from/to Liffey Valley to/from the N4 is necessary, the condition in the variation that such an access/egress “shall be completed and in use before any additional retail unit is open for use” is unworkable, and possibly open to legal challenge by the developer and/or businesses in the existing Liffey Valley Shopping Centre.

For example, the variation as worded might be interpreted to mean that no additional retail unit would be allowed to open in the existing Centre until the proposed route is open and ready for use.  Over the last few years additional units, including spaces which required planning permission, have been opened in Liffey Valley Shopping Centre.

The concerns about worsening of traffic congestion following further development of the Liffey Valley lands are sincerely held, and understandable.

There is already major congestion at the Fonthill Road roundabout and this is bound to get worse unless a reconfigured Liffey Valley/Fonthill Road junction and an appropriate traffic management regime is put in place as part of the further development of the Liffey Valley lands.

It is not obvious that an additional access/egress, as stipulated in the variation, would be the measure which on its own would ensure free flow of traffic in and around Liffey Valley.
I also have concerns that the route proposed in the variation could lead to increased traffic and rat running through Quarryvale estate and along St Loman’s Road.

There is also the additional consideration that both the Lucan Luas and Metro West projects have now moved on: the Council itself favours a Luas option which would enter Liffey Valley at the existing Fonthill Roundabout; the Metro West route is already determined to be along Fonthill Road.

I believe that the LAP, including the amendments adopted at the December meeting, is a good plan with the potential to contribute positively to the lives of those who live and work in Palmerstown, Lucan and North Clondalkin.  It should bring job opportunities to communities which still suffer from high unemployment.
The Plan provides for the development of high quality pedestrian and cycle routes within the Liffey Valley lands and to/from adjoining residential areas.  It also provides
for high quality community facilities, including a revitalised Quarryvale Park, civic spaces and social and affordable housing.  It is important that these benefits to the local communities be realized as soon as possible.
I submit that before the Plan is further considered by adoption by the Council the Manager should, in consultation with the NRA, and the RPA, request the Council’s Roads Department (with the input of specialist traffic consultants) to consider further the question of traffic in and out of Liffey Valley, including the operation of a reconfigured Fonthill Roundabout, and bring forward a Manager’s Report which fully addresses the traffic congestion issues raised in previous consideration of the proposed Plan.




5.0 

Manager’s Report and Recommendation
This section, as required by Section 20(f)(ii) of the Planning & Development Act 2000 as amended, contains the opinion of the Manager in relation to the issues raised and his recommendation in relation to the proposed variation.

The primary issues raised in the submissions received were as follows:

· Need for the provision of a proposed access/egress – need for additional studies

· National Roads Authority Policy & Guidelines

· Engineering/Safety Issues

· Other Issues
1. Provision of a proposed access/egress and the need for additional 
    studies:

Traffic Analysis carried out;
The proposed Local Area Plan is supported by a detailed traffic and transport assessment incorporating a major traffic modelling exercise undertaken over an 18 month period. At the outset of the preparation of the Plan a decision was made by the Planning Authority to engage specialist traffic consultants to advise on the transport and traffic elements of the proposed Plan. Over the past year the planning and traffic departments of the Council have engaged on an ongoing basis with the appointed traffic consultants. The process included the following

· In August 2006 the traffic assessment and modelling approach commenced using the Dublin Transportation Office Model.
· On an ongoing basis technical notes were produced, which addressed amongst the following issues, which were agreed on an ongoing basis between the traffic and planning department of the Council and the consultants. These included issues relating to the geographical extent of the traffic study, zoning plan, data sets, trip rates & proposed schemes to be included in the development scenarios agreed. Circulated to DTO. 

· Gravity Model developed with DTO to test the afternoon peak (specific to retail development) and the distribution of trips. Substantial piece of work which strengthened the study.

· Draft Bus strategy developed to support the mode split assumptions and the proposed mobility management plan. 

· Junction assessments carried out – using Arcady, Oscady outputs.

· Draft Mobility Management Plan produced with public transport measures modelled. 

The final Local Area Model Development and Forecasting Report prepared as a supporting document to the proposed Liffey Valley Area Plan acknowledges the very high levels of non Liffey Valley traffic; that is traffic that is commuting to and from Dublin that can cause congestion in the area.  The report also cites the impact that the current N4/M50 road improvement works have on the key strategic routes, leading to high levels of vehicle delay and queuing.
Traffic is congested at the interchange during peak times but this is due to the reconstruction of the N4/M50 Palmerstown interchange and from delays on the approach to the Westlink Toll Plaza. Much of this congestion will disappear when the interchange is complete and when the toll plaza is replaced with free flow automatic toll collection on the M50.  The recent traffic analysis indicates Liffey Valley contributes relatively little to congestion on the M50-N4.
The traffic generated by the proposed expansion of Liffey Valley has been modelled and improvements to specific junctions will be required to ensure efficient movement of people and goods on the local road network. However, the increase of traffic on the strategic network generated by Liffey Valley directly is shown to be minimal, less than 1% on the M50 and 2% on the N4.
The proposed road improvements will be required to be implemented prior to the opening of the development. 
In addition to the proposed junction improvements and on site road improvements, a Mobility Management Plan will support access to the area by sustainable transport, including public transport, cycling and walking. Parking supply and pricing will also play an important role in the effectiveness of the Mobility Management. It will be important for all key stakeholders to be involved in the development and implementation of the Mobility Management Plan. 

This detailed study has not indicated the need for an additional access/egress.
It should be noted in historical terms the existing Fonthill Road Interchange was developed in the 1990’s when the original planning permission application was being considered & was developed and designed to serve Liffey Valley as a much larger development.
Consultation with the National Roads Authority (NRA): 

During the proposed Local Area Plan consultation process, a submission was received from the National Roads Authority which raised major concerns regarding the impact of the proposed Local Area Plan on the N4/Fonthill Junction, the Council engaged in detailed discussion with the NRA. The Council provided additional information on the traffic analysis carried out to the NRA. This information was reviewed at the time by the NRA and they carried out additional analysis of the performance of the junction. The outcome of this process is that the NRA advised that they accept that the junction, while operating at the high end of its capacity, should be capable of serving the development with limited upgrading. The type of improvements that may be required include traffic signal optimisation, additional entry widths at roundabouts, and similar minor works which can take place within the current junction configuration and within the existing junction lands.
The NRA noted that the above analysis is predicated upon the satisfactory performance of the adjacent M50 Junction which should fully come on stream in 2008 and the beneficial impact of the removal of the toll plaza at West-Link later next year.  The NRA also noted that this situation at Quarryvale Junction will require monitoring in the months after these two events to see that the impacts benefiting Quarryvale Junction and underpinning the above conclusions are actually materialising.  In the Manager’s Report, the Planning Authority recommended the re-run of the traffic modelling exercise prior to the lodgement of any planning application to confirm this.  Motions were passed in the consideration of the Proposed Local Area Plan which would ensure that this modelling work be carried out.
Conclusion:
The Planning Authority has invested a great deal of resources to this study over the last 18 months due to its recognition of the concerns of the local community.  The Planning Authority is confident that a scheme delivered on foot of these studies will operate satisfactorily and fully supports the findings of the studies.  The Planning Authority does not accept that the proposed access/egress is required or that additional studies are required.

2. National Roads Authority (NRA) Policy & Guidelines:

The submission received from the National Roads Authority notes that several hundred million euros is being invested to upgrade the non-motorway section of the N4, from Leixlip to the M50 addressing its current deficiencies – insufficient traffic lanes and inadequate junction capacity.  Having invested that level of funding in upgrading the road, it is essential that the benefits that will flow from that investment are “locked in” to the project and are not eroded inappropriately.

The submission further states that in recognition of this, it is the policy of the Authority not to allow the development of any additional junctions on the N4 national road.  The Council has no reason to believe that this policy will change in the near future.

The view of the National Roads Authority is supported by the Dublin Transportation Office (DTO) submission.
3. Engineering/Safety Issues:

The National Roads Authority makes the point that existing junctions are already very closely spaced and spare road capacity to facilitate additional junctions is simply not available on the strategically vital national road corridor.  It is the understanding of South Dublin County Council that it is for this very reason that the present Interchange is in its current location.  This has both engineering and safety implications.
With reference to safety guidelines, the Planning Authority notes the following:
· Any new junction which could be provided to meet the requirements of the proposed variation could not meet the distance between junction requirements of the National Roads Authority (NRA).
· The provision of such a junction would potentially lead to dangerous weaving movements between lanes due to the inappropriate proximity of junctions and could not be allowed for this reason.

· Related to the above there is simply not enough space between existing junctions to facilitate any additional access/egress junction.

· Any attempt to provide an additional access/egress would have significant land acquisition implications.

Conclusion:
These are significant engineering and safety reasons why the proposed access/egress would not be possible or desirable.

4. Other Issues Raised:

One submission refers to the fact that the proposed variation calls into question the logic of allowing future retail expansion of Liffey Valley.  The Planning Authority rejects this argument.  The importance of Liffey Valley in the retail hierarchy of the County is well established and documented through the Retail Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area, the County Development Plan, the Local Area Plan, the background retail studies and the Manager’s Report. 
The Local Area Plan, including the amendments adopted at the December meeting, will contribute positively to the lives of those who live and work in Palmerstown, Lucan and North Clondalkin. It will facilitate job opportunities for communities which still suffer from the consequences of high unemployment. The Plan also recognises, and provides for, the development of high quality pedestrian and cycle routes within the Liffey Valley lands and to/from adjoining residential areas. 
It also provides for new high quality community facilities, including a revitalised Quarryvale Park, civic spaces and social and affordable housing.
It is important that these benefits to the local communities can be realised. 

5. Conclusion:

The Planning Authority and their transport consultants have carried out a thorough review of baseline traffic and transport conditions in the area over an 18 month period, in consultation with the Dublin Transport Office, NRA and RPA. The traffic and transport assessment of the proposed Local Area Plan has been undertaken in the context of national and regional transport policy. This requires the proposed Local Area Plan to develop a sustainable transport provision approach which is balanced with providing for the needs of all transport users, including the mobility impaired. A detailed transport model of the area has been developed that assesses the impact of the traffic generated by the proposed development. This assessment has examined the impact of proposed traffic in the PM peak and on a Saturday. The results of this assessment has determined what transport facilities are required to cater for the development needs up to the year 2016. It has been concluded that the levels of traffic forecasted can be catered for by improving junctions and the spine road into the site as well as providing improved walking, cycling and public transport facilities.
On the basis of the very detailed work which has been carried out, the Planning Authority cannot recommend the provision of the proposed access/egress.  It should be noted that the position of the Planning Authority is supported by the National Roads Authority (being the Authority responsible for the N4).
Manager’s Recommendation:

It is recommended that the proposed variation not be adopted.
