COMHAIRLE CONTAE ÁTHA CLIATH THEAS

SOUTH DUBLIN COUNTY COUNCIL
	Minutes of South Dublin County Council Meeting held on 14th July 2008.


	PRESENT 


	Councillors
	Councillors

	Ardagh, M.
	Lahart, J.

	Brophy, C.
	Maloney, E

	Corr, M.
	McDermott, T.

	Corrigan, D.
	McGaughey, A.

	Cosgrave, P.
	Murphy, M.

	Daly, J.
	Neville, J.

	Dowds, R.
	O’Connell, G.

	Gilligan, T.
	O’Connor, S.

	Hannon, J.
	Ridge, T.

	Jones, C.
	Tuffy, E.

	Keane, C.
	Walsh, E.

	Keating, D.
	Warren, K.

	King, C.
	


OFFICIALS PRESENT

	County Manager
	J. Horan 

	Directors / Heads of Function


	F. Coffey, P. Smith, P.  Poole, 

C. Henehan, A. Jacob

	Senior Executive Officers
	M. Maguire, C. Lehane, H. Hogan, E. O’ Gorman, B. Coman, M. Judge, P. Murphy 

	Senior Planners
	 M. Kenny, C. Ryan, N. O’ Byrne, 

	Senior Executive Planner
	P. Devlin

	Executive Planner
	T. McGibbon 

	Senior Engineer
	J. McLoughlin

	Senior Executive Engineer
	D. Lakes

	Administrative Officers
	C. Ward, P. McNamara, T. Curtin

	A/Administrative Officer
	U. Donnellan

	T/Senior Staff Officer
	N. Fitzgibbon 

	A/Senior Staff Officer
	T. Fallon

	Clerical Officer
	M. Dunne

	Clerical Officer
	D. Crowe


An apology for inability to attend was received from Councillor M. Daly.
The Mayor, Councillor M. Corr presided.
VOTE OF SYMPATHY – SEAMUS BRENNAN, T.D.
The Mayor, Councillor M. Corr and the Members of South Dublin County Council extended their deepest sympathy to the family of the late Seamus Brennan, T.D., who died in recent days.  A minute’s silence was observed as a mark of respect. 

The Manager on his own behalf, and on behalf of the Staff, wished to be associated with the Members’ expression of sympathy.

(C/0279/08) 
CONFIRMATION AND RE-AFFIRMATION OF MINUTES
a) Minutes of Meeting of South Dublin County Council, 9th June 2008 which had been circulated, were submitted and APPROVED as a true record and signed.

b) Minutes of Annual Meeting, 27th June 2008 which had been circulated, were submitted and APPROVED as a true record and signed.

(C/0280/08)
HIGHER EDUCATION GRANTS SCHEME 2008/2009 ACADEMIC YEAR
Ms. Mary Maguire, Senior Executive Officer, Corporate Services advised the meeting that the Higher Education Grant Scheme 2008 had not yet been received from the Department of Education & Science.  In view of the approaching timescale for receipt of student applications Ms. Maguire sought Members approval in principle to adoption of the Scheme in advance, to facilitate processing of the Higher Education Grant Applications, pending formal adoption of the Scheme at the September meeting of the Council.

This proposal was AGREED unanimously by the Members. It was further agreed to circulate each member with a copy of the scheme outlining any significant changes to each member immediately upon its receipt.
(C/0281/08) 
FILLING OF CASUAL VACANCY ON SOUTH DUBLIN COUNTY COUNCIL IN ACCORDANCE WITH S.19 OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2001.
The following report was presented by Ms. M. Maguire, Senior Executive Officer, and was CONSIDERED:
“A casual vacancy occurred on the Council following the death of Councillor Billy Gogarty on 21st May 2008.

Section 19 of the Local Government Act 2001 provides that a casual vacancy shall be filled by the co-option by the local authority of a person to fill the vacancy and such co-option shall be made at the next meeting of the local authority after the expiration of 14 days from the occurrence of the vacancy or as soon after the expiration of the 14 days as circumstances permit.

Ms. Dorothy Corrigan has been duly nominated by the Green Party, being the registered political party who nominated Cllr. Gogarty for election. 

In accordance with Section 19(5) Ms. Corrigan’s written consent to her proposed co-option has been received.

Members are required to ratify the co-option of Ms. Dorothy Corrigan at today’s meeting.”

Following a brief introduction, it was proposed by Councillor T. McDermott, seconded by Councillor R. Dowds and AGREED:

“That Ms. Dorothy Corrigan fill the casual vacancy on South Dublin County Council following the death of Councillor B. Gogarty.”

The Mayor Councillor M. Corr welcomed Cllr. Corrigan to the Chamber and wished her well on her co-option.

Congratulations and good wishes were extended to Councillor Corrigan by Councillor D. Keating, Chair of the Lucan / Clondalkin Area Committee; Councillor J. Hannon on behalf of FF; Councillor C. Keane on behalf of the PDs; Councillor T. Ridge on behalf of FG; Councillor S. O’Connor on behalf of Sinn Fein and Councillors G. O’Connell and E. Tuffy, fellow Lucan Members.
Councillor Corrigan responded to the Mayor and Members and took her seat in the Chamber.

(C/0282/08) 
NOTIFICATION OF CASUAL VACANCY ON SOUTH DUBLIN COUNTY COUNCIL IN ACCORDANCE WITH S.19 OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2001. (COUNCILLOR ALAN MC GAUGHEY)

The following report was presented by Ms. M. Maguire, Senior Executive Officer and was CONSIDERED:
“By letter dated 23rd June 2008 Cllr. Alan McGaughey has tendered his resignation from the Council in accordance with Section 18 of the Local Government Act, 2001, with effect from 22nd August 2008.

 It will then be a matter for the Council to co-opt a new Member in accordance with the procedure set out in Section 19(3) of the Local Government Act, 2001.

Cllr. McGaughey’s resignation will also create a vacancy on each of the following committees / statutory bodies: 

· Sports and Recreation SPC 

· Transportation SPC 

· Arts Culture and Gaeilge SPC 

· Liffey Valley Management Advisory Committee

Co-option of a new Member and the filling of the above vacancies will be listed on the agenda for the September Council Meeting.”

Councillor A. McGaughey addressed the Members expressing thanks for their support during his relatively short term of office.

Good wishes were extended to Councillor McGaughey by Councillors C. Keane, J. Hannon, R. Dowds, T. Ridge, T. McDermott, S. O’Connor, G. O’Connell and D. Keating.

Mr. J. Horan, County Manager extended good wishes to Councillor McGaughey on behalf of the Management and Staff.
The report was NOTED.

(C/0283/08)
SUSPENSION OF STANDING ORDERS

In accordance with Standing Order No. 76 the Mayor, Councillor M. Corr proposed to suspend standing orders in order to deal with an emergency motion submitted by Councillor C. Keane regarding the recent release of Ingrid Betancourt.  Councillor Keane had leave to attend a function in this regard in the French Embassy.  
The suspension of standing orders was AGREED unanimously by the Members.

INGRID BETANCOURT – INVITATION TO ACCEPT CIVIC HONOUR

“That this Council is overjoyed with the release of Ingrid Betancourt honorary citizen of South Dublin County Council after six years in captivity, and also the release of the 14 other hostages.  That South Dublin County Council re-issue the standing invitation to accept this honour in person as agreed in 2002 and also when her daughter Melanie visited here and accepted the scroll of honour on her behalf. At the time of her capture Ingrid was campaigning as Colombian presidential candidate.  Furthermore that we continue to raise the issue and continue the humanitarian campaign for the safe release of the very many other hostages still held in captivity by FARC.”
A discussion followed with contributions from Councillors C. Keane, R. Dowds, E. Tuffy, T. McDermott, T. Ridge, J. Hannon and G. O’Connell.

The Motion was PASSED unanimously.

(C/0284/08) 
TERENURE/RATHFARNHAM AREA COMMITTEE (1) - 10TH JUNE 2008 DEALING WITH ROADS, PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT AND CORPORATE SERVICE 
It was NOTED that there was no report under this heading.

(C/0285/08) TERENURE/RATHFARNHAM AREA COMMITTEE (2) - 10TH JUNE 2008 DEALING WITH COMMUNITY (1 REPORT - GRANTS), PARKS, ENVIRONMENT AND HOUSING
The following report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was CONSIDERED:
Community Business:

“Application for a grant under South Dublin County Council’s Community Grants Scheme has been received from the organisations listed below. Payment of these grants, in accordance with the conditions of the Scheme and in the amounts set out hereunder, is recommended for approval:-

	Ref:
	Group:
	Type of Application
	Date of Application
	Amount

	GF 1734
	Palmer Park & Pearse Park Residents Association
	Community Activity Grant Including Sport Activity
	15/05/08
	€500

	GF 1733
	Palmer Park & Pearse Park Residents Association
	Environmental Improvements Grant
	15/05/08
	€500

	GF1719
	Grangebrook Residents Association
	Environmental Improvements Grant
	10/04/08
	€500

	GF1727
	Aisling Alainn Arts Festival
	Equipment Grant
	29/04/08
	€1,800  

	GF1723
	Ballyroan Community Centre
	Equipment Grant
	21/04/08
	€2,800


Application for Grant (Arts Act 2003)

Application for a grant under the Council’s Arts Scheme has been received from the organisation listed below. Payment of these grants, in accordance with the conditions of the scheme, in the amounts set out hereunder, is recommended for approval.

	Ref:
	Group:
	Type of Application
	Date of Application
	Amount

	Agf644
	Aisling Alainn
	Towards cost of concert performance
	22/5/08
	€5000


It was proposed by Councillor C. Keane, seconded by Councillor T. McDermott and RESOLVED:  

“That this Committee recommends that South Dublin County Council APPROVE the grants as recommended in the foregoing report.””

It was proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor T. McDermott and RESOLVED:
“That the recommendations contained in the report of the South Dublin County Council Terenure/Rathfarnham Area Committee (2) 10th June 2008 – Community Department be ADOPTED and APPROVED.”
(C/0286/08) TALLAGHT AREA COMMITTEE (1) - 16TH JUNE 2008 DEALING WITH COMMUNITY (1 REPORT - GRANTS), PARKS, ENVIRONMENT AND HOUSING
The following report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was CONSIDERED:
Community Business:

“Applications for grants under South Dublin County Council’s Community Grants Scheme have been received from the organisations listed below. Payment of these grants, in accordance with the conditions of the Scheme and in the amounts set out hereunder, is recommended for approval:-

	Ref:
	Group:
	Type of Application
	Date of Application  
	Amount

	GF 1715
	Scoil Rince Ni Aogain
	Major Community Activity held in South Dublin County or outside South Dublin County
	26/03/08
	€1,500

	GF 1676
	Phoenix Youth Band
	Major Community Activity held in South Dublin County or outside South Dublin County
	15/01/08
	€3,000


	Ref:
	Group:
	Type of Application
	Date of Application  
	Amount

	GF 1738
	Circle Voluntary Housing Association
	Equipment Grant
	22/05/08
	€3,000

	GF1739
	St. Aengus Active Retirement Club
	Start Up Costs for Community Groups
	26/05/08
	€500

	GF1741
	Tallaght Community Arts Centre  
	Equipment Grant
	05/06/08
	€3,000

	GF1742
	Tallaght Community Arts Centre
	Seed Management/ Employment Grant for New Community Centre
	05/06/08
	€8,000

	GF1743
	Tallaght Community Arts Centre
	Grant for Community Centre Based IT Infrastructure
	05/06/08
	€5,000

	GF1744
	Tallaght Community Arts Centre
	Training Grant for Management of Community Centre
	05/06/08
	€1,000

	GF1745
	Tallaght Athletic Club
	Single Interest Grant
	05/06/08
	€50,000

	GF1746
	Brian Gregan
	Personal Sports Development Grant
	05/06/08
	€500


Application for Grant (Arts Act 2003)

Application for grants under the Council’s Arts Scheme has been received from the organisations listed below. Payment of these grants, in accordance with the conditions of the scheme, in the amount set out hereunder, is recommended for approval.

	Ref:
	Group:
	Type of Application
	Date of Application  
	Amount

	Agf631
	Swan Family Support
	Art workshops and Exhibition
	30/4/08
	€500


Contribution

A Contribution is being made to the following groups-

	Group:
	Type of Application
	Date of Application  
	Amount

	Holy Rosary Primary School
	School Community Recipe Book
	21/5/08
	€300


It was proposed by Councillor M .Corr and seconded by Councillor E. Maloney and RESOLVED:
“That this Committee recommends that South Dublin County Council APPROVE the grants as recommended in the foregoing report”.”

It was proposed by Councillor Corr, seconded by Councillor Daly and RESOLVED:
“That the recommendations contained in the report of the South Dublin County Council Tallaght Area Committee (1) 16th June 2008 – Community Department be ADOPTED and APPROVED.” 

(C/0287/08) TALLAGHT AREA COMMITTEE (2) - 23RD JUNE 2008 DEALING WITH ROADS, PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT AND CORPORATE SERVICE
It was NOTED that there was no report under this heading.

(C/0288/08) LUCAN/CLONDALKIN AREA COMMITTEE (1) - 18TH JUNE 2008 
DEALING WITH ROADS, PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT AND CORPORATE SERVICES: – 
Roads: 4 Reports - (i) Lucan Village HGV Ban, (ii)  Provision of School Warden – Griffeen Valley Educate Together N.S.  (iii)   Emergency Motion 1 – Boundary Treatment between the Upgraded N4 and Woodview Estate, Lucan, (iv) Emergency Motion 2 – Condition Survey of all houses within 50 meters of N4 Widening Works

Corporate Services : 1 Report - motion passed to conduct a plebiscite to change of name of "Palmerston" to "Palmerstown"

ROADS BUSINESS:

(i) Lucan Village HGV Ban
The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Mr. F. Coffey, Director of Transportation and was CONSIDERED:
“The following report was CONSIDERED at the Lucan Clondalkin Area Committee Meeting held on 18th June, 2008.  

Following consideration of the report it was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor D. Keating and RECOMMENDED that the Council introduce a HGV ban for vehicles of 3 tonnes and over unleaden weight, during school arrival and departure times between 8.30 and 9.30 and between 13.15 and 15.15 Monday to Friday incl. at the following locations:-

Old Lucan Road, between Adamstown Rd and Ballyowen Road

and

The Old Hill Road, between Main St and Old Lucan Road.

MEETING OF LUCAN-CLONDALKIN AREA COMMITTEE (1)

Wednesday, June 18, 2008

HEADED ITEM NO. 5

Report on the proposed short term HGV ban, Lucan

An advertisement was published in the Echo on the 13th May for the introduction of a short term HGV ban during school arrival and departure times between 8.30 and 9.30 Monday to Friday and between 13.15 and 15.15 Monday to Friday at the following locations:-

Old Lucan Road, between Adamstown Rd and Ballyowan Rd

and

The Old Hill Road, between Main St and Old Lucan Rd

Submissions Received

13 submissions were received on the proposal as shown in the following table. 

	Submission


	Name
	Comment

	1
	Helen Ryan
	Ms Ryan is fully in support of the proposal and would like to know why the ban could not be extended to include Main Street and be operational over a 24 hour period



	Response
	
	1) Currently there is an existing 24 hr HGV ban on the North side of the River Liffey. If a HGV ban was imposed, where a haulier cannot access their premises without infringing the ban, they legally are allowed to disregard it. Limiting the ban to the roads, where most of the schools are situated, while allowing HGV’s to use Main Street, allows the Gardai to keep these roads clear of HGVs. The Council acknowledges that Main St is not suitable for heavy traffic but feels that the greatest priority for now is to protect school children.



	2
	Declan Kenny
	Supports the proposal

	Response
	
	

	3
	Julie McMullan

Chair St Andrew’s National School
	Supports the proposal

	Response
	
	

	4
	Helga Myler
	Fully in support of the proposal

	Response
	
	

	5
	Dr Kevin Farrell, Green Party
	Whilst he is in support of the proposal they would like to see the following changes made. 

1) The times of operation of the ban should be widened as follows so as to comprehend the school arrival and departure times of Schools in South Lucan near to the Ballyowen Road: 
• 08:00 to 09:30 
• 12:45 to 15:15 

2) The ban should incorporate a “no left-hand turn” at the T-junction on Main St., Lucan Village near the Bank of Ireland.

3) Adequate signage should be erected as part of the ban, and that businesses whose HGVs use the routes concerned should be contacted to inform them of the ban

4) The Local Authority should provide clarity with regard to the situation of local access traffic.

5) Policing/enforcement of the ban needs to be regular and consistent and that penalties should be such that they deter repeat offending. We submit that monitoring be put in place using Automatic Number Plate Recognition (APNR) technology to facilitate easy policing/enforcement

6) Monitoring should be undertaken before and after the ban is put in place to determine if additional HGV traffic has been displaced to South Lucan.



	Response
	
	1) There are a number of schools situated directly on the 2 roads encompassing the HGV ban, Old Lucan Road and The Old Hill, and as such they are considered very suitable for such a measure. As Dr Farrell has pointed out in his letter, enforcing a ban can be difficult as HGV’s are allowed to disregard the ban if they are accessing businesses within the ban area. Extending the ban to the South of Lucan and increasing its timing would only make it more difficult to enforce. Also it should be noted that Ballyowen Road is not considered as suitable a location for a HGV ban as there are no schools fronting directly on to it. 

2) Placing a no left turn ban at this location will prevent all vehicles from turning left. A HGV ban would have to be placed on the bridge itself causing difficulties for local businesses as indicated in response to 1. 

3) Adequate signage will be erected as per regulations, local businesses within the ban area may still access their premises, signage will be erected in advance warning HGV drivers of the impending regulations.

4) This point has been addressed in 3)

5) This proposal if approved will be implemented with the full backing of the Gardai who will be responsible for the monitoring and enforcement of the ban. With regard to using ANPR cameras in enforcement, current agreements preclude SDCC from using our cameras for this purpose.

6) It is acknowledged that traffic will increase on Main St, the N4 and Old Lucan Rd to the west of the ban but we do not feel that HGV traffic will increase in South Lucan. 



	6
	Dr Kevin Farrell
	Whilst he is in support of the proposal they would like to see the following changes made. 

1) The ban does not go far enough. Firstly, the ban only incorporates part of Lucan Village. North-South traffic will still be permitted to travel through the Western part of the Village to and from Lucan Bridge, resulting in greater congestion along that part of the Village during the ban operation times since HGVs will divert to that part of the village away from the ban area. 

2) Secondly, since the opening of the “Laraghcon Distributor Road”, Lucan Village has witnessed a dramatic increase in the number of HGVs travelling through it. Essentially, the available north-south route facilitated by this distributor road means that many HGVs use it as a means of avoiding tolls and congestion on the M50. 
I understand that South Dublin County Council take the view that a complete ban is not feasible until an alternative north-south route is available. I submit that were a complete ban to be implemented, HGV traffic would simply use the route they used before the “Laraghcon Distributor Road” was constructed; namely, the M50, where they belong. Accordingly, I submit that a complete HGV ban is entirely feasible. I submit that it could easily be implemented by imposing a HGV ban on the “Laraghcon Distributor Road”, or as near to it as possible, given the northern extent of the Council’s administrative area, which is near the southern end of the “Laraghcon Distributor Road”. Furthermore, I submit that local HGV traffic from the businesses on the Lower Road/Strawberry beds road could be excluded from the ban. I submit that such a measure would see a much more dramatic reduction in HGV traffic through Lucan Village, and a much safer environment for school children and their parents during school and other times. 

3) Notwithstanding the foregoing, should the Council decide to implement the ban as advertised, I submit that the times of operation of the ban should be widened as follows so as to comprehend the school arrival and departure times of Schools in South Lucan near to the Ballyowen Road: 
• 08:OOtoO9:30 
• 12:45 to 15:15 




	
	
	1) This has been covered in response 1

2) This has been covered in response 1

3) This query has been responded in response 5.1



	7
	Antoinette Cosgrave, Secretary, 

On Behalf of the Parents Association St. Anne’s (Lucan)
	Ms Cosgrove objects to the ban unless it is extended to the Newcastle Road, as she is concerned that it would increase HGV traffic on the Newcastle Road. She calls on South Dublin County Council to consider a HGV Ban on the Newcastle Road in tandem with this HGV ban.

	Response
	
	1) While SDCC acknowledges that the HGV ban will increase HGV numbers on Newcastle Rd, it is being implemented primarily for the safety of the school children who attend the large number of schools along the ban area that the proposal is being put forward and will only be in operation for 3 hours a day.



	8
	Alan Haugh 
Chief Executive 
CPI Ltd
	Mr. Haugh objects to this proposal; the main reasons are as follows: 

1) The proposed HGV ban would close off an important access route to his premises. Traffic diverted from this route would be forced to travel along Main Street, Lucan, which is already congested and is not a suitable route for such a diversion. City bound traffic would then face a considerably longer journey time. 

2) Until such time as new a Liffey bridge is constructed to provide a practical alternative route, then the question of such a severe traffic restriction in the Lucan area is premature. 

3) It would be impractical to implement a time-related ban. A driver unfamiliar with the area would find it difficult to predict his arrival time, especially with the general traffic congestion in the Dublin area and the disruption caused by ongoing road works in West Dublin in particular. Furthermore, a driver who found himself within the HGV ban zone could find it very difficult to find his way to the alternative route, thus causing further traffic disruption. 

4) This proposal would set an unprecedented restriction of movement of vehicles on a public roadway with potential consequences for free passage of traffic in congested areas throughout the city. 

5) Undoubtedly, there is a traffic bottleneck in the area of the Old Lucan Road and Old Hill Road. However much of the hold-up can be attributed to the overall heavy volume of traffic passing through the village. At peak hours, this bottleneck effect is exacerbated by inappropriate and illegal parking of vehicles in this area. We submit that the impact of our HGVs is marginal. 

6) The primary cause of traffic congestion around the schools at peak hours is the use of cars by parents in dropping off children. We submit that rather than introducing impractical traffic diversions, the Council should instead focus on making changes that will encourage and facilitate children travelling to school safely by walking, cycling and public transport. 

7) Safety is a priority for CPI, in particular safety in relation to the heavy goods vehicles used to transport materials to and from our plant. We have a firm policy of driver training and safety awareness in line with our company Safety Statement. His vehicles traverse the city streets and their drivers have to travel through many congested and busy areas in as safe a manner as possible. In this context he does not believe that the passage of HGVs in the Old Lucan Road / Old Hill Road area presents any significant increase in hazards to safety. He are not aware of any incidents involving his vehicles in this area.  



	Response
	
	1) We acknowledge that Main Street Lucan is not a suitable route for HGVs. However the safety of school children is a priority for the Council at this time. The ban is only for 3 hours a day.

2)    This restriction is a temporary solution until a new bridge is built, then the ban can be extended to Main Street.

3)    Advanced signs will be erected warning HGV drivers of the impending ban. For any traffic management measure there is always readjustment required but we find that drivers quickly familiarise themselves with the new arrangements. 

4)    This measure is being carried out as primarily a safety measure for school children.  

5)    We note Mr. Haugh’s suggestion to improve parking enforcement in the area and we will ask the local Gardai to prevent this problem as the ban is being enforced.

6)    We agree with Mr. Hough’s desire to reduce the number of school children being driven to school and that the Council should instead focus on making changes that will encourage and facilitate children traveling to school safely by walking, cycling and public transport.  This measure is primarily being promoted in order to encourage parents to allow their children to walk, cycle or travel by bus to school by increasing safely on the roads immediately adjacent to the schools. 

7) We appreciate and praise Mr. Haugh’s excellent safety policy and incidents record. However, the ban is intended for all HGV drivers, some of whom may not have the same standard of training and competence.



	9
	Sandra Coleman.
	1) Same as submission No 7: objects to the ban unless it is extended to the Newcastle Road, as she is concerned that it would increase HGV traffic on the Newcastle Road.

2) Ms Coleman wishes to make a submission on behalf of the residents of Finnstown Cloisters/Finnstown Prior/that consideration should also be given to the banning of HGV vehicles at school related times on the Newcastle Road, Lucan. This road passes two primary schools and one second level school as well as the local library. There are approximately 1800 pupils who use these three schools on a daily basis as well as the volume of parents who must collect the children from the primary schools. At this stage, the percentage of HGVs using this road outnumber the volume of cars by 70%. This road is being used as a rat run for HGVs between the N7 and the N4 leading onto the M50. The proposed ban in the village will have an impact on the already overburdened Newcastle Road. A school time ban on HGVs would ensure that children can be collected from school safely and also reduce traffic volumes on that road by a large enough level to allow some of the older children the option of walking home from school on their own.

	Response
	
	1) This point has been covered in response 7

2) The Newcastle Road south of the N4 is considered a major distributor route for traffic accessing the N4 and the M50 and as a result a HGV ban could not be considered at this location at this time. 

	10
	Damian Bourke Chairman 
Liona O’Toole Secretary

Finnstown Abbey Residents Association
	1) Same as 7 and 9: they object the ban unless it is extended to the Newcastle Road: They think this HGV ban would increase HGV traffic on the Newcastle Road.

2) As you are aware the Newcastle Road between the N4 and the Finnstown Housing Estates has 3 schools, Superquinn Shopping centre, a church, sports grounds, a quite a number of houses immediately on the road. Since the opening of the Outer Ring Road there has been a marked increase in the number of trucks using the Newscastle Road as a means of traversing between the N7 and N4/N2 avoiding the M50. It is quite an anomaly that we have a situation that an “Outer Ring Road” with absolutely nothing directly on it, has a HGV ban but yet HGVs are free to use a road directly in front of schools and built up areas. 
The area around the schools/church and the Superquinn Centre is in effect a village area with pedestrians and children in particular crossing the roads frequently. It is not acceptable that children’s safety is put at risk when there is an infrastructure available to cater for rat-running trucks i.e. the Outer Ring Road. 
We are concerned that there is a risk that the proposed HGV ban in the village area could lead to more HGVs using the Newcastle Road, without a similar ban on the Newcastle Road. We call on South Dublin County Council to consider a HGV Ban on the Newcastle Road in tandem with this HGV ban.



	Response
	
	1) This point has been covered in response 7

2) This point has been covered in response 9.2



	11
	Damien Fallon 
Chief Executive 
MFP Companies
	Same letter as No 8

	Response
	
	Same response as 8

	12
	Avril Mullins 

On Behalf of the Parents Association St. Thomas’s (Lucan)
	Same letter as 10

	Response
	
	Same response as 10

	13
	Kay Macken
	Fully in support of the proposal

	Response
	
	


Summary

There were 13 submissions received on the ban. 7 of the submissions were in favour of the proposal (2 of them asking for extensions to the ban). 6 submissions were against the ban but 4 of those submissions would have been for the ban if it had been extended to Newcastle Road. 

This proposal will help to remove HGV traffic from locations where there are a significant number of schools and is limited to 3 hours a day at school drop off and pick up times. The proposal has received the full support of the Gardai. It is therefore recommended that the ban be approved to allow it to become operational before the start of the next school year in September 08.” 

A discussion took place with contributions from Councillors D. Keating, E. Tuffy and G. O’Connell.

It was AGREED that the ban be approved in order to allow it to become operational before the start of the next school year in September 08 on the proposition of Councillor D. Keating, seconded by Councillor G. O’ Connell. 

(ii) Provision of School Warden – Griffeen Valley Educate Together N.S. 
The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Mr. F. Coffey, Director of Transportation and was CONSIDERED:
“Under the terms of the Local Government Act, 1991 (Reserved Functions) Order, 1993, the making of arrangements under Section 96 (1) of the Road Traffic Act, 1961, for the patrolling of locations where school children cross the public road is a reserved function of the Council.

The Road Safety Officer has recommended the provision of a school warden service at the following location:

SCHOOL                                                        LOCATION

Griffeen Valley Educate Together N.S.              On Griffeen Road Lucan

Griffeen Glen Boulevard,                                 5m. north of lamp standard No. 25

Lucan, Co. Dublin.                                            

The recommendation of the Committee will be brought before the Council at its next meeting.

It was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor T. Gilligan and AGREED: 

“That this Committee recommends the provision of a school warden for Griffeen Valley Educate Together N.S., Griffeen Glen Boulevard, Lucan, Co. Dublin on Griffeen Road, Lucan, 5m. north of lamp standard No. 25.

If the Council agrees with the recommendation, the following resolution is required:

“That South Dublin County Council hereby resolves under the terms of the Local Government Act, 1991 (Reserved Functions) Order, 1993, pursuant to Section 96 (1) of the Roads Traffic Act, 1961, as amended by the Schedule to the Roads Traffic Act, 1968 that arrangements be made for the patrolling on Griffeen Road, Lucan, 5m. north of lamp standard No. 25.”

A discussion took place with a contribution from Councillor D. Keating. 
The resolution was PASSED.
(iii)   Emergency Motion 1 – Boundary Treatment between the Upgraded N4 and Woodview Estate, Lucan
The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Mr. F. Coffey, Director of Transportation and was CONSIDERED:
“The following emergency motion was passed at the Lucan-Clondalkin Area Committee Meeting (1) held on 18th June, 2008:-

“That this Committee requests the Manager to arrange for an immediate re-assessment of the proposed boundary treatment between the upgraded N4 and the boundary with Woodview Estate, Lucan, specifically outside the rere wall of a specific house in Woodview (address and name of householder supplied), where the removal of mature trees has drastically damaged the residential amenity, in particular the privacy and security, of the family living in the house, resulting in persons using the footbridge, and the proposed replacement footbridge, having unimpeded view of the private garden and home of the residents, and that a proposal for immediate remedial action be drawn up and implemented as soon as possible, and during the period of the upgrade contract.”

REPORT.

As this matter came before the Area Committee by way of an emergency motion, a written report was not available at that meeting.

As indicated verbally at the Area Committee meeting this matter is being examined by the Council’s site staff with a view to the provision of ameliorative measures. The council staff will make every effort to achieve an acceptable solution. The matter will also be brought to the attention of the National Roads Authority for decision.

It should be noted that there is no requirement under the contract for the provision of additional screening at this location and any alterations to the contract will require a variation which will involve additional cost. 

A report will be presented to the area committee on completion of this examination.

In the circumstances it is recommended that the matter be remitted back to the Area Committee for further consideration when a detailed report on the matter will be available.”
The report was NOTED.
(iv) Emergency Motion 2 – Condition Survey of all houses within 50 meters of N4 Widening Works

The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Mr. F. Coffey, Director of Transportation and was CONSIDERED:
“The following emergency motion was passed at the Lucan-Clondalkin Area Committee Meeting (1) held on 18th June, 2008:-

“That this Committee requests the Manager to report in detail on the Condition Survey required for all houses within 50 metres of the N4 Road Widening works.  I have attempted on numerous occasions on behalf of Local Residents to seek information from South Dublin County Council, Jons Civil Engineering Company Limited and Pat McGovern & Associates, including

· How many homes in the Lucan Area are subject to this Condition Survey?

· Is a similar Condition Survey required on completion of the N4 Road Widening Works?

· In the interest of an “Independent Consulting Engineer” can Local Residents appoint their own “Independent Consulting Engineer” with the assurance of not having to meet the costs themselves, and if not, why not?”

REPORT

As this matter came before the Area Committee by way of an emergency motion, a written report was not available at that meeting.

The contract already requires a condition survey of all buildings and structures within 50 metres of the road works which has already commenced and as indicated in the reply to motion 8 to the June Area Committee Meeting. 

The bulk of the work being carried out is not of a significant civil engineering nature with the exception of the Newcastle Road Interchange. This condition survey is minimal in nature and involves a visual survey consistent with the works being carried out at the various locations along the route.

The contractor and his designer are obliged to carry out this survey at his expense and the findings will be examined by the Council’s Consulting Engineer. The satisfactory conclusion of this condition survey is contingent upon the resident’s agreement in relation to access. 

It is not necessary therefore for any additional surveys to be carried out, however, if local residents wish to engage an independent consulting engineer it would be at their own expense. 

On completion of the works should a problem have arisen which is being claimed to have been as a result of the roadwork’s it will be examined in the context of this condition survey.”

The report was NOTED.
Corporate Services Business:
Motion passed to conduct a plebiscite to change of name of "Palmerston" to "Palmerstown"

The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Ms. M. Maguire, Senior Executive Officer, Corporate Services and was CONSIDERED:
“The following motion as submitted by Cllr O' Connell and a report from Corporate Services was considered at the Lucan Clondalkin Area Committee Meeting on 18th June 2008

MOTION: Councillor G. O'Connell

“That the Council conducts a plebiscite, or take other steps, to eliminate the confusion about the signposting of PALMERSTOWN as the name PALMERSTON is not acceptable to the people of this area and that this confusion be officially cleared up by January 2009”.

REPORT:
The definitive legal place names of the country are contained in the maps of Ordnance Survey which date back to the time of the original mapping and valuation of the country between 1824 and 1874 and the publication of a townlands index with the 1851 census.  Correspondence issued on previous occasions from South Dublin County Council to the Director, Ordnance Survey for clarification on the correct name as recognised by the OS. The response, previously circulated to the members, clearly outlines the official name as represented by the OS is PALMERSTON.
Sections 76-79 of the Local Government Act 1946 and the Local Government (Changing of Place Names) Regulations, 1956 (as amended) set out the procedure for conducting a plebiscite in relation to the change of name of an urban district or town (S.76), townland or non-municipal town (S.77), street (S.78) and locality (S.79). While Part 18 of the Local Government Act 2001, (Sections 190 - 196) provides for the changing of names of areas this (with the exception of S197) has not yet commenced.

Any official change in the name of PALMERSTON to PALMERSTOWN will require a statutory plebiscite under the prescribed legislation. 

Before a plebiscite can be carried out a prescribed procedure is required including the recommendation of the council that the procedure for the taking of a statutory plebiscite be initiated.  Thereafter a list of qualified electors for the purpose of taking the plebiscite on the proposal must be prepared and made available for public inspection for a three week period. The list must then be formally adopted by the council in advance of taking the plebiscite.  The plebiscite to determine the consent of the majority of the "qualified electorate" may then be held.  It is estimated that the are approx 8,000 "eligible electors" , all of whom must be issued with a ballot paper through the postal system and provided with a pre paid envelope for their reply .  Other logistical issues and application of the various statutes relating to conducting a plebiscite must also be determined.                                                      

Following discussion the members unanimously resolved to recommend as follows: 

"That the Council conducts a plebiscite to establish the consent of the "qualified electors" to change the official name of Palmerston to Palmerstown."”
This matter is now formally before the members for consideration.”     
A discussion followed with contributions from Councillors G. O’Connell, E. Tuffy, T. Ridge, A. McGaughey and D. Corrigan.
It was proposed by Councillor Keating, seconded by Councillor E. Tuffy and RESOLVED:
“That the recommendations contained in the report of the South Dublin County Council Lucan/Clondalkin Area Committee (1) 18th June 2008 – Roads Department regarding the Lucan Village HGV Ban and the Provision of School Warden and Corporate Services Department regarding the holding of plebiscite be ADOPTED and APPROVED.” 

(C/0289/08) LUCAN/CLONDALKIN AREA COMMITTEE (2) - 24TH JUNE 2008 DEALING WITH COMMUNITY (1 REPORT - GRANTS) PARKS, ENVIRONMENT AND HOUSING AND AN EMERGENCY MOTION PASSED AS FOLLOWS  VIEW  OF (FRENCH) PRESIDENT OF THE COUNCIL OF THE EU ON PERMANENT EU COMMISSIONER FOR IRELAND 
The following report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was CONSIDERED:
Community Business:

“Application for Grants

There are no applications for grants under the Council’s Community Grants Scheme. 

Contribution  

A Contribution is being made to the following group:-

	Group
	Type of Application
	Date of Application
	Amount

	“Golden Girls” c/o Quarryvale Community House
	Contribution towards trip by senior ladies group from Quarryvale/North Clondalkin
	19/05/08
	€500


Application for Grant (Arts Act 2003)

Application for a grant under the Council’s Arts Scheme has been received from the organisation listed below. Payment of this grants, in accordance with the conditions of the scheme, in the amount set out hereunder, is recommended for approval.

	Ref:
	Group:
	Type of Application
	Date of Application  
	Amount

	Agf632
	Knockmitten Youth and Community Centre
	Arts Grant events subsidy for a play Hatchet
	23/5/08
	€500


Contribution

A Contribution is being made to the following group:-

	Group
	Type of Application
	Date of Application
	Amount

	Painters Palate
	Cost of exhibiting paintings
	21/5/08
	€450


It was proposed by Councillor G. O’ Connell and seconded by Cllr R. Dowds and RESOLVED:

“That this Committee recommends that South Dublin County Council APPROVE the grants as recommended in the foregoing report”.”
Corporate Services Business:

Emergency Motion passed as follows View of (French) President of the Council of the EU on permanent EU Commissioner for Ireland
Ms. Mary Maguire, Meetings Administrator, advised that this motion had been withdrawn by the proposer and would not therefore be moved at today’s meeting.
It was proposed by Councillor Corr, seconded by Councillor R. Dowds and RESOLVED:
“That the recommendations contained in the report of the South Dublin County Council Lucan/Clondalkin Area Committee (2) - 24th June 2008 – Community Department be ADOPTED and APPROVED.” 

(C/0290/08) 
STANDING COMMITTEES - ADJOURNED ORGANISATION, PROCEDURE AND FINANCE COMMITTEE, 5TH JUNE 2008 - To note prescribed New Budget Format in accordance with Circular Fin 19/07 and Costing Presentation


The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Ms. C. Henehan, Head of Finance and was CONSIDERED:

“In accordance with Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government circular Fin 19/07 members are requested to note the 2008 Revenue Budget converted in the new format.  Members should also note that expenditure for 2008 and subsequent years will be monitored by the department on the basis of the new service structure.

The 2008 Budget Converted to Costing Format is available at the following link:

http://membersnet.sdublincoco.ie/info/2008%20Budget%20Converted%20to%20Costing%20Format.pdf
The 2008 budget converted into the new budget format was noted by the Organisation and Procedure and Finance Committee at its adjourned meeting on 5th June 2008.”
The report was NOTED.

(C/0291/08) 
STRATEGIC POLICY COMMITTEES
It was NOTED that there was no report under this heading.

(C/0292/08) 
REPORTS REQUESTED BY AREA COMMITTEES
It was NOTED that there was no report under this heading.

(C/0293/08) 
REPORT ON SOUTH DUBLIN COUNTY JOINT POLICING COMMITTEE, 11TH APRIL 2008

The following report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was CONSIDERED:
“Report on Meeting of the South Dublin County Joint Policing

Committee – held on Friday 11th April, 2008 at 3.00 p.m. in Council Chamber, Tallaght.

Attendance: Committee Members

Cllr. R. Dowds 


Cllr. Jim Daly

Cllr. Therese Ridge 

Cllr. Maria Corr

Cllr. G. O’ Connell 

Cllr Cathal King

Cllr. K. Warren 


Cllr. Shane O’Connor

Cllr. J. Lahart 


Cllr. E. Walsh

C. O’Connor T.D. 

Cllr. C. Keane

J. Tuffy TD 


P. Rabbitte T.D.

J. Horan (County Manager) 
Chief Superintendent J. Manley

F. Nevin (S.D.C.C.) 

Chief Superintendent J. Twomey

J. Lawlor (Comm. Forum) 
Cllr. Joe Neville

Michelle Keairns (Comm. Platform) Cllr. Mick Murphy

Tom Aspil (Community Forum)

Also Present:

Pat Smith, Billy Coman, John Quinlivan, Elaine Leech, Anne Byrne,

Superintendent E. Dolan. Superintendent P. Clavin, Superintendent Quirke

Apologies:

Cllr. T. McDermott

Mayor Billy Gogarty

1. Meeting Report of the 1st February 2008 and Matters Arising

Chairperson, Cllr. Robert Dowds and the members present adopted the report of the meeting of 1st February 2008. Cllr. Dowds welcomed Michelle Keairns and Tom Aspil who are the new Community representatives on the Committee.

2. Report of Sub-Committee on Drug and Alcohol Related Issues

Cllr. Eamon Walsh, thanked the members of the Sub-Committee and staff for their work to date. The submission to the Advisory Group on the Sale of Alcohol Bill has been recently acknowledged by the Department of Justice. The submission and reports of the last two meetings of the Sub- Committee are available on CMAS.

A meeting has been arranged between the Sub-Committee and representatives of Brent County Council for the 28th April 2008. Brent County Council is twinned with South Dublin County Council and they have a very progressive approach to the provision of addiction services/treatment in their area.

It was felt by some members of the JPC that the membership of the Sub-Committee should be revised to include representatives from the Local Drugs Task Forces and a Garda representative. In response Chief Superintendent John Twomey nominated Garda Peter Duff to the Sub Committee. B. Coman informed the JPC members that the Sub- Committee was established not to replace the work of the Drugs Task Force but rather to complement/support their work. In this regard Clondalkin Drugs Task Force will be invited to give a Presentation to the next meeting of the Sub-Committee. The Sub-Committee will liaise with the local Drugs Task forces regarding this matter.

3. Garda Reports
Report from Chief Superintendent John Twoomey DMR West:
Tackling Violent Crime in the Clondalkin Area

In measuring the incidence of what is described as ‘Violent Crime’, I will make reference to those Headline Offences which offer physical or mental injury to the person.

Commentary on Crime Categories
A significant proportion of gun related crime is linked to either ongoing feuds or power struggles within organized criminal groups. 
Bearing in mind the strong relationship between organized criminal groups and serious crime, there has been a marked increase in successful drug seizures with over 278 searches carried out this year, an increase of 15% on last year, and over €9.6m in illegal drugs seized to date.  
Likewise, Serious Investigations required complex and involved investigations and can take months to conclude. Therefore, I expect the Detection Rate will improve going forward.

The following is a summary of Headline Crime to date in 2008:

Comm.
 
No. Chg.
 % Chg.
 Detec.

Theft from MPV 

42 

-4 

-9%

12%

Theft from Person 

6 

0 

0 

17%

Robbery of Establishment 
8 

+2 

+33% 

25%

Aggravated Burglary 

0 

-1 

-100% 

0%

Discharge of Firearm 

6 

+4 

+200%

33%
The following Operations targeting Organised Crime are ongoing in the Clondalkin area of South Dublin:
Operation Anvil - National Initiative targeting Organised Crime.

Operation Schilling - Targets Drug related crime.
In terms of Public Order, a total of 421 incidents were recorded in 2008 to date. This represents an increase of 22% in comparison with the same period in 2007 in which 344 incidents were recorded. It should be noted however that of these incidents the detection is comparable and currently stands at 92%.
The statistics in terms of stations are as follows:
PUBLIC ORDER INCIDENTS
2008 

2007 

% Difference

Clondalkin 


101: 95 
84 : 81 

+20%

Ballyfermot 


172 :164 
141 : 139 
+22%

Rathcoole 


11 : 11 

17 : 16 

-35%

Lucan 



64 : 47 

42 : 40 

+50%

Ronanstown 


74 : 70 

60 : 56 

+23%
Total 



421 : 387 
344 : 332 
+ 22%

In addition, the following Public Order specific Operations are in place in the Clondalkin area:
Operation Encounter - Targets Public Order Hotspots.

Operation Safe Passage- Tackling Bus related crime.

Operation Greencastle - Public Order initiative in Clondalkin.
Report from Chief Superintendent John Manley, DMR South

Division
Public Order:

Public Order offences include drunkenness offences, trespassing offences,

affray and public order offences.  

I outline hereunder an outline of public order offences dealt with by Gardai in stations in the DMR South Division during the first 3 months of 2008.
In most of these cases Gardai affected an arrest of one or more persons.
Rathfarnham Garda Station
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Tallaght Garda Station
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Crumlin Garda Station
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Terenure Garda Station
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Security and Crime on Public Transport Services

Cllr. Corr, Cllr Murphy, Cllr. Lahart and Deputy O’ Connor contributed to a discussion on the good work of the Tallaght Community Bus Forum and crime/security issues on the LUAS. It was agreed by the members of the JPC, that the Executive write to the LUAS Operators expressing the Committee’s concerns and extend an invitation to a representative to address the Committee on the initiatives Veolia Transport are undertaking to ensure the safety and security of passengers travelling on the Red Luas Line.
4. County Manager’s Report- Graffiti

The problem of graffiti pollution in South Dublin County has placed a considerable demand on the Council’s cleansing resources in recent years. A sum in the region of €300,000 is expended annually in the removal of graffiti alone.
The Council put in place a new arrangement this year where the existing 29 Cleansing Staff were expanded to a crew of 41 and the 5 person graffiti crew is now also joining this group. This will enable faster and more focused responses in areas of the county.
In responding to the demands for the eradication of graffiti, the Council

provides the following services;
• Since May 2006 a graffiti removal crew has been employed on a pilot basis. This crew has to date carried out much useful work around the County and are constantly dealing with a lengthy list of areas requiring attention. Treated areas are often covered in graffiti several times over. Priority is given where possible to offensive and personal type graffiti and also personal graffiti relating to members of the Gardai.

• A Specialist Contractor is engaged to carry out graffiti removal on difficult areas such as motorway bridges, monuments, difficult surfaces etc.

• The Council’s Litter Warden provides assistance to residents associations to undertake local cleaning/painting over graffiti. Paint is supplied free of charge to residents associations whose members are prepared to paint over graffiti at appropriate locations.

• The Litter Warden will also enforce the Litter Pollution Act 1997 where it is possible to identify offenders. However there is a difficulty in this regard as most of the offences are committed at night.

• The Council also liaises with the Gardai as necessary and the Gardai have had success in identifying offenders in some areas. Offenders are usually dealt with under the Garda Juvenile Liaison Scheme.

• The Council’s Estate Management Team work with residents on the removal of graffiti within their estates.
The removal of graffiti from private property is a matter for the owners of such property. The Council’s Litter Warden regularly visits property owners and advises them of their responsibilities in this regard. The Council also liaises with other public bodies requesting that they remove graffiti from their properties.
The following are the numbers of areas which have been treated by the graffiti crew since May 2006.In many cases the treated areas include substantial distances of coverage.
Council Area Committee
Terenure Rathfarnham 
108

Tallaght 

77

Lucan Clondalkin 
120

Total 


305
Additional Measures

Through its Environmental Awareness Programme the Council actively encourages schools to participate in the Green Schools Programme which is co- ordinated by An Taisce. As part of this promotion the Litter Warden visits schools in the County to inform students of the negative impact of litter and graffiti on their local community.
The Beautiful South Competition is an annual event organised by the Council where emphasis is placed in the judging criteria, on the absence of litter and graffiti in local areas. Prizes are awarded to the best kept areas.
Each year the Council encourages the public to engage in ECO Week which promotes general environmental awareness. Demonstrations and promotions are held at a number of locations throughout the County.
Following the Presentation by John Quinlivan, Senior Executive Officer, Environmental Services the following points were raised by the Committee regarding the issue of Graffiti throughout the County:
• Removal of Graffiti on property owned by Utility Companies and M50 (NRA)

• Priority should be given to the removal of Graffiti which relates to members of the Gardai or named individuals on private/public property.

• Impact of Graffiti on the Communities in South Dublin County

• Awareness Campaigns in Schools around the effects of Graffiti and how the significant sums of money currently being spent on Graffiti removal could be used for more positive projects

• Multi-agency – ‘Pro- active’ approach required to tackle the problem in the County

• The Community Graffiti Reduction Programme- Pobal
John Quinlivan informed the Committee that the Council’s Draft Litter Management Plan will be presented to the Environment SPC at the May meeting and it is hoped to go to the full Council in June for adoption. The Plan contains objectives that address the identification and targeting Litter Black Spots (including Graffiti) in the County. The Plan also details an objective to prepare programmes targeting particular types of Litter including graffiti. An Inter- Agency approach will be adopted to solving the problem of Graffiti involving members of the Gardai, Chamber of Commerce, and Community Groups etc.

5. Business Submitted

Cllr John Lahart

Question

What catering facilities exist in our Garda stations particularly over night?
Catering facilities? Are these considered adequate?
Answer:

In the DMR South Division each Garda station is furnished with suitable facilities for catering, comprising of kitchen and seating areas suitably equipped. These are adequate. – Chief Superintendent John Manley
In the DMR West Division each station is equipped with cooking facilities which members may use at their discretion. There is also an adjoining dining and recreation area. These facilities are adequate – Chief Superintendent John Twomey

Question:

What types of ongoing in-service training is undertaken by Gardai and in what areas?
Answer

Gardai receive at least two days in Service training under a Continuous Professional Development Programme annually. The key functions of Continuous Professional Development are to provide operational Gardai with the legislation and Garda Policy.
Training is delivered in a classroom environment led by an instructor. The trainers rely on a lecture approach through PowerPoint and DVD presentations supplemented by class handouts. Discussion groups and practicals are also utilised.
A Core training programme is developed annually at the Garda College. Gardai also receive refresher training in Firearms, Public Order and baton training on an ongoing basis. – Chief Superintendent John Manley
Question:

Do Gardai have to undergo ongoing in service fitness and health training?
Answer:

Student Gardai in training at the Garda College undergo weekly fitness training. They also undergo self defence training and training in the use of ASP baton and the use of handcuffs.
When student Gardai are initially allocated to stations they have to conduct a Sports Project in which they organise a specific event which will benefit the community in some way. In the DMR south Garda Division our students have established a tradition of completing a segment of the Wicklow Way walk and raise funds for local charities and hospitals. (The sum of 8 – 10,000 euros is raised each year.)
Once Gardai graduate and are allocated to full time stations they undergo periodic training in the ASP baton. Gardai involved in Public Order duties undergo ongoing training which includes a fitness module. – Chief Superintendent John Manley

Question:

What is the average lifespan of a Garda Patrol car and Motorcycle, and what is the average mileage accumulated on Garda vehicles?
Answer:

Garda patrol cars and motorcycles are generally on issue to the DMR South Division for two to five years depending on the unit to which they are attached to, level of use and general condition. Generally patrol cars are replaced when they reach 100,000 miles. Motorcycles are generally replaced around 40 – 50,000 miles. – Chief Superintendent John Manley
Question

Speeding Fines:

How much revenue has been generated from speeding fines nationally and if possible, to state how much revenue has been generated in the DMR for the periods 2006 and 2007 and where this revenue is channelled?
Answer:
Response from the Finance Directorate.
Please note the information available to the Finance Directorate is limited to the reports compiled by the Directorate as part of its monitoring programme to ensure that An Post operates the FCPS contract in accordance with the agreed contractual and pricing

arrangements.
The Finance Directorate receives information with regard to the FCPS receipts on a national basis only and as such it is not possible to provide details of the amount of FCPS revenue generated in the Dublin Metropolitan Region
Year 



Net Amount Received

2006 



€13,942,309

2007 



€21,867,291

Total 



€35,809,600
The figures for the “Net Amount Received” above includes adjustments for bank charges, An Post charges, commissions etc. for the period January 2006 – December 2008 in respect of FCPS. The net amount received in respect of FCPS fines are paid directly to the Exchequer Central Fund.

- Chief Superintendent John Manley

- Chief Superintendent John Twomey

Question:

To ask the Garda Team concerning graffiti:
How many arrests have been made in the Terenure-Rathfarnham Area?
and in the wider county?
How many charges have been successfully prosecuted?

What, if any, special measures have been taken to combat graffiti?
Answer:

During 2006 and 2007 Department of Justice, Equality & Law Reform carried out a pilot programme which funded anti-graffiti action in parts of Dublin City, bray and Galway city.
A designated Garda Inspector and liaison Gardai were appointed in each area.
A Graffiti hotline number was set up where Gardai reported pockets of high visibility Graffiti and elicit a quicker response. The project was later expanded to the entire catchment area of Dublin city Council. Gardai in all Council areas have been pro-active in identifying Graffiti hotspots and collecting the material therein.
Gardai also report incidents of Graffiti to South Dublin County Council environmental section who remove the Graffiti.
In the DMR South Division in 2007 a total of three (3) individuals have been prosecuted for incidents involving Graffiti, one of those individuals has been before the courts and is awaiting a probation report. The other two individuals have been summoned and court dates are awaited. A further sixteen (16) young persons have been identified and are being dealt with under the Juvenile Liaison Scheme. Two of the arrests were effected in the Terenure area. I do not have any figures for the Dublin area. Community Gardai in Tallaght have started an initiative where they are recording incidents of graffiti in an effort to identify perpetrators of same.
Along with this initiative, members are tailoring an anti-graffiti talk for local primary schools, which will entail a ‘graffiti’ arts competition, resulting in a number of winners. South Dublin County Council are sponsoring this arts programme. The winners will have their designs/tags printed on post card type papers, which will have the Garda and SDCC logos on them. It is hoped to extend this programme to secondary schools at a later date. It is anticipated that it will create an awareness of the offences being created through graffiti, hence reducing such incidents. 
The Department of Justice Equality and Law Reform are now spearheading a programme under the aegis of POBAL www.pobal.ie to tackle the ongoing problem of Graffiti. This is a countrywide initiative with funding coming from –
1. The Department of Justice Equality and Law Reform

2. Department of Community Rural & Gaeltacht Affairs and

3. Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government.

In total €4 million is being made available to clean up areas affected by graffiti. To this end local groups or consortia of groups are invited to apply for funding. This first phase of the funding will be confined to Rapid Areas only. The second phase will be rolled out in May 2008. – Chief Superintendent John Manley
Cllr. Robert Dowds
Question:

A report on the Tackling of Violent Crime in the Clondalkin Area and how

progress can best be made.
Answer:
In terms of Public Order, a total of 421 incidents were recorded in 2008 to date. This represents an increase of 22% in comparison with the same period in 2007 in which 344 incidents were recorded. It should be noted however that of these incidents the detection is comparable and currently stands at 92%.
The statistics in terms of stations are as follows:
	PUBLIC ORDER

INCIDENTS


	2008


	2007


	%

Difference



	Clondalkin
	101: 95
	84 : 81
	+20%



	Ballyfermot
	172 : 164
	141 : 139
	+22%



	Rathcoole
	11 : 11
	17 : 16
	-35%



	Lucan
	64 : 47
	42 : 40
	+50%



	Ronanstown
	74 : 70
	60 : 56
	+23%



	Total
	421 : 387
	344 : 332
	+ 22%




- Chief Superintendent John Twomey

Question:

To ask the Garda authorities to re-design the public offices of Garda Stations to make them more welcoming to the public.
Answer:
Under the Garda Annual Policing Plan 2008, a number of Strategic Imperatives have been identified for further examination. The design of Public Offices has been identified as one area that requires detailed consideration throughout the country and is an area that requires particular attention.
In this regard, work has commenced on the re-design of Blanchardstown Garda Station and which will be considered by the National Committee in course. – Chief Superintendent John Twomey
Charlie O’ Connor TD
Question
To ask for a statement by the Garda Superintendent at Tallaght on his views regarding the campaign for a second Garda Station in Tallaght 
Answer;

The opening of a second Garda station in Tallaght would necessitate the employment of additional Garda personnel on indoor administration duties who may be more effectively employed on outdoor policing duties. –Chief Superintendent John Manley
Question

To ask for an updated report on the progress towards the provision of

CCTV in Tallaght
Answer

The Garda Commissioner has forwarded a proposal to install 35 CCTV cameras in Tallaght Town Centre. South Dublin County Council fully supports the principles of the project. They have made a number of comments in relation to the proposals which are presently being considered by the Project Management Team. – Chief Superintendent

John Manley
Charlie O’ Connor requested a further update on CCTV schemes for the June Meeting
Question:

To ask for a report on initiatives taken by Tallaght Gardai in respect of the need to protect our Parks for the good of the community
Answer:

With reference to the above, please note the following initiatives are in place in the Tallaght District to tackle problems in the Green areas:

• Community Gardai are in possession of keys to all the big parks in Tallaght to allow ease of access 24/7;

• Problem areas are identified in green areas on a weekly basis and then blitzed with mountain bike and beat patrols;

• Public Order Vans are utilised on a nightly basis to combat Public Order in the green areas;

• School talks are given regarding anti social behaviour in the parks to Primary and Secondary Schools;

• Regular liaising with Estate Management, Neighbourhood Watch, Residents Associations and Community Groups in relation to local concerns and issues in the Green Areas;

• Off licences are visited and advised on a regular basis regarding the sale of alcohol to underage persons, or to others who in turn are supplying underage persons;

• Behavioural Warnings for anti-social behaviour are issued pursuant to the Criminal Justice Act 2006 when appropriate.

• A ‘Community Safety Initiative’ is currently being analysed in West Tallaght by 2 groups, namely the Community Development Initiative (CDI) and by RAPID. Gardai are actively involved in both these initiatives.

• There are 4 Community Based CCTV initiatives in West Tallaght – currently under development by RAPID and fully supported by An Garda Siochana in Tallaght.

• Plain clothes patrols are utilised to carry out surveillance in the parks – specific offences under the Public Order Act, the Intoxicating Liquor Acts, etc are targeted through such

surveillance.

• Community Gardai will liaise with the Graffiti Unit in SDCC to initiate a joint operation to combat graffiti in Tallaght. Graffiti is a huge problem across the sub district with every park being affected.

• Community Gardai in Tallaght, the Divisional Traffic unit based in Terenure, and the Air Support Unit have liaised and arranged operations to target the use of mopeds, motor bikes, etc on the green areas in Tallaght. Previous operations have resulted in the seizure of a large number of bikes. – Chief Superintendent John Manley

Question

To ask for a report on co- operation between An Garda Siochana and the operators of the LUAS to protect the service from crime and vandalism
Answer

There is a LUAS Red Line Liaison Group in existence. This group meets formally on a bi-monthly basis. These meetings are minuted, actioned and are circulated to each Superintendent along the line. The group consists of Sgt Mark Redmond and Inspector Edgeworth and a Garda from each station along the line i.e. Clondalkin, Kilmainham, Sundrive Road, Kevin Street, Bridewell and Store Street. The group also includes the Luas Head of Security Dan Quill and his Colleagues. – Chief Superintendent John

Manley
There is ongoing liaison with LUAS Operators and pro-active and reactive patrolling is in place. Regular meetings are held with LUAS Operators and every effort is made to ensure the smooth operation of the Transport system. Chief Superintendent John Twomey

Deputy Pat Rabbitte:
Question

To ask the Garda Superintendent to detail the community policing allocation for the Brookview area; the area and population covered by the Community Gardai concerned; and if he will say what steps he proposes to take to deal with the worsening anti-social behaviour and misuse of drugs in the area.
Answer

It was agreed by the members to place this item on the June Agenda for further discussion ‘In Committee’. The Council/ Gardai are to produce a report on the operation of Local Clinics in the area.
6. Any other Business

LAMA Conference

Cllr Robert Dowds, informed the Committee about a Presentation at the LAMA conference on how Sweden is tackling its drugs problem. It was the view of the Senior Gardai and a spokesperson from the Aisling Centre that Sweden was particularly successful at tackling its drugs problem.
Cllr. Cait Keane informed the Committee about a Conference arranged by Kerry Life Education in partnership with the Southern Regional Task Force. The Conference is entitled “Addition Proofing our Communities” and is scheduled to take place in Killarney on the 2nd/3rd October 2008. The Conference will focus on substance and alcohol misuse.
It was agreed that these items be discussed in further detail by the Sub-Committee on Drug and Alcohol Related Issues Alcohol.
Next meeting set for:
Friday 20th June 2008 from 3.00 -5.00 p.m. in County Hall, Tallaght
Signed: _____________________________
(Chairperson)
Date: ______________________________

The report was NOTED.

(C/0294/08)
QUESTIONS FOR NOTING
It was proposed by Councillor Corr, seconded by Councillor T. McDermott and RESOLVED:

“That pursuant to Standing Order No. 13 (f) Questions numbered Q1 – Q12 be 
ADOPTED and APPROVED.” 
(C/0295/08)
HOUSING ADAPTATION GRANT FOR PEOPLE WITH A DISABILITY

QUESTION: Councillor M. Ardagh
To ask the Manager how much the Council has paid out in grants under the Housing Adaptation Grant for People with a Disability and the new Mobility Aids Grant Scheme, i.e. under each scheme (previous and new), annual Council budget, how many applications received and granted in 2006, 2007 and 2008 (to date), average amount applied for, average amount granted, what % of the bill is grant aided, is there an approved or recommended listing of contractors, and any other information relevant to the question?

REPLY:
The Housing Adaptation Grant for People with a Disability and the Mobility Aids Grant Schemes were introduced by the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government on 1st November 2007. The following is the position regarding grants received and approved to date under each scheme:
(a) Housing Adaptation Grant for People with a Disability (Maximum grant €30,000)

	No. of applications in 2008 (to date)
	No. of grants approved in 2008 (to date)
	Average grant approved

	156 
	100 (including grants under previous scheme)
	€9,522.00


(b) Mobility Aids Grant (Maximum grant €6,000)

	No. of applications in 2008 (to date)
	No. of grants approved in 2008 (to date)
	Average grant approved

	36 (a significant number were received incomplete and returned to applicant)
	5
	€4,942.00


Both of the above schemes are subject to means testing. Prior to 01/11/07 all the works granted under the above schemes were funded under the Disabled Persons Grant Scheme (private dwellings) subject to a maximum grant of €20,320.00. The following is a breakdown of the number of applications received and approved in 2006 and 2007 under the Disabled Persons Grant Scheme 
Year   No. of applications received  Applications approved  Average grant approved
2006            438


      
   177
                  
  €16,582.98                                                                      
2007            467                                            331

      
  €11,899.11

                                                                                                               
2008   NONE (Replaced by HAG&MAG)       61                              €9,789.65                                                                                                   
The Mobility Aids Grant Scheme provides for 100% of the cost of the works being funded up to a maximum grant of €6,000 for applicants whose assessable gross household income does not exceed €30,000 in the previous tax year.
The Housing Adaptation Grant for People with a Disability Scheme provides for up to 95% of the works being funded subject to a maximum grant level of €30,000. The actual grant payable in each case is determined by the assessable household income in the previous tax year and the grant calculated in accordance with the following means testing limits:
Gross Max. Household Income   % of Costs available     Maximum Grant Available
Up to €30,000                                95%                               €30,000
€30,000 - €34,000                         90%                               €27,000
€34,001- €38,000                          80%                               €24,000
€38,001- €42,000                          70%                               €21,000
€42,001- €46,000                          60%                               €18,000
€46,001- €50,000                          50%                               €15,000
€50,001- €54,000                          40%                               €12,000
€54,001- €65,000                          30%                               €9,000
In excess of €65,000                     No grant is payable
There is not an approved or recommended listing of contractors currently in place.
The Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government has notified the Council (SIU Circular 8/08) of a total combined capital allocation of €3,990,090 for 2008 for the payment of the Disabled Persons and Essential Repairs Grant Schemes and the Housing Adaptation Grant for People with a Disability, Mobility Aids Grant and Housing Aid for Older People Grant Schemes. €1,064,024 of the combined allocation of €3,990,090 must be provided from the Councils own resources.
(C/0296/08) RECYCLING BANKS IN “RAPID” NEIGHBOURHOODS

QUESTION: Councillor M. Corr 
To ask the Manager to provide reward-scheme/token-producing recycling banks in all RAPID neighbourhoods in order to incentivise people towards pro-social behaviour in terms of litter and recycling?

REPLY:
A Reverse Vending Machine has been installed in Killinarden Community Centre on a pilot basis.  Token are awarded for each aluminium can or plastic bottle which is deposited into the machine.  It has been very successful and has made a marked difference on the amount of can / plastic bottle litter around the general area.  Indeed in the first month 30,000 cans were deposited.  It is monitored and managed by the Community Centre who empty the machine each time it is filled and this would be a requirement in the installation of any further reverse vending machines.  There is a cost involved and these costs, sustained recycling statistics, impact on litter and other relevant information will be analysed in conjunction with the suppliers of the materials to ensure that the roll-out of any such scheme can be managed and provide the type of incentive requested. 
(C/0297/08) 
SOCIAL HOUSING INVESTMENT PROGRAMME

QUESTION: Councillor R. Dowds   

To ask the Manager to inform South Dublin County Council of the following in relation to the Social Housing Investment Programme (SHIP):

1. What was the total allocation made to the Council in 2008?

2. To itemise the breakdown of this sum under its various headings?

3. In relation to Circular N23/07 what sum does the Council have available from its own resources to assist the SHIP?

4. Within the total budget for this year, how many new schemes will be commenced in 2008?

REPLY:
South Dublin County Council allocation from the DOEHLG under SHIP for 2008 was €112,000,000
The Housing Capital Allocation notified to the Council for 2008 is as follows: 
	Social Housing                                                
	€75,000,000

	Voluntary (Capital Loan Subsidy Scheme)         
	€27,000,000

	Travellers                                                     
	€8,000,000

	Central Heating                                              
	€2,000,000

	Total                                                           
	€112,000,000


In relation to Circular N23/07 the Council has made the following available from its own resources to assist the SHIP?

Social Housing Improvement works                   € 16,812,670

Revised action plans based on the above allocations as well as finalised Housing Need Assessment figures are being prepared and will be submitted to the area committees in September. In relation to the ICR programmes some of the allocated expenditure for 2008 may roll into 2009.

However it is intended to commence the following schemes in 2008.

Travellers (Starts in 2008) 
	Scheme
	Number of homes

	Coldcut
	8

	Stocking Lane 
	10

	Total
	18


Voluntary Bodies. (Completions in 2008) 
	Scheme 
	No of units

	Oakley Fortunestown
	51

	Cluid, Adamstown
	43

	Kilcronan (nabco)
	31

	Total
	125


Anticipated Social Housing Starts in 2008
	Schemes 
	Number of homes

	Fettercairn 2 
	32

	Lealand
	7

	Castletymon
	32

	Airlie
	5

	Oldchurch
	4

	Deerpark
	8

	Harelawn
	18

	Knockmore
	90

	Stocking Lane
	100

	Total
	264


(C/0298/08) PRESS RELEASES



QUESTION: Councillor T. McDermott  

To ask the Manager to date stamp Press Releases as listed on the SDCC home page?

REPLY:
The issue date for each Press Release is contained on the home page (Press Releases). Also arrangements are now in place to include issue date on each press release.
(C/0299/08) NEW SIGNAGE ON THE M50 AND THE N4



QUESTION: Councillor G. O'Connell  

To ask the Manager to report on the new signage on the M50 and the N4 and to state if he is satisfied that it is acceptable and accurate and if it is deficient what remedial action is proposed to set it right given the number of motorists who complain of missing their lane, some of whom have reported near missed due to drivers attempting to switch lanes at the last minute? 

REPLY: 
All signage being put in place is in conformity with design standards and the National Roads Authority signing strategy. Drivers should pay attention to the overhead gabtry signage to ensure that they are in the correct lanes and at appropriate speed. It should be bourne that M50 and the N4 are still construction sites with works still ongoing. 

Any deficiency in signage will be rectified. 
(C/0300/08) 
WOODEN BARRIERS ALONG THE M50

QUESTION: Councillor G. O'Connell  

To ask the Manager to report on the damage that has been caused to the Wooden Barriers along the M50 and include in his report what system is in place to monitor these Barriers and what steps can be taken, if the damage was caused by vandals, to ensure that they will not be further vandalised?

REPLY:
The maintenance and upkeep of the Wooden barriers along the M50 will become the responsibility of the M50 PPP consortium on completion of the scheme. 

(C/0301/08) 
DAMAGE TO GREEN AND BROWN BINS

QUESTION: Councillor G. O'Connell  

To ask the Manager to report on the number of complaints from residents about damage to (a) Green Bins and (b) Brown Bins on Bins days and if the damage is being caused by the machinery, faulty materials or what is the cause and does the Council have any responsibility in the matter?

REPLY:
A total of 120 reports of damaged grey bins have been received to date in 2008 which represents approximately 0.1% of grey bins with householders.  Of these, less than 100 reports relate to possible damage caused by bin trucks.  Exact statistics on green bins are not immediately available but have been requested from our contractor and would not be expected to differ significantly from those of grey bins.  As the roll-out of brown bins has not yet commenced there are no statistics for that category.

It is the policy of the Environmental Services Department not to charge for a first replacement grey or green bin, with charges for subsequent replacements only being levied with discretion where the circumstances warrant it.  Where damage to bins is caused by truck mechanisms etc. no replacement charge is levied.  It should also be noted that bins issued to households remain the property of the Council at all times.

(C/0302/08) OUTER RING ROAD



QUESTION: Councillor E. Tuffy  

To ask the Manager for a progress report on the Outer Ring Road with the anticipated date for the opening of Phase 3 from Kingswood to Tallaght?

REPLY:
It is anticipated that the ORR Phase 3 will be opened to traffic by the end of this month with final works being completed by the middle of September. 
(C/0303/08) 
FIVE YEAR PLAYGROUNDS PROGRAMME

QUESTION: Councillor E. Tuffy  

To ask the Manager for an updated report on the Council's Five Year Playgrounds Programme?

REPLY: 

Updated 5 Year Playground Construction Programme.

The Parks Department of South Dublin County Council has responsibility for more than 1, 600 hectares of parks and open spaces serving a population in excess of 246,000 people. While each park is a place for play, the provision of designated sites with specially designed equipment for play is an important feature within the main public parks. 

Substantial children’s playgrounds have been provided historically in Corkagh, Griffeen Valley and Tymon Regional Parks. These playgrounds have been undergoing refurbishment and upgrading as funds have become available. Playgrounds have also been provided in the Camac Valley Camping and Caravan Park, a tourism initiative in Corkagh Park and beside Jobstown Community Centre.

In the past two years, six additional playgrounds, of which four are in the RAPID areas of the county, have been provided by the Council and assisted with grant aid jointly by the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs and the Department of Health.  

These playgrounds have been closely associated with local community centres, which has been critical to their survival and success. 

In addition, a new playground was constructed and opened in 2005 on the Willington side of Tymon Park, which was grant aided by the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government under the 2004 Playground Grant Scheme. 

The success of these playgrounds has largely depended on the availability of local supervisory, monitoring and maintenance resources.

these have been provided in parks with local depot based staff and Park Ranger Service and by community centre staff and local parks staff in RAPID areas.

The details below set out the existing position in relation to playground provision.

1. Existing facilities

Play facilities for children are provided at the following locations

	Location
	Facilities


	Electoral Area Committee

	Tymon Park, Tallaght
	It is proposed to relocate this playground closer to the Depot. 


	Tallaght

	Tymon Park, Tallaght
	A new facility incorporating adult exercise equipment was completed in 2005 near Willington car park.
	Terenure Rathfarnham

	Corkagh Park, Clondalkin
	An existing facility within the park has been upgraded.


	Lucan Clondalkin

	Corkagh Park, Clondalkin
	A facility is located within the grounds of Camac Valley Tourist Caravan & Camping Park
	Lucan Clondalkin

	Griffeen Valley Park, Lucan
	An existing facility near the Leisure Complex has been upgraded.
	Lucan Clondalkin

	Jobstown, Tallaght
	An existing facility adjacent to the Community Centre has been upgraded.
	Tallaght

	Killinarden, Tallaght
	A new facility adjacent to the Community Centre was completed in 2004.
	Tallaght

	Fettercairn, Tallaght
	A new facility adjacent to the Community Centre was completed in 2005
	Tallaght

	Quarryvale, Clondalkin
	A new facility adjacent to the Community Centre was completed in 2005
	Lucan Clondalkin

	Collinstown Park, Clondalkin
	A new facility was constructed, closed temporarily due to vandalism.
	Lucan Clondalkin

	Brookfield, Tallaght
	A new facility is now completed.
	Tallaght

	Kiltalown, Tallaght
	A new facility is now completed.
	Tallaght

	Rathfarnham Castle
	A new facility is now completed together with adult exercise equipment.
	Terenure Rathfarnham 

	Clondalkin Sports & Leisure Centre
	A new facility is now completed
	Lucan Clondalkin


It is an objective of the Play Policy, adopted by the Council on 10th July 2006 to facilitate and support provision of appropriate, accessible and safe playgrounds and play areas for young people in South Dublin County. 

To achieve this, a 5 year programme for developing and implementing playgrounds and play spaces within regional and neighbourhood parks has been prepared and adopted by the Council. This programme arises from Action 2 of the Play Policy.

In preparing this Programme the following criteria have been considered:

· Existing playground facilities in the area.

· Location of local Parks Depot staff etc,

· Distribution of play facilities around the county.

Regional Parks

Regional Parks serve large population catchments; can be accessed on foot, by public transport or motor car. They are large enough to accommodate substantial playgrounds which can cater for considerable numbers of children at any one time. The space available also permits the construction of larger, more elaborate playgrounds with significant play units. 

These parks also have a park depot located either within the park itself or close by and they also have a Park Ranger Service. This provides for the all important maintenance and supervision of any facilities provided. It is therefore proposed to provide one additional substantial playground in Corkagh Park and Griffeen Valley Parks. 

It is also proposed to include the original playground in Tymon Park, located at the Greenhills Road/Tymon North side of the park, in this programme. This playground is twenty years old and in need of complete renovation and modernisation. 

It is proposed to relocate the existing playground in Tymon Park to a site closer to the Depot, the Park Ranger Station.

	Location
	Estimated size
	Estimated cost
	Electoral area

	Corkagh Park, Clondalkin
	4,000 m2   
	€700,000              
	Lucan/Clondalkin

	Griffeen Valley Park, Lucan
	4,000 m2   
	€700,000              
	Lucan/Clondalkin

	Tymon Park, Tallaght
	4,000 m2   
	€700,000              
	Tallaght


Neighbourhood Parks

Neighbourhood parks are normally less than 40 hectares in area and are located throughout the residential areas of the County.  At present they have no equipped playgrounds.  It is proposed to provide playgrounds in this category of park, initially in those parks where a park depot is located.

	Location
	Estimated size
	Estimated cost
	Electoral area

	Rathcoole Park
	1,000 m2  
	€400,000
	Tallaght

	Sean Walsh Park, Tallaght
	1,000 m2  
	€400,000
	Tallaght


This Programme, when complete, will result in the delivery of a further four playgrounds and the relocation of one, bringing the total number of playgrounds provided in the County to eighteen. 

This programme will be dependant on the availability of finance. It is anticipated that funding will be largely available from the following sources:

· Grants from the Departments of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, Health and Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs.

· Development Levies

It should also be noted that South Dublin County Council has been conditioning developers to provide playgrounds in new housing developments for some time. Playgrounds have already been provided through this mechanism at Adamstown Castle in Lucan and the Hunter’s Wood development in Ballycullen.

(C/0304/08) 
COUNTY ARTS CENTRE PROJECT

QUESTION: Councillor E. Tuffy 

To ask the Manager for an updated report on the County Arts Centre Project and when it is anticipated the Centre will open?

REPLY:
The construction of the new County Arts Centre is nearing completion and the Council is anticipating and working towards an official opening Mid October 2008.
The County Arts Centre will have two main anchor tenants initially namely Tallaght Community Arts and Alternative Entertainments and discussions have been already held with them regarding the move to the new Centre during August and September.
The interviews for the position of Executive Director were held on 24th June 2008 and the Human Resources Department are currently in the process of the appointment of the successful candidate from that competition which attracted participants from an international pool including USA, Canada and UK. 
The Board of Directors of the Company being formed to manage and operate the facility on behalf of the Council has been set up and is based on the successful model of the Civic Theatre.
(C/0305/08) HERITAGE FORUM

QUESTION: Councillor E. Tuffy  

To ask the Manager for an updated report on the Council's Heritage Forum and when it is anticipated the Forum will begin its work?

REPLY:
To initiate the process of preparing the County Heritage Plan and to progress work on the Plan, a Heritage Forum is required to be established.  This Forum will oversee and assist in the preparation and implementation of the Heritage Plan in conjunction with the Heritage Officer.  The members of this Forum will be drawn from elected members, Council staff, local heritage interest groups, business/commercial bodies, tourism, environmental NGOs, community fora, academia, and other relevant government agencies.  The recommended total number of Forum members will be between 15-20 individuals.                           

The names of members of the County Heritage Forum are currently being drawn up.  At the OP&F meeting of the 5th June, three Councillors (one from each Electoral Area) were nominated to the Forum– Councillors Maloney, Tuffy and Walsh.  Potential Forum members from within and outside the Council have also been approached and a number have confirmed their intended participation.  To date, 14 members are confirmed while the decisions of a number of other potential members are awaited.

The first meeting of the County Heritage Forum is scheduled for 15th July.  The public consultation process on the proposed Heritage Plan will commence soon after.  This consultation process will extend until mid-September at which time the Forum will meet again and 4 Working Groups will be established to assist the Forum in its work.  These Working Groups will comprise of Forum members and any other additional expertise as deemed necessary.

(C/0306/08)
CLIMATE CHANGE STRATEGY FOR THE COUNTY

QUESTION: Councillor E. Tuffy  

To ask the Manager for a progress report on the development of a Climate Change Strategy for the County, if the group/sub-committee of the Environment SPC referred to in Headed Item No.5 of the Council meeting of 6 February has been convened and had meetings, if the workshops referred to in the Environmental  Services Headed Item of the Environment SPC of 7 May have taken place,  and if he will consider seeking an input from the Planning and Economic Development SPC to the development of the strategy in view of the upcoming review of the County Development Plan, and if he will confirm that in the development of the Climate Change Strategy the issue of the Council's policy on measures for adaptation to deal with climate change is being addressed? 

REPLY:
A report on a proposed Climate Change Strategy for South Dublin County was presented to the Environment SPC at its meeting held on the 7th May last. The report stated 'inter alia' that CODEMA, an Energy Agency established 10 years ago under the aegis of Dublin City Council has built up considerable expertise and has provided advice and assistance to the City Council on programmes and initiatives undertaken by them.

In 2007 they worked with the Environment SPC of the City Council on the development of a Climate Change Strategy for the City. Given the proximity to the city of South Dublin County, the similarities in population profile, the nature of both our businesses and the scales involved it is likely that there will be strong similarities in the approach to any measures taken in developing a Climate Change Strategy.

A CODEMA representative has met with the Council and the following proposal on how the Strategy for South Dublin County could be developed is as follows; 

· Workshop for SPC Members.This was held on the 23rd May last. 

· Draft Consultation Strategy to be presented to SPC in September.  Once agreed it will go on public display with one public meeting in each Area Committee Area. 

· Summary of all points raised through consultation and a new Draft Strategy (depending on submissions) to be presented back to SPC in November. 

· Once SPC has agreed the Strategy it will be presented to the next full meeting of the Council.

Work has commenced on the preparation of the Draft Strategy. Input has been requested from a number of relevant Departments of the Council. It is proposed to hold a meeting of the Working Group as soon as the draft has been developed to a sufficient level.

The Draft Strategy will be presented to a number of SPCs including the Planning and Economic Development SPC, following the next meeting of the Environment SPC on the 3rd September 2008.

The Strategy will address the issue of transport, energy demands etc.

It is likely the South Dublin County Climate Change Strategy will be ready to launch in February/March.  It is proposed this launch will be in Workshop format to begin the development of an Action Plan that will see the Strategy being implemented.
(C/0307/08) 
DECLARATION OF ROADS TO BE PUBLIC ROADS
It was NOTED that there was no report under this heading.

(C/0308/08)
PROPOSED DISPOSAL OF AFFORDABLE DWELLINGS 

The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Mr. H. Hogan, Senior Executive Officer, Housing Department and was CONSIDERED:
“Under Section 94 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 (as amended) South Dublin County Council prepared a Housing Strategy.  One of the key purposes of the strategy is to identify the overall need for affordable housing in the area of the County Development Plan and to ensure that South Dublin County Council provides for the development of affordable housing.  To date, the Council has been successful in acquiring affordable housing units for eligible applicants through:-

(a) Part V of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended)

(b) The development of public private partnerships/joint ventures.

(c) The Integrated Area Plans in tax designated areas.

The Property Path has sold 1138 affordable homes since the commencement of all programmes, under Part V, joint venture and affordable initiatives. 

To date 335 applications have been made in respect of the 121 purchases being made by the Affordable Homes partnership.

In order to comply with the requirements of Section 211 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 (as amended) and Section 183 of the Local Government Act, 2001 it is recommended that the Council dispose of 2 properties at Eaton Square, Rathcoole, Co. Dublin and 10 properties at Castlegate, Adamstown, Co. Dublin and 6 properties at The Paddocks, Adamstown, Co.Dublin and   2 at Garthy Wood, Knocklyon, Dn 16 to the eligible applicants (schedule available at the meeting) in accordance with the affordable housing scheme as adopted by the Council in April 2003. It is also proposed that the common areas in The Paddocks, Adamstown, Co Dublin and Garthy Wood, Knocklyon, Dublin 16 (schedule available at the meeting) excluding public open space be disposed of to the named management companies.

The consent of the Council is sought for the disposal of these properties to eligible applicants. 

Joe Horan

County Manager”
It was proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor G. O’Connell and AGREED:

“That the Council dispose of 2 properties at Eaton Square, Rathcoole, Co. Dublin and 10 properties at Castlegate, Adamstown, Co. Dublin and 6 properties at The Paddocks, Adamstown, Co.Dublin and   2 at Garthy Wood, Knocklyon, Dn 16 to the eligible applicants (schedule available at the meeting) in accordance with the affordable housing scheme as adopted by the Council in April 2003. It is also proposed that the common areas in The Paddocks, Adamstown, Co Dublin and Garthy Wood, Knocklyon, Dublin 16 (schedule available at the meeting) excluding public open space be disposed of to the named management companies.”

(C/0309/08) PROPOSED DISPOSAL OF PORTION OF OPEN SPACE ADJACENT TO 266 GLENVIEW PARK, TALLAGHT, DUBLIN 24 TO GREGORY & ROSEMARY CONWAY
The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Ms. E. O’Gorman, Senior Executive Officer, Development Department and was CONSIDERED:

“An application was received from Gregory and Rosemary Conway of 266 Glenview Park, Tallaght, Dublin 24 to purchase a portion of land adjacent to their property on which they had already constructed a garage (planning permission for retention thereof, Register Reference SD02B/0574 refers).  In compliance with condition 3 of this permission, the Council is, subject to the necessary approval being obtained prepared to dispose of this land. 

Accordingly, I recommend that the Council dispose of an area comprising 59 square metres or thereabouts adjacent to 266 Glenview Park, as shown outlined in red on Drawing No. DEV.6085 to the respective householders, Gregory & Rosemary Conway in accordance with Section 211 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 and subject to the provisions of Section 183 of the Local Government Act, 2001 subject to the following terms and conditions as recommended by the Council’s Valuer:-

1.  That the purchase price shall be in the sum of €2000.00 (two thousand euro).

2.  That each party shall be responsible for their own Legal and Professional Fees in this matter.

The lands to be disposed of form part of lands acquired from Dublin City Council in 1997 in accordance with the Scheme of Transfer of Lands under the Local Government (Dublin) Act 1993.

J. Horan 
County Manager”
It was proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor E. Maloney and AGREED:

“That the Council dispose of an area comprising 59 square metres or thereabouts adjacent to 266 Glenview Park, as shown outlined in red on Drawing No. DEV.6085 to the respective householders, Gregory & Rosemary Conway in accordance with Section 211 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 and subject to the provisions of Section 183 of the Local Government Act, 2001 subject to the following terms and conditions specified in the foregoing report.”

(C/0310/08)
PROPOSED DISPOSAL OF LAND ADJACENT TO 1 KILCLARE GARDENS, TALLAGHT, DUBLIN 24 TO MARY & DARREN  JENKINS
The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Ms. E. O’Gorman, Senior Executive Officer, Development Department and was CONSIDERED:

“An application has been received from Mary & Darren Jenkins, 1 Kilclare Gardens, Tallaght, Dublin 24 to incorporate a portion of land adjoining their house, into their garden to alleviate a problem with anti-social behaviour in the area.

Accordingly, I recommend that the Council dispose by way of lease of an area measuring approximately 60 square metres or thereabouts adjacent to 1 Kilclare Gardens, Tallaght, as shown outlined in red on Drawing No. LA/48/07 to the respective householders, Mary & Darren Jenkins in accordance with Section 211 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 and subject to the provisions of Section 183 of the Local Government Act, 2001 subject to the following terms and conditions as recommended by the Council’s Valuer:- 

1.  That the area be disposed on the basis of a leasehold disposal for garden purposes       only.

2.  The applicant to pay to the Council a capital premium of €1,500 (one thousand five hundred euro).

3.  That the applicant shall be granted a lease in the above land for a term of 99 years at a nominal rent of €1 (one euro) per annum (if demanded) exclusive of all outgoings, with rent reviews every 5 years linked to changes in the Consumer Price Index.

4.  That the Council shall retain a wayleave to any services that exist on, under or above the subject land.

5.  That the applicants shall incorporate the area into their garden and any boundary wall or feature shall be agreed with and carried out to the satisfaction of the Council.

6.  That the applicants shall pay the Council’s fees in this matter.

7.  That the applicants or successor in title shall not be permitted to include the land in any planning application for planning permission for redevelopment of the property.                         

The lands to be disposed of form part of lands acquired from Dublin City Council in 1997 in accordance with the Scheme of Transfer of Lands and Housing under the Local Government Dublin) Act 1993.

J. Horan 
County Manager”
It was proposed by Councillor  M. Corr, seconded by Councillor J. Neville and AGREED:

“That the Council dispose by way of lease of an area measuring approximately 60 square metres or thereabouts adjacent to 1 Kilclare Gardens, Tallaght, as shown outlined in red on Drawing No. LA/48/07 to the respective householders, Mary & Darren Jenkins in accordance with Section 211 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 and subject to the provisions of Section 183 of the Local Government Act, 2001 subject to the terms and conditions specified in the foregoing report.”

(C/0311/08) PROPOSED DISPOSAL OF PLOT OF LAND AT BALLYMOUNT ROAD LOWER TO DESMOND SHARKEY, DEREK SHARKEY & MARK TURLEY
The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Ms. E. O’Gorman, Senior Executive Officer, Development Department and was CONSIDERED:

“An application was received from Gartlan Furey Solicitors on behalf of their clients, Desmond Sharkey, Derek Sharkey and Mark Turley to acquire a portion of Council owned land at Ballymount Road Lower in order to regularise the boundary. The area, whilst registered to the Council forms part of an entrance to their clients premises and has been used exclusively by their clients and their predecessors since the 1960s when this section of the Ballymount Road Lower was improved.

Accordingly, I recommend that the Council dispose of a plot of land measuring 139 square metres or thereabouts at Ballymount Road Lower, as shown outlined in red on Drawing no. LA/10/08, to Desmond Sharkey, Derek Sharkey and Mark Turley. in accordance with Section 211 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 and subject to the provisions of Section 183 of the Local Government Act, 2001 subject to the following terms and conditions as recommended by the Council’s Valuer:-

1.  That the Council dispose of the subject plot for the consideration of €8,000 (eight thousand euro)

2.  That the land is disposed of with full freehold title and vacant possession (subject to term no. 3).

3.  That the Council shall retain a wayleave and right of way over hatched area on Drawing No. LA/10/08 in order that any services can be accessed and maintained.

4.  That the applicants, if required by the Council, will incorporate the area into their property and construct a suitable boundary feature that is to the satisfaction of the Council.

5.  That the applicants shall pay the Council’s fees in this matter.  

The lands to be disposed of form part of lands acquired from Thomas Thornton in 1958 for road improvement purposes.

J. Horan 
County Manager”
It was proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor G. O’Connell and AGREED:

“That the Council dispose of a plot of land measuring 139 square metres or thereabouts at  Ballymount Road Lower, as shown outlined in red on Drawing no. LA/10/08, to Desmond Sharkey, Derek Sharkey and Mark Turley. in accordance with Section 211 of the Planning and Development Act, 2000 and subject to the provisions of Section 183 of the Local Government Act, 2001 subject to the terms and conditions specified in the foregoing report.”
(C/0312/08)
PROPOSED DISPOSAL OF LAND ADJACENT TO 2 WILDERWOOD GROVE, TEMPLEOGUE – MR. BERNARD GIBBONS.
The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Ms. E. O’Gorman, Senior Executive Officer, Development Department and was CONSIDERED:

“An application was received from the owner of 2 Wilderwood Grove, Templeogue to purchase an area of Council owned land at the side of the property. The area in question comprises part of the footpath which links Wilderwood Grove with Willington Close. The applicant is, however, prepared to meet the cost of re-locating this footpath within the adjoining open space.

I recommend that the Council dispose of by way of lease of a plot of land measuring 34sq. metres or thereabouts adjacent to no. 2 Wilderwood Grove, Templeogue as shown hatched in red on Drawing No. DEV.6114-1 to Mr. Bernard Gibbons in accordance with section 211 of the planning and Development Act, 2000 and subject to the provisions of Section 183 of the local Government Act, 2001 subject to the following terms and conditions as recommended by the Council’s Valuer:-

1.  That the area of land to be disposed of is as shown hatched red on Drawing No. DEV.6114-1 comprising 34 sq. metres or thereabouts.

2.  The plot to be disposed of by way of a lease for a term of 99 years for the consideration of €3,500.00 (three thousand five hundred Euro).

3.  The rent reserved in the lease shall be €1 (one Euro), if demanded, to be reviewed every five years and linked to the customer price index.

4.  That the future use of the land the subject of this lease be restricted to garden purposes only.

5.  That the applicant shall pay the full cost of the re-location of the existing footpath to be agreed with the Council’s Parks Superintendent. 

6.  That the applicant shall construct an appropriate solid boundary wall, the specification for which is to be agreed with the Council’s Parks Superintendent.

7.  That the Council retain a wayleave and right-of-way over the entire area and to have access at all times for the purpose of maintaining the services located therein. 

8.  That no compensation shall be payable by the Council in the case of any necessary works on its services in the future. The Council, however, to carry out normal restoration in such circumstances.

9.  That the applicant shall pay the Council’s legal fees.

10.  That the County Solicitor shall draft the necessary legal Agreement and may include further terms and conditions as are deemed appropriate in agreements of this nature.

11.  No agreement enforceable at law is created or intended to be created until exchange of contracts has taken place.

The lands to be disposed of form part of lands acquired from Gallagher Group Properties Ltd in 1979 for open space purposes.

J. Horan 
County Manager”
A discussion followed with a contribution from Councillor C. Keane.

It was proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor T. McDermott and AGREED:

“That the Council dispose of by way of lease of a plot of land measuring 34sq. metres or thereabouts adjacent to no. 2 Wilderwood Grove, Templeogue as shown hatched in red on Drawing No. DEV.6114-1 to Mr. Bernard Gibbons in accordance with section 211 of the planning and Development Act, 2000 and subject to the provisions of Section 183 of the local Government Act, 2001 subject to the terms and conditions specified in the foregoing report.”
(C/0313/08) 
REPORT ON PART 8 OF THE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 2001, CONSULTATION ON DODDER VALLEY LINEAR PARK

The following report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was CONSIDERED:

“At a meeting of the Tallaght Area Committee held on the 3rd December 2007 it was agreed to proceed with a public consultation process for the proposed construction of new changing room facilities and car park, relocation of tennis courts, re-orientation of playing pitches, and landscape improvement works at Oldbawn Weir, Dodder Valley Park, Oldbawn, Tallaght. Dublin 24.

At the meeting of Tallaght Area Committee Meeting (1) held on Monday 16th June 2008 the following report by the Manager was noted; (Minute No. TR/252/08 refers).

Part 8 of the Planning and Development Regulations 2001 prescribes the requirements in respect of certain classes of proposed Local Authority Developments.  The Regulations apply to the proposed works involved in the construction of new changing room facilities and car park, relocation of tennis courts, re-orientation of playing pitches, and landscape improvement works at Oldbawn Weir, Dodder Valley Park, Oldbawn, Tallaght. Dublin 24. 

As the proposed works are consistent with the proper planning and development of the area, it is recommended to proceed with the proposed scheme as advertised. 

CONSULTATION PROCESS:
The proposed construction of new changing room facilities and car park, relocation of tennis courts, re-orientation of playing pitches, and landscape improvement works at Oldbawn Weir, Dodder Valley Park, Oldbawn, Tallaght. Dublin 24 was advertised in accordance with Part 8 of the Planning and Development Regulations 2001, in the Irish Independent in January 2008.

The scheme went on public display from Wednesday 23rd January, 2008 to Friday 29th February, 2008 at: The offices of South Dublin County Council, County Hall, Tallaght, Dublin 24. The development proposals were set out on Drawing Number PLS 1176-31a, dated November 2007.The closing date for receipt of submissions was Wednesday 12th March, 2008.

CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL RESIDENTS GROUPS AND FOOTBALL CLUBS:
A consultation process was also undertaken directly by staff of the Parks & Landscape Services Department with representatives from Old Bawn Residents Association, Tallaght Community Council and the following sports clubs - Thomas Davis GAA, Shamrock Rovers FC, Dominic Celtic FC and Dragon Rangers FC. 

Discussions with the Residents Association, Community Council and clubs focused on their opinions and requirements from the proposed construction of new changing room facilities, car park, relocation of tennis courts, re-orientation of playing pitches, and landscape improvement works at Oldbawn Weir, Dodder Valley Park, Oldbawn, Tallaght. Dublin 24.  The feedback was very positive and enlightening and the co-operation of the Residents Association, Community Council and clubs in welcoming and facilitating the process is appreciated.

SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED:
Two submissions were received before the closing date as follows:

1. Mr. Charlie O’ Connor TD, Constituency Office, Main Street, Tallaght, Dublin 24 and Dail Eireann, Leinster House, Kildare Street, Dublin 2. 

2. Ms. Tara De Buitléar, Secretary of Old Bawn Residents Association, 14 New Bawn Drive, Old Bawn, Tallaght, Dublin 24.

Both submissions favoured the proposal, with some observations.  A number of observations were made in both submissions which refer to matters outside the scope of the Part 8 proposal.  These items are listed at the end of the report for information. 

1.0 Mr. Charlie O’ Connor TD
1.3
There is a clear need to provide proper lighting throughout the park and landscaping needs to be hugely improved.

Response:
In relation to the provision of public lighting in the park, it is the practice not to provide public lighting in parks other than where there are short links between residential areas and local amenities such as shops, schools and bus stops and where there is a significant local demand. The primary reason for this is that the provision of lighting might be interpreted by the public as meaning that the route is safe for use during the hours of darkness and would encourage the use and traversing of the park at night which, in the interests of public safety, is considered to be undesirable and inherently unsafe. 

There is an additional issue in relation to the lighting up of some parks which is the environmental intrusion and impact on the habitat and ecology of the park. Public lighting could have a significant, adverse effect on nocturnal creatures. It is proposed to provide selective public lighting in the vicinity of the proposed car park and the proposed new pavilion to ensure safe access.

There may also be an opportunity to light a short section of footpath between the Old Bawn Road and Seskin View Estate subject to consultation with local residents. In relation to the need to improve the landscaping in the park, the Part 8 proposal includes for landscape improvement works in the vicinity of Old Bawn Weir.  Future landscape enhancement proposals for other parts of the park will be brought forward as resources permit.

1.4
There is also a clear need to deal with the litter problem in the park and the provision of an adequate number of litter bins should also be encouraged.

Response:
The Council generally avoids the installation of litter bins in parks which do not have a continuous staff presence available to service the bins on a regular basis.  Without frequent emptying, litter bins can become full to overflowing, adding to the litter problem and giving a poor appearance to the park.

Experience has shown that litter bins are only used by members of the public who are litter conscious and who would normally bring their litter home with them. People who are not litter conscious do not use the litter bins provided. It is proposed to provide some litter bins in the vicinity of the proposed pavilion/car park, subject to satisfactory arrangements being in place for servicing them.

1.5
There is an obvious lack of proper signage directing people, particularly visitors, to the area and a major effort is needed in that regard.

Response:
As part of the development of the proposed car park and pavilion, it is intended to provide adequate signage directing visitors to the park. It is also proposed to provide a detailed information board in the car park with a map of the park, outlining the features of interest. 

2.0 Ms. Tara De Buitléar
2.3
Better access for wheelchairs & spectators across the middle of the park
Suggest adding in a pathway to assist spectators across the middle of the pitches – not included on current draft map. It would traverse the park from the tennis courts to the pathway running along the river passing between both football pitches. This will enable a safe place for wheelchair users and those with young children to view matches from the touchlines of both football pitches. It would also break up a large green space and provide a variety of walking routes and distances around the park.

Response:
The Council will explore the feasibility of incorporating this observation into the detailed design proposals for the scheme having regard to the need to maintain flexibility in terms of pitch arrangements and the safety of players, path users and spectators.

2.4
Litter Mgt
Suggest including litter bins – no litter mgt in this well used park - -plastics bottles after weekend matches could be reduced if bins were located near the pitches & changing rooms.  With the implementation of Sli na Slainte in Dodder Valley and the improvement of the walkways a litter management programme has to include litter bins. The vehicular entrance from Seskin View Road and the new one at the Old Bawn Road will provide ample access for the litter collection vehicles. This was a previous reason for refusing a request for bins in the park, this barrier will be removed and therefore bins should be included in the plans for this park.

Response:
The Council generally avoids the installation of litter bins in parks which do not have a continuous staff presence available to service the bins on a regular basis.  Without frequent emptying, litter bins can become full to overflowing, adding to the litter problem and giving a poor appearance to the park.

Experience has shown that litter bins are only used by members of the public who are litter conscious and who would normally bring their litter home with them. People who are not litter conscious do not use the litter bins provided. It is proposed to provide some litter bins in the vicinity of the proposed pavilion/car park, subject to satisfactory arrangements being in place for servicing them.  

2.5
Lighting
Lighting required to improve safety in park & increase it functionality in winter months – this increases positive activity in the park which should have a beneficial impact on anti social behaviour. There maybe a policy of not lighting public parks, however this has not prevented SDCC from installing lighting along public pathways e.g. Springfield.

The pathway which runs parallel to the houses in Seskin View, New Bawn & Bawnville is used as a pathway to the bus stops on the OBR, Aherns, The Old Mill, Old Bawn Shopping Centre, not to mention to the St Maelruains NS. In light of this usage, it should be lit as a public pathway to improve usage, security and enable movement around the community to vital amenities & services.

Response:
In relation to the provision of public lighting in the park, it is the practice not to provide public lighting in parks other than where there are short links between residential areas and local amenities such as shops, schools and bus stops and where there is a significant local demand. The primary reason for this is that the provision of lighting might be interpreted by the public as meaning that the route is safe for use during the hours of darkness and would encourage the use and traversing of the park at night which, in the interests of public safety, is considered to be undesirable and inherently unsafe. There is an additional issue in relation to the lighting up of some parks which is the environmental intrusion and impact on the habitat and ecology of the park. Public lighting could have a significant, adverse effect on nocturnal creatures.

It is proposed to provide selective public lighting in the vicinity of the proposed car park and the proposed new pavilion to ensure safe access to and from the pavilion.

There may also be an opportunity to light a short section of footpath between the Old Bawn Road and Seskin View Estate subject to consultation with local residents. In relation to the proposal to light the full length of the footpath which runs parallel to the houses in Seskin View, New Bawn & Bawnville, this matter will be further explored with the local residents. 

2.6a)
 Maximise views of Mountains
There should be no more “viewing hills” on south bank (parallel to Firhouse Road) – they obscure views for North bank (parallel to Seskin View Road) residents.

Response:
As part of the proposed development, it is not intended to provide any ‘viewing hills’ on the south bank of the River Dodder. 

b) Existing tree line is too high
The existing tree line is too high along the river Dodder from the Old Bawn Weir towards Morton’s Weir, along Avonmore Road and behind Kilininny house – currently obscuring fabulous views of Carty’s Castle, Hellfire club, Orlagh and the mountains.

Response:
The Council will examine this tree line and the views and prospects that may be obscured to establish what works could be carried out to enhance views of the mountains, Hellfire Club, Carty’s Castle etc. from the vantage point of the park.  

2.7
Landscaping in park
A)  The current map indicates tree planting along the end of each cul de sacs – will this not obscure the views each road currently has of the mountains?

Could this not be replaced by evergreen hedging along the boundary walls of the gardens between the entrances to the park? Thus reducing the impact on views of the mountains while creating a harmonious soft boundary around the park. Planting hedging along these walls would also reduce the potential for graffiti which has plagued these walls and given a poor visual appearance to the park.

Response:
The proposed scheme has indicated planting works at the end of the cul de sacs and along the boundary walls of gardens. The Council will be preparing more detailed planting proposals for these areas and will consult with local residents in relation to the detail. 

B)  I would suggest some tree planting on the new pathway between the 2 soccer pitches would create a natural wind barrier. It would also act as a deterrent to motor bikes which currently have large vast open space in Dodder Valley park on which to race unhampered. This could help reduce the noise and the potential for illegal scrambling in the park.

Response:
The Council will explore the feasibility of incorporating this observation into the detailed design proposals for the scheme as part of the response to item 2.3 above.

2.8
Proposed Pedestrian Bridge at Weir
The proposed plan shows a pedestrian bridge running close to the Old Bawn Weir, there is no detail about the design or distance from the weir.

Will this bridge obscure or detract from the views of the weir from the park?

Response:
It is intended that the proposed bridge will provide views of the existing bridge and weir while providing views of the river and access to the southern bank without the necessity to leave the park. It is intended that the proposed pedestrian bridge will compliment the existing bridge and weir rather than compete with them. The detailed design proposals for the bridge have yet to be prepared and will involve input from inter alia the Council’s Conservation and Heritage Officers, Environment Department and the Office of Public Works.  When a more detailed design is available, it is proposed to bring a report to a future meeting of the Tallaght Area Committee. It is also intended to consult with local residents and interested groups. 

2.9
Fencing around tennis Courts
There is no detail around the design or height of the proposed fence to secure the tennis courts. There is an existing hedgerow as a boundary for the tennis courts. This does catch litter because of the exposed and windy conditions in the park, but compliments the park setting. What design features will be implemented to ensure the new boundary is appropriate to the park setting?

Response:
The detailed design proposals for the scheme will illustrate the type, height and features incorporated into the design of the fence in order to ensure that it will compliment the parkland setting and deter the catching of litter.

2.10
Community Rooms
There is no reference to a community room which would be available to local active community groups in the built structure which includes changing rooms. This is a welcome development for the sporting activities in the area. The built structure would be greatly enhanced if its function was extended to facilitate community meetings.

Response:
The proposed pavilion is intended to replace the existing steel containers located beside the ESB sub-station. The changing rooms will be available for use by the football clubs allocated facilities in this part of the Dodder Valley Park.  It is not proposed to provide any community meeting room as part of this facility. 

Community meeting facilities are currently provided in the area at the following locations: 

- Tymon Bawn Community Centre, Aylesbury.

- Bohernabreena Enterprise Centre, Allenton.

Further community meeting facilities are proposed in the area as part of the Council’s Community Departments’ Part8 proposal for a new Community centre located in Ballycragh Park. 

2.11
Cycle lanes – existing & future
Currently there is a high kerb for cyclists to mount if they want to join the cycle lane on the Old Bawn Road. This may have to move to accommodate the entrance into the proposed car park. Could the gradient from the road to the cycle lane be made less acute to make the transition for cyclists less acute?

Response:
This issue will be reviewed in association with the Roads and Traffic Department as part of the development of the entrance to the car park from the Old Bawn Road.

2.12
Signage
There is a distinct lack of signage to promote Dodder Valley Park on the mile from Morton’s Weir to Old Bawn Weir. Could you include more signage re: park bye laws and features / wildlife at all entrances – including the entrance at Seskin View / Avonmore Road?  It will help educate all the community of the natural gem we are lucky enough to have on our doorsteps.

Response:
As part of the development of the proposed car park and pavilion, it is intended to provide adequate signage directing visitors to the park. It is also proposed to provide a detailed information board in the car park with a map of the park, outlining the features of interest. 

Consideration will also be given to the provision of an information board at other park entrances including the entrance from Seskin View / Avonmore Road.

Observations and comments outside the scope of the Part 8 proposals.
1.0 Mr. Charlie O’ Connor TD
1.1 
There is particular need to provide a proper entrance to the park at Seskin View Road at it's junction with Avonmore Road.

Response:
No formal entrance has been proposed at this location as part of the current Part 8 proposal. Consideration will be given to providing a formal entrance at Seskin View Road / Avonmore Road subject to an investigation of suitable locations as part of future improvement works to the Dodder Valley Park. 

1.2
The boundary along Avonmore Road also needs to be properly developed.

No boundary treatment has been proposed along Avonmore Road as part of the current Part 8 procedure. Consideration will be given to improving this boundary as part of future works in the Dodder Valley Park.

2.0 Ms. Tara De Buitléar
2.1
Need to install formal entrance into park at Seskin View Rd / Avonmore Rd entrance – in line with those on Old Bawn Road (OBR) & Firhouse Rd.

Response:
No formal entrance has been proposed at this location as part of the current Part 8 proposal. Consideration will be given to providing a formal entrance at Seskin View Road / Avonmore Road subject to an investigation of suitable locations as part of future improvement works to the Dodder Valley Park. 

2.2
Need to include a formal, high quality boundary into the park along the Avonmore Rd – this is a formal boundary into the park and yet does not continue the high quality stone finish of the other boundaries to this park.

No boundary treatment has been proposed along Avonmore Road as part of the current Part 8 procedure. Consideration will be given to this boundary as part of future improvement works to the Dodder Valley Park. 2.7
C)  I would suggest that the over grown hedgerows along Avonmore road should be cut down or removed were possible to open up the river area / views into the valley to the community. It is currently overgrown and creates the ideal setting for illegal dumping and anti social behaviour. 

It would be a great enhancement to this amenity if this stretch of the river was made more visible from the road from an enjoyment perspective with the added benefit of reducing cover which is assisting illegal littering and anti social behaviour.

Response:
No works are proposed as part of the current Part 8 proposal to the hedgerows along the Avonmore Road part of the park. It is Council policy to retain hedgerows and to provide new hedgerows where possible as they are a very important habitat. This section of the park will be reviewed in terms of measures to deter the anti-social behaviour.

The proposed works are shown on the drawing below;

[image: image5.emf]
RECOMMENDATION:
As the proposed works are consistent with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area, having regard to the South Dublin County Development Plan 2004 – 2010 as adopted by the Council, it is proposed to proceed with the works as outlined above.”

A discussion followed with a contribution from Councillor T. McDermott.

The report was NOTED and it was AGREED that the proposed development be carried out as recommended in the Manager’s Report.
(C/0314/08) 
REPORT ON PART 8 OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 2001 - CONSULTATION ON SOUTH CLONDALKIN QBC EXTENSION
The following report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was CONSIDERED:

“At the Lucan-Clondalkin Area Committee Meeting on 18th June, 2008 the Committee agreed that consideration of the Part 8 Report on the South Clondalkin QBC Extension be deferred to allow further consideration of issues arising from submissions received. 

A meeting was held on Tuesday, 1st July 2008, between the Local Councillors, Council Officials and Developer’s representatives.

It was agreed to proceed with the scheme as advertised subject to agreed modifications at the Profile Park/Kilcarberry, Nangor Road Intersection.

MEETING OF LUCAN-CLONDALKIN AREA COMMITTEE (1)

Wednesday, June 18, 2008

HEADED ITEM NO.4

South Clondalkin QBC
Extension
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Introduction 

Scheme overview

The Quality Bus Network Project Office (QBNPO) was established on behalf of the four Dublin local authorities to take charge of the delivery of various bus priority measures set out in the transportation strategy document “A Platform for Change”, published by the Dublin Transportation Office in November 2001. A programme of expansion of the Quality Bus Network (QBN) was also included in Transport 21 with a requirement to double the length of the existing network of Quality Bus Corridors (QBCs).

The R134 Nangor Road extends from the junctions of the Naas Road and the Longmile Road to its junctions with the R120 Regional Road. The existing South Clondalkin Quality Bus Corridor (QBC) extends from the city centre along the Longmile Road and the Nangor Road to a point some 50m beyond the recently constructed Outer Ring Road.

Between the Outer Ring Road and the R120 lands are extensively zoned for enterprise and employment with a number of significant developments currently underway in these lands including the Grange castle Business Park, Kilcarbery Business Park and Profile Park. Also Dublin Bus is proposing to develop a bus depot at the junction of the R120 and Nangor Road ‘Clutterland Junction’ to service the suburban areas including Lucan, Tallaght and Clondalkin. The R134 Nangor road also forms a vital link in the existing and proposed bus network connecting the existing bus routes along the Outer Ring Road and South Clondalkin QBC and proposed bus routes on the R120.

It is therefore the primary objective of this project to achieve the maximum level of bus priority within the study area to facilitate: 

· The increased demand for public transport generated by future growth in the study area,

· Linkage with the existing and proposed bus network,

· The proposed bus traffic generated by the bus depot.

study area

The study area for the South Clondalkin QBC Extension extends from the junction of the R134 Nangor Road and the recently constructed Outer Ring Road to the junction of the R120 road and the R134 Nangor Road. The study area lies entirely within south Dublin County Council. 

existing & proposed development

There are several existing and proposed business parks in the area; Profile Park, Grange Castle Business Park, Kilcarbery Business Park, etc. Currently Grange Castle Business Park is home to Wyeth, a pharmaceutical and healthcare company. Wyeth alone employs over 1,100 full time staff at Grange Castle and are in the process of expanding. The established Kilcarbery Business Park also contains many large companies such as; Ballygowan, C&C, Zenith Technologies and Data Electronics among others.

In the near future, the area’s importance as a business hub necessitates the need for adequate public transport services to serve the area.

objectives of the scheme

The main objectives of the proposed scheme are:

· Reduce bus journey times and provide a reliable service

· Create better conditions for cyclists

· Improve pedestrian facilities including mobility-impaired facilities

· Improve safety for all road users

brief description of proposals

The main proposals of the scheme are:

· Change the road marking to omit the central hatching in the existing design of the Nangor Road Improvement scheme and provide 3m bus lanes in both directions

· Carry out road widening to provide 3m bus lanes in both directions between the western end of the existing South Clondalkin QBC and the start of the Nangor Road Improvement Scheme

· Replace the existing roundabouts at Kilcarbery Business Park and Grange Castle Road roundabout with a four arm signalised junctions

· Improve all cycle and pedestrian facilities along the route of the scheme

· It is proposed that the bus lanes will be operational 24 hours Monday to Sunday

· Upgrade all bus stops through the provision of new bus shelters, Kassel kerbs etc

· Inbound and Outbound buses will have a dedicated bus lane of approximately 1.7Km in length

· Introduce a speed limit of 50Km/h between the Outer Ring Road and the R120 

Benefits of the Scheme

The main benefits of the scheme are outlined below: -

· The proposals will provide improved facilities for buses with an increase in the bus speeds

· The proposal will provide improved facilities for cyclists and pedestrians

· There will be significant time savings for a large number of bus passengers

· There will be no significant impact on journey times for general traffic

Submissions received 

South Dublin County Council received three submissions in relation to the proposed South Clondalkin QBC scheme from the following bodies: -

· Derek Fleming, Grange Castle Service Station, Nangor Road, Clondalkin, Dublin 22.

· Martin McNulty, Ballybane, Nangor Road, Clondalkin, Dublin 22

· Roughan & O’Donovan on behalf of Profile Park, Nangor Road, Clondalkin, Dublin 22

Section 2 of this report addresses the issues raised in each submission, while a copy of the submissions received is included in Appendix A of this report.


Responses to submissions received 


Submission No. 1 – Derek Fleming

Submission By

Derek Fleming
On Behalf of

Grange Castle Service Station,

Nangor Road, 

Clondalkin,

Dublin 22  
Specific Issues Raised

1. Is the front of our filling station being compulsorily purchased (CPO)?

2. What stats on traffic volume and flow is there with new layout.

3. Why are roundabouts being removed when the traffic flow isn’t a problem  

Response to Issues Raised
1. No. The land in front of the filling station up to the edge of the existing wall within the existing road corridor will be incorporated in the scheme only.

2. Detailed traffic study of the area was undertaken as part of the scheme. The study comprised of the following activities:
· Automatic Traffic Counters for 7 Day period
· Junction Turning movements 
Apart from the traffic surveys, the data pertaining to the Growth Factors, Future proposed Development Plans of the area and the proposed Dublin Bus depot were collected. Based on the present day and predicted traffic flows, Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) is 8,707 in year 2007 and the AADT for 2010 is predicted as 11,327. These figures include the generated traffic from the Profile Park and Dublin Bus

3. The roundabout at Grange castle has a history of serious accidents, involving pedestrians and cyclists. Signalised junctions provide improved facilities for the cyclists and pedestrians and will also improve the safety for other road users. Roundabouts present a particular hazard to cyclists.  
4. Based on the predicted traffic flows for the year 2010, junction analysis indicates that the Grange Castle Golf Club/Business Park Roundabout, for AM peak hour, will operate at an Ratio of flow to capacity (RFC) of 1.175 (117.5%), with an estimated delay per vehicle at 5.48 minutes and a queue length of 108 Vehicles. Similarly, the Kilcarbery /Profile Park Roundabout will operate at an RFC of 1.179 (117.9%), with an estimated delay per vehicle at 5.38 minutes and a queue length of 105 vehicles. By replacing the Grange Castle Business Park and Profile Park roundabouts with signalised junctions, the assessment shows that these junctions will operate at an RFC of 83% and 79% respectively. With the existing roundabouts, the predicted mean journey time between the Grange Castle and Profile Park was determined to be 12 Minutes and 53 seconds, whereas the journey time between these junctions when four-arm signalised junctions replace the roundabouts is 2 minutes and 31 seconds. Moreover, Roundabouts work on the principle of Gap-acceptance, and the bus may not get priority at the junction as the gap required is relatively long when compared to a car, whereas in a signalised junction, the buses are given priority. 
Submission No. 2 – Martin Mcnulty

Submission By

Martin McNulty  

On Behalf of

Martin McNulty

Ballybane

Nangor Road,

Clondalkin,

Dublin 22.

Specific Issues Raised

1. The proposal is an excellent idea. However, it needs to be kept in mind the amount of the truck and articulated vehicles using Nangor road, for this reason alone Nangor road needs to be a dual carriageway from New Castle road to Long Mile road junction.

2. A large number of trucks etc use Nangor road to access Greenogue Industrial Estate Park, West Kilcarbery and all the Industrial belt to Kileen road and Grange Castle. Also you will have a hugh increase in bus traffic for the new depot upto 400 bus journeys per day I understand. 

Response to Issues Raised

1 The principle objective of the scheme is to provide maximum level of bus priority by introducing exclusive bus lanes to improve and enhance the movement of buses rather than providing a dual carriageway for other road users. The present day AADT from the traffic counts for the year 2007 is 8707. The predicted AADT for year 2010 and 2025 will be 11327 and 21768 respectively, which includes the estimated generated traffic. In accordance with the design standards, the estimated traffic does not warrant a dual carriageway. 

2 As suggested the increase in the bus traffic is taken into account. Dublin Bus is planning to construct a new bus depot in the Clutterland area at the most westerly point of the scheme. The proposed bus depot is planned to have a 250-bus capacity. The Depot will be a major hub for buses, which will travel to and serve Tallaght, Lucan, Clondalkin and the city centre. Dublin Bus estimates that approximately two thirds of all buses leaving or entering the proposed depot will do so via the Nangor Road.

submission no.3 – profile park

Submission By

Profile Park  

On Behalf of

Profile Park,

Nangor Road,

Clondalkin,

Dublin 22.

Specific Issues Raised

1. Opposition to the proposed replacement of the existing roundabout at Kilcarbery Business Park and Grange castle Road with a four arm signalised junction as part of the South Clondalkin QBC scheme. 

Response to Issues Raised

1
Signalised junctions provide adequate opportunity for the cyclists and pedestrians to cross the road, and will also improve the safety of the other road users. The provision of a signalised junction will provide a phase to allow pedestrians/cyclists to cross all approach arms and prevent conflict between pedestrians/cyclists and moving vehicles. 

Roundabouts operate on the basis of gap acceptance. Gap acceptance allows vehicles enter the circulatory flow of traffic at breaks (gaps) in the flow of traffic. This presents a particular difficulty to buses, as they require an increased gap relative to that of a car, due to their relatively long length and slow acceleration. The existing roundabouts, due to their relatively small size, do not develop gaps of the required length and frequency to allow free flowing movement of buses. This would present a significant constraint to the development of the Quality Bus Corridor and the provision of maximum bus priority. A signalised junction at Profile Park will provide a full stage (i.e. green time) for straight ahead movement, which allow unconstrained bus movement through the junction. As noted in the submission provision of improved facilities to other road users forms an important part of any junction upgrades. Provision of a signalised junction provides an opportunity to improve facilities for all road users including pedestrians and cyclists. The provision of a signal-controlled junction provides for a dedicated signal phase for pedestrians movement. It should also be noted that retention of roundabout presents a particular hazard to cyclists with 70% of all cyclists accidents occurring at roundabouts.

As per Chapter 4 of ‘Provision for Cycle Facilities, National Manual for Urban Areas’, partial physical segregation has to be provided between the on-road cycle track and motorised traffic for the safety of the cyclists, which is not possible in the present scheme due to the land constraints. 

As indicated in the Section 5.8.6 of Report on “Profile Park Traffic & Transportation EIS”, it was anticipated that the roundabout shall be replaced by a signalised junction, as part of Nangor Road Improvement Scheme. It is anticipated that as part of the Profile Park development a dedicated left lane will be provided. 

Master plan developed for Grange castle outlines significant development in future years and with the planned development at Profile Park, it is considered that pedestrians/cyclists numbers will increase significantly in the area and the provision of additional dedicated crossing points will be beneficial for road safety.

Analysis, undertaken by RPS, for the Kilcarbery/ Profile Park roundabout in 2010 AM Peak Hour, which included the estimated volumes generated by Profile Park Development showed that a roundabout junction would not operate as it is above capacity.  

Analysis given in this submission showed that both roundabout and signalised junction would operate within capacity in the 2020 AM Peak Hour. However, it is not clear from this assessment what assumptions have been made in terms of future background and future development volumes on the Nangor Road.

It is envisaged that by the year 2020 future planned development such as the Dublin Bus Depot at Clutterland, the extension of Grange Castle Business Park and the planned development of Grange Castle Golf Club would be complete and in turn will generate a significant number of additional trips onto the Nangor Road. It is anticipated, from RPS’ 2010 AM Peak Hour ARCADY analysis of the Kilcarbery/Profile Park Roundabout, that the additional trips generated by future development would increase queuing and delays at an over capacity roundabout by the year 2020.  
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RECOMMENDATION

It is proposed to proceed with the scheme as advertised.
APPENDIX A

· Derek Fleming, Grange Castle Service Station, Nangor Road, Clondalkin, Dublin 22.

· Martin McNulty, Ballybane, Nangor Road, Clondalkin, Dublin 22

· Roughan & O’Donovan on behalf of Profile Park, Nangor Road, Clondalkin, Dublin 22”

A discussion followed with contributions from Councillors R. Dowds and T. Gilligan.

The report was NOTED and it was AGREED that the proposed development be carried out as recommended in the Manager’s Report.
(C/0315/08) 
COUNTY DUBLIN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE ANNUAL CONTRIBUTION 2008
The following report by the Manager, which had been circulated was CONSIDERED:

“In accordance with the provisions of Section 46 of the Vocational Education Act, 1930 County Dublin VEC has issued a demand to South Dublin County Council in the sum of €164,300 in respect of the annual local contribution for the 2008 financial year. 

Provision has been made in the Annual Budget 2008 (Programme Group 7) to meet this demand.”
It was proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor R. Dowds and RESOLVED:

“That payment of the annual local contribution to County Dublin Vocational Education Committee on foot of demand received in the sum of €164,300 in respect of the 2008 financial year be approved in accordance with Section 46 of the Vocational Education Act 1930.”
(C/0316/08) 
COMMUNITY LINKAGE FUND
The following report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was CONSIDERED:

“Community Linkage Fund

Round 3 - Tallaght

The Tallaght Assessment Panel for the Community Linkage Contribution Fund met on Monday, 30th June.  A total allocation of 500,000 Euro is available under this Fund.  After detailed discussion and consideration, the Panel recommended a total of 17 projects for funding.

The applications recommended for funding are as follows:

	Ref. No. 
	Applicant Group
	Funding Recommended

	T1808
	Citywise Education
	40,000

	T1308
	West Dublin Y.M.C.A. P.A.K.T.
	40,000

	T808
	Killinarden Community Council Youth Project
	27,000

	T2608
	An Cosan
	40,000

	T1208
	South Dublin County Sports Partnership
	33,000

	T2408
	Youth Horizons
	16,500

	T2808
	Tallaght Community Arts Centre
	15,000

	T1008
	Tallaght Travellers Youth Service
	15,000

	T1608
	Jobstown 6 – 12 Project
	40,000

	T408
	Tallaght Youth Service Brookfield
	10,000

	T2708
	West Tallaght Resource Centre – Six Steps Together Project
	40,000

	T2308
	PARTAS in conjunction with District Approach
	40,000

	T2508
	Tallaght Homeless Advice Unit
	22,000

	T108
	Swan Family Support
	40,000

	T208
	Jobstown All Weather Facility
	40,000

	T508
	Sacred Heart Football Club
	35,000

	T2008
	Special Project for Long Term Unemployed/West Tallaght Suicide Prevention Strategy Group
	6,500

	 
	TOTAL
	500,000


These recommendations are subject to funding conditions”
It was proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor E. Maloney and RESOLVED:

“That the Panel’s recommendation that funding of €500,000 for a total of 17 projects as outlined be APPROVED.”
(C/0317/08) 
TO NOTE LOCAL GOVERNMENT AUDITOR'S REPORT ANNUAL FINANCIAL STATEMENT 2006 (As presented to the Organisation, Procedure and Finance Committee Meeting 05/06/2008.)
The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Ms. C. Henehan, Head of Finance and was CONSIDERED:

“Section 121 of the Local Government Act 2001 requires that following receipt by the local authority of the audited financial statement, auditor’s report or auditor’s special report, the manager shall submit the statement for consideration at the next practicable meeting of the local authority.

The statutory audit report in respect of the Annual Financial Statement 2006 has now been submitted by the Local Government Auditor. 

The audit report in respect of the Annual Financial Statement 2006 was noted by the Organisation and Procedure and Finance Committee at its adjourned meeting on 5th June 2008.

Audited Annual Financial Statement 2006 can be viewed at following link:

http://membersnet.sdublincoco.ie/Departments/finance/afs/index2006.aspx”
The report was NOTED.

(C/0318/08) 
DISABILITY ACT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 2008-2010
The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Mr. A. Jacob, Head of Corporate Services and was CONSIDERED:
‘ENABLING ACCESS – ENSURING EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY’
The Disability Act, 2005 is a positive action measure that gives a statutory basis for making public services accessible.  It places specific obligations on local government to ensure universal access to public spaces, buildings and services (including information provision) owned and operated by local authorities.  It also requires that local authorities ensure the integration of previously separately delivered services to disabled people into mainstream services where this is practical and appropriate.

The Sectoral Plan of the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government (DoEHLG) 2006 sets out national objectives and guidelines for access to local authority services and the built environment. 

In addition to legislative obligations, the National Disability Authority provides guidelines for organisations to improve access in three critical areas: 

1. Access to Quality Customer Services; 

2. Access to the Built Environment; 

3. Access to services delivered via Information and Communication Technology.

The Draft Disability Act Implementation Plan 2008-2010, ‘ENABLING ACCESS – ENSURING EQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY’ is the Council’s plan to implement the provisions of the Disability Act, the DoEHLG Sectoral Plan and the National Disability Authority guidelines that apply to the operations of South Dublin County Council.  

The broad Vision, Strategy and Aims of the draft plan are: 

Vision:
Provide disabled people with equality of opportunity to access and participate in the social, economic, environmental and cultural life of South Dublin County. 

Strategy:
To develop a Plan that is proactive, and improves equality of opportunity and equality of outcome for disabled people who access the services and facilities of South Dublin County Council.   

Specific Aims:
To uphold any and all existing disability related commitments and legislative/policy responsibilities and articulate the principle of equality of opportunity for disabled people within the processes and services of South Dublin County Council. 

Part One of the plan introduces the Vision, Strategy and Aims of this plan, and provides information on disabled people in South Dublin County. According to the Census 2006, 8.6% of the population of South Dublin County are disabled people as compared with 9.3% nationally. The largest cohort of disabled people in our county is in the older age groups (76% are aged 45 years or more). Many disabled people in the county have more than one impairment (the average being 2.7). 

It sets out the policy framework at National Level and Council Level which underpins this plan and sets out our specific corporate commitments to ensuring equality of opportunity to access and participation in the social, economic, environmental and cultural life of South Dublin County. It also sets out the Council’s responsibilities and legal obligations; along with specific commitments to ensure that the approach to the built environment is underpinned with the ‘Design for All’ concept.  

Part Two of this plan presents the schedule of actions to be implemented by specific departments, and arrangements for monitoring the implementation of the plan which provides for tracking of progress through the staff Performance Monitoring and Development System (PMDS) and the provision of a report on progress in the Council’s Annual Report.  

General action matrices for Customer Services, Human Resources and Information Technology are followed by detailed matrices for Housing Services, Roads and the Public Realm, Parks and Landscape Services, Cemeteries, Library and Community Services Departments.   

These action matrices were informed by countywide access audits undertaken in the past year (concentrating on the public realm, public buildings, parks & open spaces, cemeteries etc), a consultation process involving the public, councillors and staff and existing programmes already underway to improve access. The plan was drawn up by an inter-departmental team drawn from all service areas. 

The access audits provided the first comprehensive listing of actions required to make our county accessible.  In some cases this process has produced a range of works that are unlikely to be completed during the life of this plan, within available resources and budget. Therefore items that cannot be addressed during 2008-2010 due to budgetary constraints, or other practical considerations such as the need for co-ordination with external agencies will be carried forward and prioritised in the next planning period.  

A major source of funding for the action plan is the National Disability Funding for local authorities from the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government which for 2008 has allocated to South Dublin County Council, sums of €205,000 for Current expenditure and €400,000 for Capital expenditure to support delivery of the plan. This is supplemented by expenditure from the Council’s own resources. 

This first action plan for our county to improve access by disabled people to Council information, services and facilities represents a significant development in bringing together in one document the aspirations and plans of the Council in this important area. It is the start of a process which will be built upon in the years ahead.

This draft plan is now before the members of this Council for consideration and adoption.”
A discussion followed with contributions from Councillor R. Dowds, E. Moloney, J. Daly, C. Jones and E. Walsh
Mr. J. Horan, County Manager, Mr. A. Jacob, Head of Corporate Services and Mr. H. Hogan, Senior Executive Officer responded to the members queries.

It was proposed by Councillor Corr, seconded by Councillor and RESOLVED:

“That the Disability Act Implementation Plan 2008 – 2010 and expenditure as allocated for 2008 be ADOPTED and APPROVED.”

(C/0319/08) 
PROPOSED AGREEMENT UNDER SECTION 85 OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2001WITH DUN LAOGHAIRE RATHDOWN COUNTY COUNCIL IN RELATION TO THE M50 UPGRADE SCHEME

The following report, which had been circulated, was presented by Ms. E. O’Gorman, Senior Executive Officer, Development Department and was CONSIDERED:
“South Dublin County Council resolved at its monthly meeting on 10th May 1999 to enter into an agreement under Section 59 of the Local Government Act, 1955 with Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council in respect of proposed widening of the M50 whereby Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council was enabled to carry out all works including the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement, Motorway Scheme, service of Notices etc in the administrative are of South Dublin County Council.

Following service of all necessary Notices to Treat and Notices of Entry under the Motorway Scheme by Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council it was considered expedient by both local authorities that South Dublin County Council would perform all remaining functions relating to the M 50 Scheme in the South Dublin County Council area. These functions include the negotiation and conveyance of the necessary lands required. 

In preparation of the council’s defence of arbitration hearings in connection with the scheme it is necessary to recommend the following S 85 Agreement, Local Government Act 2001, which empowers South Dublin County Council to perform all outstanding functions relating to the M 50 scheme in its administrative  area. 

In these circumstances the following resolution is recommended: 

“That South Dublin County Council hereby resolves to enter into an Agreement under Section 85 of the Local Government Act 2001with Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council in relation to the M50 Upgrade Scheme and the statutory approvals thereof under S 49 & 51 of the Roads Act 1993 as amended,  to perform all outstanding functions in relation to the implementation and completion of outstanding legal and financial land acquisition matters within the administrative area of  South Dublin County Council”.  

It was proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor T. Ridge and RESOLVED:

“That South Dublin County Council hereby resolves to enter into an Agreement under Section 85 of the Local Government Act 2001with Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council in relation to the M50 Upgrade Scheme and the statutory approvals thereof under S 49 & 51 of the Roads Act 1993 as amended,  to perform all outstanding functions in relation to the implementation and completion of outstanding legal and financial land acquisition matters within the administrative area of  South Dublin County Council”.
CORRESPONDENCE 
(C/0320/08) 
Letter, dated 4th June 2008 from Listowel Town Council regarding motion passed in relation to the putting in place by Listowel Town Council of a policy re future housing stock for elderly/living alone being fitted with 'peep-holes' in front doors.
The above letter was NOTED.
(C/0321/08) 
Letter, dated 5th June 2008 from Dublin Bus regarding motion passed by South Dublin County Council on 11th February 2008.
The above letter was NOTED.
(C/0322/08) 
Letter, dated 6th June 2008 from Dun Laoghaire -Rathdown County Council regarding motion passed in relation to introduction of 'Fixed Odds Betting Terminals' into bookmakers' shops. 
The above letter was NOTED.
(C/0323/08) 
Letters, dated 27th June 2008 from Offaly County Council regarding:

a) motion passed calling on the Minister for Health to increase the subvention payment for people in private nursing homes, and

b) motion passed in relation to UN Convention on Rights of People with Disabilities.
The above letter was NOTED.
(C/0324/08) 
Letter, dated 1st July 2008 from Westmeath County Council regarding motion passed in relation to the EU Directive on the Protection of Habitat Species.
The above letter was NOTED.
(C/0325/08)  Letter from Balbriggan Town Council dated 3rd July 2008, conveying their 
sympathy on the death of Councillor Billy Gogarty.

The above letter was NOTED.

(C/0326/08) 
SUBMISSION TO AN BORD PLEANALA IN RESPECT OF N7 RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT AT BEHAN'S QUARRY, WINDMILL HILL, RATHCOOLE, COUNTY DUBLIN
The following reports, which had been circulated, were presented by Mr. M. Judge, A/Director of Planning, and were CONSIDERED:

· Report of Planning Authority

· Appendix 1 Heritage Officer’s Report

· Appendix 2 Conservation Officer’s Report

· Appendix 3 Report of Environmental Services

· Appendix 4 Detailed Report on Waste Management Plan

· Appendix 5 Detailed Traffic Report
· Slide Presentation on Application to An Bord Pleanala.

“Report of Planning Authority Application to An Bord Pleanala
By Energy Answers for a Waste to Energy Facility Behan’s Quarry, Windmill hill,  Rathcoole, Co. Dublin

Planning Department

South Dublin County Council

July 2008

Report of Planning Authority on an application to An Bord Pleanala by Energy 
Answers for a Waste to Energy Facility at Behan’s Quarry, Windmill hill, 
Rathcoole, Co. Dublin
 
Section A

Report by the County Manager to the Members on the legislative framework.

Introduction

An application under the Strategic Infrastructure Act was lodged with An Bord Pleanala 
(Ref. 06S.PA0006) on the 29th May 2008 for permission for the proposed development of 
a resource facility for the thermal treatment of non-hazardous residual, municipal and 
construction and demolition waste at Behan’s Quarry, Windmillhill, Rathcoole, Co. Dublin. 
An Bord has requested South Dublin County Council by letter dated 4th June to submit its 
views on this application.


The proposed development includes :

1. A mechanical treatment facility, which includes a waste receiving and processed 
refuse fuel storage building with an associated administration building that 
includes a new landmark windmill building comprising 3-storeys and an upper 
plant room over 6-storeys located below ground. 

2. An energy recovery facility, which includes thermal treatment, air quality control, 
and turbine/generator equipment and associated stack (approx. 84m above the 
finished floor level of the quarry and approx. 9m above the level of the adjoining 
ground) located on the southern boundary of the site and 

3. A materials recovery facility, which includes ash processing, metals and 
aggregate recovery, and concrete products manufacturing equipment (approx. 
4,477sq.m and max. building height of approx. 19m) 

4. Renovation and extension of the existing farmhouse and renovation of the 
existing farmhouse outbuildings for use as administrative offices and a 
visitor/education centre 

5. Ancillary outbuildings including warehousing, vehicle maintenance building and 
electrical distribution building.


In total the floorspace of the proposed development is approx. 25,852sq.m on a 14.5 ha 
site at the existing quarry (know locally as Behan’s Quarry), Windmillhill, Rathcoole.


An Environmental Impact Statement, site selection report and planning report have been 
submitted as part of this application.


Statutory Process

Section 37E (4), (5) (6) and (7) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as inserted 
by Section 3 of Part 2 of the Strategic Infrastructure Act 2006 (pages 10 & 11)  sets out 
the procedure, for the submission of a planning authority report, including the role of the 
elected members,  in relation to an application received by An Bord under the Strategic 
Infrastructure Act.


Section 37 (E)      
(4)The planning authority for the area (or, as the case may be, each planning authority for the 
areas) in which the proposed development would be situated shall, within 10 weeks from the making of the application to the Board under this section (or such longer period as may be specified by the Board), prepare and submit to the Board a report setting out the 
views of the authority on the effects of the proposed development on the environment and the proper planning and sustainable development of the area of the authority, having regard in particular to the matters specified in section 34(2).
 

(5) The manager of a planning authority shall, before submitting any report in relation to a proposed development to the Board under subsection (4), submit the report to the members of the authority and seek the views of the members on the proposed development.
 

(6) The members of the planning authority may, by resolution, decide to attach recommendations specified in the resolution to the report of the authority; where the members so decide those recommendations (together with the meetings administrator’s record) shall be attached to the report submitted to the Board under subsection (4).
 

(7) In subsection (6) ‘the meetings administrator’s record’ means a record prepared by the meetings administrator (within the meaning of section 46 of the Local Government Act 2001) of the views expressed by the members on the proposed development.
 

(8) In addition to the report referred to in subsection (4), the Board may, where it considers it necessary to do so, require the planning authority or authorities referred to in that subsection or any planning authority or authorities on whose area or areas it would have a significant effect to furnish to the Board such information in relation to the effects of the proposed development on the proper planning and sustainable development of the area concerned and on the environment as the Board may specify.
 

An Bord Pleannala has published guidelines on the issues it expects to be 
addressed in a planning authority report on a Strategic Infrastructure 
application. The issues to be addressed include:

· Main relevant Development Plan provisions relating to the subject site and 
surrounding area. A clear indication of the current status of the relevant 
Development Plan and any Draft Plans should be given, together with any 
relevant issues arising . 

· Details of other relevant Plan provisions (e.g. Local Area Plans) and statement 
regarding status of these Plans (adopted or in draft form). 

· Relevant planning history relating to the subject site and the surrounding area. 

· Relevant enforcement information relating to the subject site and the likely 
developer (if known). 

· Relevant national, regional and local policies. 

· Any SAAO which may be affected by the proposed development. 

· European designations, Natural Heritage Areas, which may be affected by the 
proposed development (whether in or proximate to same). 

· Protected Structures, ACA’s etc. 

· Waste policy, which may be relevant to the proposed development. This will 
arise particularly in the case of applications for waste facilities where policies, 
objectives and other provisions of Waste Management Plans should be referred 
to in addition to the Development Plan. 

· Adequacy of the public water supply. 

· Public sewerage facilities and capacity to facilitate the proposed development. 

· Availability and capacity of public surface water drainage facilities and any history 
of flooding relevant to the site. 

· Assessment of landscape status and visual impact, as appropriate. 

· Carrying capacity and safety of road network serving the proposed development. 

· Environmental carrying capacity of the subject site and surrounding area, and 
the likely significant impact arising from the proposed development, if carried 
out. 

· Part V (social and affordable housing) provisions (which may be applicable in 
rare cases). 

· Description of any public use of adjoining, abutting or adjacent lands in the 
applicants ownership, and the planning authority’s view on any condition which 
may be appropriate for the purpose of conserving a public amenity on those 
lands. 

· Planning authority view in relation to the decision to be made by the Board. 

· Planning authority view on conditions which should be attached in the event of 
the Board deciding to grant permission. (Where an IPPC or Waste license is 
required, the Board cannot impose conditions relating to the control of 
emissions). 

· Planning authority view on community gain conditions which may be appropriate. 

· Details of relevant section 48/49 development contribution scheme conditions 
which should be attached in the event of a grant. 

· Details of any special contribution conditions which should be attached in the 
event of a grant along with detailed calculations and justification for the c
conditions. 


The following report follows, in general, the above issues. 

 
It should be noted that a separate approval for this proposed development is also 
required  from the Environmental Protection Agency. This separate process will consider 
matters such as emissions from the proposed development.

 
With respect to the role of the Members section 37(E)(6)  of the Planning and 
Development Act (as amended) should be noted:

 
The Members of the planning authority may, by resolution, decide to attach 
recommendations

specified in the resolution to the report of the authority; where the members 
so

decide those recommendations (together with the meetings administrator’s 
record) shall be attached to the report submitted to the Board under 
subsection (4).

Section B
 
Report of the Planning Authority.
 
Note on Plans Submitted

An Bords attention is drawn to the lack of a scaled detailed plan of the proposed stack. 
Thus all comments relating to this structure are informed through the EIS, Photomontage 
and Planning report submitted by the applicants. An Bord is asked to consider this in its 
assessment of the proposed development.

 


While the Department of Defence was consulted as part of the pre-planning consultation 
with An Bord, it would appear from the list of prescribed bodies given in the 
documentation that the Department of Defence may not have been circulated with a 
copy of the application itself. It would be appropriate that the views of Department be 
ascertained on the application.

 
Site
 
The quarry site is located adjoining the southern side of the N7 Naas Road to the west of 
Rathcoole Village, and is accessed directly from the southbound carriageway of the N7. 
The vertical face of the quarry is visible from areas to the north as far as Newcastle 
village, and the quarry operations are seen to be progressively eroding the side of 
Windmill Hill. 

 
The site is located to the west of Rathcoole village in an area of dispersed rural housing. 
Located to the south of the site along a narrow rural road are a number of single 
dwellings located mainly to the south of this road.  A pub and dwellings are located to 
the west  at the Steelstown interchange approximately 500metres from the edge of the 
site.

 
To the north of the site runs the N7 national primary route. There are a number of  
single dwellings generally located along Athogoe Road to the north of the N7. At the 
Steelstown interchange there are a number of established industrial/ warehousing  
developments.

 
 Development Plan including zoning
 
The area in which the site is located is zoned Objective ‘B’, “To Protect and Improve 
Rural Amenity and to Provide for the Development of Agriculture”, in the County 
Development Plan 2004-2010. The land use activities ‘Industry–Extractive’  and  
‘Concrete / Asphalt (etc.) Plant in or adjacent to a Quarry’, are ‘permitted in 
principle’  in areas zoned Objective ‘B’.

  
Industry Special which is defined in the South Dublin County Development Plan 2004-
2010 as being


‘The use of a building or part thereof or land for any industry which requires special 
assessment due to its


potential for detrimental environmental effects,’ is a use that is open for consideration in 
this zoning.

 
While a waste to Energy facility is not explicitly recognised in the zoning matrix tables in 
the Development Plan, Section 10.1.5i of the County Development Plan states ‘ that 
other uses not mentioned throughout the Use Tables and Matrix will be considered in 
relation to the general policies of the Plan and to the zoning objectives for the area in 
question.

 


There is a protected structure located on the lands, identified as Map Ref. Number 358, 
Stone Windmill (Ruin) (RM), in the Record of Protected Structures included at Schedule 2 
of the Development Plan 2004-2010 and is shown on the Development Plan Map.

 
An objective is indicated in Table 13.2 and on the relevant Development Map, to provide 
Traveller Accommodation in the general location of the townland of Windmill Hill and is 
as indicated in the Council’s Traveller Accommodation Programme.  

 
Site history
 
Reg. Ref. A.14    Planning permission granted on 28 June 1968 to Laurence Behan for 
Stone 
Quarrying at Windmill Hill, Rathcoole.

 
Reg. Ref. SA. 1936   Planning permission granted on 26 February 1980 to L. Behan for 
Machinery Store at Windmill Hill House, Rathcoole.

 
Reg. Ref. 88A/709  Planning permission granted on 20 December 1988 to Laurence 
Behan for Mobile Asphalt Mixing Plant in Existing Quarry at Windmill Hill, Rathcoole.

 
Reg Ref SDQU05A:  Quarry registration under Section 261 of the Planning and 
Development Act 2000. Conditions attached with respect to the continued quarrying 
operation on site.

 


Relevant Development Plan policies

The current County Development Plan relevant to this site is the South Dublin County 
Council Development Plan 2004-2010. The review of the County Development has not 
yet commenced. This is expected to get underway in late 2008.  There are no local area 
plans or other approved plans directly affecting the proposed site or its immediate 
surrounds. The nearest zoned residential lands are located at the western edge of 
Rathcoole  Village.

 
County Development Plan policy extracts.

Environmental Services
 
7.17.1 Solid Waste Management

7.17.1.i

The Waste Management Policy of South Dublin County Council is established in the 
Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 1999 - 2003. This Plan is guided by 
national waste management policy as dictated by the Waste Management Act 1996 and 
subsequent amendments. The primary objective of the Plan is to achieve the maximum 
realistic level of recycling, comply with the EU Landfill Directive and achieve bulk waste 
reduction through thermal treatment.

7.17.1.ii

The Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region, represents a common regional 
action by the four Dublin Authorities on the basis of shared responsibility for the 
environment. The Plan, to be reviewed after 5 years, seeks radical change, in cutting 
waste growth levels, greatly increasing recycling, introducing waste recovery and 
minimising landfill, based on the premise that current high landfilling rates cannot 
continue, and alternatives to landfill must be found.


7.17.1.iii

The Plan addresses three practical problems:

 • lack of recycling and disposal infrastructure in the short to medium term as well as in the long term.


• current waste management infrastructure is not adequate to meet modern legislation – 
current landfilling rates cannot continue, alternative methods must be found.


• inadequate funding - to improve standards, increase recycling and provide a proper 
system of waste regulation will require significant additional cost recovery from all waste 
producers.


7.17.1.iv

It is a policy objective of the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region that charges 
shall be levied on waste producers which include both householders and industrial/ 
commercial enterprises. Such charges may be related to the waste volumes or weights 
produced, which would provide incentives for minimisation and recycling.


7.17.1.v

Of the waste arising in the Dublin Region which is handled by the Local Authorities 
approximately 53% is of construction/demolition origin, some 17% is industrial in origin 
while household and commercial sectors each contribute about 13% of the waste stream 
handled (based on 1997 statistics ). Bulky items in skips and


other wastes delivered to landfills by private means (including some green wastes) make 
up the bulk of the remainder.


7.17.1.vi

Hazardous waste generated in the Dublin Region, represents less than 1.5% of the 
overall waste stream in circulation. The Environmental Protection Agency is responsible 
for hazardous waste planning under the Waste Management Act 1996 and has prepared 
the National Hazardous Waste Management Plan.


7.17.1.vii

There is a specific requirement to identify what are termed “Priority Waste Streams”. 
These include packaging waste, construction/demolition waste, end of life vehicles, waste 
tyres, waste oils, batteries, electrical goods and PCBs. Management systems have been 
identified for each of these waste streams depending on the degree of hazard involved a
nd in terms of nonhazardous waste planning.


7.17.1.viii

Arthurstown, outside Kill in County Kildare, is the disposal facility for baled municipal 
waste from Dublin City Council, South Dublin, Dun Laoghaire- Rathdown (from 2004 ) 
and parts of Meath, Kildare and Louth. This facility is due to close in December 2007. 
Construction demolition waste from the Dublin region is disposed of to Balleally Landfill in 
the Fingal County Council area. There is an urgent need for new waste management 
initiatives to reduce the waste volumes produced and to divert waste from landfill to the 
maximum possible extent..


7.17.1.ix

The overall intention of the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region is to cut 
dependence on landfill from approximately 80% for all wastes in 1997 to 16% by the 
year 2004, provided new recycling schemes and thermal treatment are put in place. In 
addition, recycling of Dublin’s municipal, industrial and construction/ demolition wastes is 
planned to increase to some 60% from a current rate of 20%. Construction/demolition 
waste is the single largest waste stream currently disposed to landfill.


7.17.1.x

In accordance with the Waste Management Act 1996 (as amended), this Development 
Plan shall be deemed to include the objectives for the time being contained in the Waste 
Management Plan for the Dublin Region 1999 – 2003 (or as may be amended from time 
to time).


7.17.1.xi

The Waste Management Act 1996 (as amended), empowers the County Manager to 
decide to grant planning permission for development which is consistent with provisions 
of, and is necessary for, the proper implementation of the Waste Management Plan for 
the Dublin Region 1999 – 2003 (or as may be amended from time to time), but which in 
the opinion of the County Manager would contravene materially any other objective of 
this Development Plan.

 


7.18 Strategy - Environmental Services

7.18.i

The strategy of the Council for the development of Environmental Services in the County 
during the period of this plan is as follows:

 
• Conform to the European Union and National Waste Strategy in all matters

relating to the production, handling, treatment and disposal of waste within 
the County.
 
• Co-operate with and participate in the preparation of regional plans for the

collection, treatment, handling and disposal of wastes.
 
• Promote the prevention and reduction of waste and the increased re-use 
and recycling of materials from all waste streams in accordance with the 
Waste

Management Plan for the Dublin Region.
 
7.19.1.i

It is the policy of the Council to conform to the European Union and National 
Waste Strategy in all matters relating to the production, handling, treatment 
and disposal of waste within the County.
 
7.19.1.ii

The Council will foster the aims of the European Waste Hierarchy by prioritising the 
treatment of all waste streams as follows, subject to economic and technical feasibility:

 
• waste prevention


• waste reduction


• waste re-use


• waste recycling


• energy recovery


• safe disposal.

 

7.19.1.iii

The Council intends that solid waste management within its area will be carried out in a 
cost efficient manner based upon;

 
• Environmental protection,


• National and E.U. policy and legislative requirements, and


• Future development of the County.

 


7.19.1.iv

The Council will co-operate with other relevant agencies, both public and private, and 
local community interests as appropriate, in following the hierarchy of waste 
management set out above.

 
7.19.1.v

The Council will seek the co-operation of the adjoining local authorities in the planning, 
development and operation of disposal facilities for solid wastes of all categories.

 
7.19.1.vi

The Council will use the BAT principle in all aspects of waste management i.e. ‘’Best 
Available Technology”.

 
7.19.2.i

It is the policy of the Council to implement and monitor the Waste 
Management Regulations under the following headings:-
 
• Packaging

• Private Sector Waste Facilities

• Movement of Hazardous Waste

• Treatment of Farm Plastics

• Waste Collection

• Land Reclamation

• Suspected Illegal Landfills.
 
7.19.3.iii

The Council will implement the policies and objectives of the Waste Management Plan for 
the Dublin Region 1999 - 2003 and subsequent revisions or updates insofar as they 
impact on South Dublin, and will promote recycling and biological treatment of waste in 
order to achieve the national targets in accordance with the Waste Management Plan. 
Recycling and reuse will be a priority of the Council in the disposal of waste.

 
7.19.4.i

It is the policy of the Council to promote the prevention and reduction of 
waste and to cooperate with industry and other agencies in viable schemes to 
achieve this in accordance with the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin 
Region, 1999 – 2003 and subsequent revisions and updates.

 7.19.5.i

It is the policy of the Council to reduce the amount of waste to be landfilled 
and to promote the increased re-use and recycling including the collection and 
transfer of product for resale, of materials from all waste streams. It will co-
operate with other agencies both public and private in viable schemes for the 
extraction of useful materials from refuse for re-use or recycling and will 
adopt the targets set out in the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin 
Region, 1999 – 2003 and subsequent updates or revisions for achievement 
within this area.
 
7.19.5.iv

The Council will consider applications for the recovery/ recycling of building waste 
subject to policies and provisions of the Regional Waste Management Strategy and the 
Development Plan.

 
The following is  the strategy for Archaeological and Architectural Heritage of the County 
as stated under Section 8.2.i of the County Development Plan:

· Protect and conserve the archaeological heritage of the County. 

· Protect and conserve buildings, structures and site of special architectural, 
historical, archaeological, artistic, cultural, scientific, social or technical interest. 

· Secure the preservation in situ or by record of all sites and features of historical 
and archaeological interest. 

· Protect and conserve areas that have particular environmental qualities that 
derive from their overall layout, design and unity of character 

· Protect and conserve historic milestones, street furniture, and other significant 
features wherever feasible. 

· Encourage the rehabilitation, renovation and re-use of existing older buildings 
where appropriate.

  
Natural Heritage issues

The site is not located within a Special Area Amenity Order area nor does it affect any 
proposed or designated European,  or National Environmentally protected areas. 
Attached in Appendix 1 is the detailed report of the Heritage Officer.

 
Summary of the Heritage Officers comments

While a number of rare or protected plant species are recorded as occurring in the 10km 
square survey grid in which the proposed development occurs, no rare or protected 
species were recorded during the habitat survey undertaken on behalf of the applicant 
 during September 2007.  The EIS report indicates that the improved nature of the 
landscape in the area is unlikely to support many of the listed species.  Only two of the 
habitats recorded, hedgerows and quarry spoil heaps, are likely to hold plant species of 
conservation interest.  The EIS report recognises, however, that the site visits were 
undertaken outside of the optimum period for botanical surveys. It is considered that an 
additional survey should be undertaken during more optimal time periods.   

 


The presence of two peregrine falcons within the quarry was confirmed during survey 
work.  Plucking posts were observed but the birds were not seen to settle on a nest at 
that time.  The submitted EIS report states that it is possible that one of the birds, a 
male, may be too immature to breed this year but also indicates that an additional 
survey later in the breeding season should be undertaken to confirm if nesting has 
occurred. The Heritage officer recommends that a second phase of survey be undertaken 
to confirmwhether or not the peregrine falcons are breeding in the quarry.

 
It is also recommended that further survey work be carried out during the appropriate 
time of year to determine the presence of bats particularly in the farm house and out 
buildings and the presence of badgers in the immediate surrounding area.


Protected Structures
 
Summary of the Conservations Officers comments.
 
Attached in Appendix 2 is the report of the Conservation Officer. Stone Windmill (ruin) 
which is a Protected Structure RPS Ref. 358 is located a short distance (approx. 20-30m) 
outside the southerly boundary of the proposed site along the quarry edge.  The existing 
structure probably dates to the 18th century.  The windmill is not directly impacted by the 
proposals however battering of the quarry face for stabilisation will bring the southern 
perimeter of the development within 35m of the existing structure.  It is also considered 
that there is a direct impact on the environs and the setting of the existing structure.  

 
Although the setting of the structure has previously been altered by the existing quarry 
the proposed new structures consisting of an approximately 84m tall stack and proposed 
new windmill building will be visible in a number of views from the surrounding area.  
The existing quarry at Windmill Hill is a human activity in the area which has shaped the 
current environs and has influenced the wider landscape surrounding the proposed 
development. Due to the prominent location of the existing windmill structure it has 
become one of the main landmark features of the area.  It is therefore important that the 
significance of the setting be given full consideration in terms of the overall impact of the 
proposed development. It is recommended that if the Bord is disposed to granting the 
development the stack should be relocated away from the protected structure. However 
this should be balanced against the requirements for safe air navigation.

 
There are no Protected Structures or buildings recorded in the National Inventory of 
Architectural Heritage for South County Dublin located within the proposed development 
site. However Windmill House and its outbuildings form a complex of vernacular 
structures which are located within the development site north of the quarry.

 
While the mitigation measures are generally considered to be acceptable, it is 
recommended that in relation to this portion of the proposed development that the 
proposed front canopy on Windmill House should be omitted and/or significantly reduced 
in scale  and that the surviving slate roof should retained.

 
Enforcement Issues

An enforcement file has been opened in relation to requirements seeking compliance 
submissions in relation to the quarry registration decision Reg Ref  SD QU05A. 
Compliance submissions have been received in relation to this decision and are being 
considered by the Planning Department. 

 
Enforcement action was undertaken in relation to a telecommunications structure on 
these lands. This Enforcement file was closed on the 12/02/08 as the unauthorised 
development was removed.

 
Reports from the Environmental Services Department
 
Attached in Appendix 3 are the detailed reports as received from the Environmental 
Services Department SDCC. It is the view of the Environmental Services Department that 
having assessed the information submitted as part of this application that there is 
insufficient details with respect to


(A)   Foul drainage, in particular the foul water pumping system; the surface water, in 
particular detailed plans of the storm drainage system,


(B)    Surface water pumping system for the attenuation pond  and the connection 
details to the proposed outfall and;


(C)     Water Supply  in particular a method statement including plans as to how the 33 
inch Dublin City watermain traversing close to the site entrance is to be protected both 
during and after construction. 


Further information is sought on these issues.

 
With respect to the proposed waste water treatment system the Environmental Health Officer considers that further information be requested with respect to the purpose of the redirection of the effluent process; the purpose of the attenuation pond; what is 
the meaning of the reference to ‘Greenfield run’ and what is the final destination of the effluent run off.

 
With respect to the reports from the Environmental Services Department, it is the view of 
South Dublin County Council that additional information be sought with respect to the 
above issues and as detailed in the attached reports, in Appendix 3.

 
Dublin Waste Management Plan.
 
It is the view of South Dublin County Council that the provisions of the Dublin Waste Management Plan are central to any assessment of this proposed development. In order to arrive at a comprehensive and considered view on this application South Dublin County Council Environmental Services Department engaged RPS environmental consultants who worked extensively on the current Dublin Waste Management Plan 2005-2010. Their report is attached in Appendix 4 and South Dublin County Council agrees with the findings of the report. Below is a summary of this report and the Council’s view.

 
The Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region represents common regional action 
by the four Dublin local authorities on the basis of shared responsibility for the 
environment and the County  Development Plan includes the objectives contained in the 
Waste 
Management Plan for the Dublin Region 1999-2003 (or as may be amended from 
time to time). The Waste Management Plan puts forward regional policy objectives aimed 
at developing integrated waste management solutions which achieve the Best Practicable 
Environmental Option (BPEO).

 
The Waste Plan is rooted in European and National Waste Policy and since 1997, following the preparation of the Dublin Waste Management Strategy, a coherent waste policy has been followed in the region.  The Waste Plan supports the implementation of best practice solutions and technology, as part of the regional strategy, to achieve ambitious landfill diversion and recycling targets.  The current Waste Plan is the second generation regional waste management plan and part of a 20 year long-term strategy for waste management in Dublin.   


The Dublin Waste Management Plan identifies the requirement for one waste recovery facility,  located at Poolbeg with a capacity of 400,000 – 600,000 tonnes per annum and one waste disposal landfill located at Nevitt with a capacity ranging from 500,000tpa (pre waste to energy) and 350,000tpa (post waste to energy). The plan does not identify any further requirements for waste recovery facilities or waste disposal facilities in the region.  

 
The current Waste Plan has adopted the regional targets and sets out extensive policy 
objectives to progress the development of integrated and best practice waste solutions in 
the Dublin context.  The Waste Plan clearly identifies the Dublin Local Authorities as 
having the lead role in delivering education, prevention and reuse programmes, as well 
as collection systems and facilities. 


The development of regional-scale facilities has been a long-term priority for the Dublin 
Local Authorities to ensure that the objectives of the Waste Plan and obligations under 
the Waste Management Acts are met.   The requirement to deliver a regional Waste 
to Energy (WtE) facility and a regional landfill facility has been part of the overall 
strategy for the long-term management of residual wastes generated in the region.  
These 
facilities have been in development since the late 1990s and have both been 
through extensive consultation and statutory processes.    The current Waste Plan 
contains objectives which identify the location, capacity and possible operational 
arrangements for each of these planned facilities: 


The identified waste to energy facility at Poolbeg has planning approval from An Bord 
Pleanála and a Waste Licence Proposed Decision from the EPA for a capacity of 600,000 
tonnes per annum. The site at Nevitt is currently proceeding through the statutory 
planning process and has received a Waste Licence Proposed Decision from the EPA.


The proposal before An Bord is to develop a thermal treatment facility in the South 
Dublin County Council area.  The proposed facility is not part of the planned waste 
management strategy for the region which is being delivered by the Dublin Local 
Authorities.  The facility is aiming to treat some waste from the Dublin Region and is also 
targeting waste from Wicklow, Kildare, North East Region and the South East Region. It 
is considered that the proposed facility, if approved, will endanger the long term strategy 
for the proper treatment and disposal of waste from within the region. Furthermore it is 
considered to be a premature development pending the future waste growth patterns in 
Dublin.  The financial investments and commitments made to date  and into the future 
by the Dublin Local Authorities, in the public interest, in planning and developing these 
facilities will also be put at risk.     

 
It is the considered view of South Dublin County Council that this development does not 
accord with the adopted Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region. This Waste 
Management Plan sets out a common and coherent waste policy for the four Dublin Local 
Authorities. It is the view of SDCC that this proposal would undermine and be at variance 
with the achievement of the aims and objectives of the adopted Waste Management 
Plan. This plan does not identify the requirement for a second waste to energy plant in 
the Dublin region and, as such, this proposal will not assist in the achievement of the 
objectives of the Dublin Waste Management Plan.

 
With respect to the planning report submitted with the application to An Bord, the 
proposed development envisages the use of waste from a number of waste management 
areas. It is the view of South Dublin County Council that this proposal would give rise to 
the large-scale movement of waste across waste management areas,  which would 
significantly undermine the requirement for waste management areas to be self sufficient 
in dealing with waste within their functional areas and would be contrary to proper 
planning and sustainable development.

 
Roads Department report.

 
In order to achieve a considered view with respect to the impact of this proposed 
development the Roads and Transport Department considered the submitted 
documentation and in order to arrive at a comprehensive view commissioned MVA 
consultants to prepare a report on the traffic implications of this proposed development. 
Attached in Appendix 5 are the traffic and transport reports.

 I
t is the view of South Dublin County Council with respect to the traffic implications of this proposed development that: 


The zone of influence of the development does not correlate with the Transport 
Assessment spatial scope. The Transport Assessment related to an examination of the 
performance of the left-in, left-out junction on the N7 southbound carriageway. While the 
rip generation rates used within the Transport Assessment are considered robust, an 
examination of trip distribution patterns was not submitted. As a result the impact of the 
development on the wider road network was not considered. In particular, the impact of 
the development proposal on the following elements should have been considered as 
part of the transport assessment:

-
  Rathcoole and Steelstown Interchanges, and

-
  Northbound carriageway on the N7.

 
Committed developments are not considered, including the proposed Western Distributor 
Road, which is included as a long term road objective in the current South Dublin 
Development Plan.

  
The Transport Assessment has forecast that the N7 southbound in 2026 will operate with 
1.0% spare capacity in the peak hour and because of this the national road network can 
accommodate the proposed development. Based on the forecast flows within the 
Transport Assessment (5,133 vehicles southbound), this conclusion is invalid, as when 
traffic volumes exceed 85% of capacity, the performance of the link in


terms of free flow speeds, reliable journey time and safety performance begins to 
deteriorate. At close to 100% capacity a road link will experience very serious 
deterioration in performance and the level of service would decrease substantially. Given 
the strategic nature of the N7, i.e. its National Primary Road status, the implications of 
this erosion in performance would be significant.

 
The applicants traffic assessment does not adequately consider the impact of the 
proposed development on road safety performance on the N7 National Primary Road. 
The development represents an intensification of use at the site as regards trip 
generation, and site access is via a single access/ egress point on the N7, with limited 
merge/ diverge lanes. Any change of land use at the site location leading to an 
intensification of trip generation rates, in particular during peak hours represents an 
increased risk to traffic safety on the N7.

  
In conclusion with respect to the traffic implications of the proposed development the 
proposed development is located adjacent to the N7 National Primary Road, with access/ 
egress via a left-in, left-out arrangement. The development proposal would lead to an 
intensification of trips to the site (in particular during peak hours), which would have a 
negative impact on the N7 traffic safety in its vicinity. The warning signs recommended 
in the Transport Assessment for erection on the N7, in advance of the site, are an implicit 
acknowledgement of the increased risk this development proposal presents to N7 traffic.

  
The development proposal will result in increased traffic flows on the N7 mainline 
carriageway, and through both the Steelstown and Rathcoole Interchanges, the latter of 
which is forecast to experience substantial increases in background traffic volumes and 
delays in future. This could have implications in terms of the delivery and/ or operation of 
the proposed Western Distributor Road.

 
 Given the above, it is considered that the location of the proposed development would 
be an unsuitable location for any development which results in intensification of trip 
generation rates, such as the proposed Resource Recovery Project.

 
Landscape Assessment 

The proposed development is located within a currently active quarry and is adjacent to 
the heavily trafficked N7. The bulk of the buildings while large will be located within the 
existing quarry and given the topography of the site will not be visible except from the 
air. 

 
However, as already stated in the Conservation section of this report, it is considered 
that in the event of approving this development, An Bord should give consideration to 
the relocation of the stack. This is in order to minimise its impact on the setting of the 
Protected Structure RPS 358. However, any relocation of the stack should be balanced 
against the requirements of safe air navigation.

 
With respect to the proposed viewing tower and mock windmill. It is considered that this 
portion of the development would have a negative visual impact due to its prominence 
and location relatively close to the N7. It is recommended that in the event of a grant of 
planning permission that this element of the development be omitted by condition and an 
alternative, less visually obtrusive, viewing arrangement be required. 

 
 Notwithstanding the above views it is considered that the bulk of the proposed 
development will not generally have a negative impact on the landscape.

 
SEVESO 

While noting the contents of the submitted EIS, it is the Council’s view of that further 
work should be carried out with respect to clarify whether this is or is not a SEVESO site ( 
see the opinion of the Council’s consultants RPS on this matter). In particular there is a 
need for a more detailed assessment of the impact of Boiler Aggregate and Fly Ash. This 
further investigation should include ascertaining the Health and Safety Authority and also 
the views of the Chief Fire Officer in relation to the issues of fire and public safety.

  
Environmental Carrying capacity of the site.

Detailed views have already been expressed in this report in relation to traffic, waste 
management plans, natural environment, visual amenity and impact on protected 
structures. 

 
As already stated the contents of the submitted EIS are noted. Given that the site is an 
active quarry which is adjacent to the N7, it is considered that the environmental carrying 
capacity of the site is sufficient relative to the proposed development .

 
 However consideration  should be given to air quality, in particular the relationship 
between the topography to the south and the proposed stack.

  
View on Community Gain conditions

The planning report submitted with this application makes reference to the proposed 
initiative for community gain. This is considered to be generally reasonable, although it is 
considered that the relevant area for funding be based on the area committee area.

 
Contributions

There are no Section 49 supplementary contributions either adopted or proposed that 
would affect this proposed development site.

 
South Dublin County Council has an adopted Section 48 contribution scheme. The rate of 
development contribution, in accordance with Section 48 of the Planning & Development 
Act 2000, in respect of permissions granted for commercial development, from 1st Jan 
2008 is €89.65 per sq.m. This is index linked.


The floor area of development is calculated as the gross floor area.

 
Planning Authority overall considered view of this proposed development
 
South Dublin County Council notes the location of the proposed development within the 
base of a currently active quarry and from a purely locational viewpoint considers that 
there is some merit to the siting of the proposed development.

 
During consideration of the submitted documentation the Council has established that 
further information is required particularly in relation to;

· Foul and Surface water details. 

· Protection of a main water main issues. 

· Lack of scaled detail nor cross sectional detail of the proposed stack. 

· Need to consider further the air quality given the particular nature of the topography at the head of the stack. 

· Need for further consideration with respect to ascertaining whether or not the proposed development will become a SEVESO site. This should including issues of public safety and fire safety.

  
If however the Bord considers granting planning permission  for this proposed 
development in the event of granting permission it is recommended that conditions 
should be attached in relation to a number of aspects including:

·         Limit the tonnage of waste allowable to that proposed in this application.

·         Limit the impact on traffic flows, particularly at peak hours.

·         Consider the setting of the protected structure

·         Omit the proposed new windmill and omit or revise the design of the portico on 


the vernacular building.


·         Attach conditions as per the Conservation Officer’s and Heritage Officers reports.


·         Attach conditions as per the report from the Sanitary Services Department


·         Require the cessation of quarrying on the site outlined both within the red and 


blue lines including the removal of quarrying apparatus and relevant remedial 


works to take place.

  


Notwithstanding the above issues South Dublin County Council’s overriding view is that 
this proposed development gives rise to serious concerns with respect to:

·         The undermining of the objectives of the Dublin Waste Management Plans.

·         The long term transportation of waste across waste management boundaries 

undermines the need for dealing with waste within each waste management 


area in a sustainable way and;

·    The undesirable intensification of traffic flows along what is an already heavily 
trafficked national primary route.

 
Accordingly it is the view of the Council that the application should be refused by An Bord 
Pleanala 

APPENDIX 1  HERITAGE OFFICER’S REPORT ON THE FLORA AND FAUNA SURVEY OF THE EIS FOR THE N7 RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT (N7RRP)
Introduction 
The EIS report for the N7 RRP indicates that the ecological assessment section of the EIS comprised both a desktop study and on-site field surveys.  The nearest site designated for nature conservation was stated to be Slade of Saggart and Crooksling Glen pNHA, which is 3.7km southeast of the quarry.  The report indicates that there will be no direct impacts on this or any other site designated or proposed for nature conservation.

Following initial consultation with the Development Applications Unit of the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government (DoEHLG), the Department highlighted the potential for the presence of protected species within the area, notably Peregrine Falcon, Falco
peregrinus, Irish Hare, Lepus timidus hibernicus and possibly raven Corvus corax.  The Department also indicated that a flora and fauna survey should be undertaken with appropriate mitigation measures subsequently produced.

A Flora and Fauna Survey was undertaken by Tobin Consulting Engineers in September 2007, recording habitat and general mammal observations both within the N7RRP site and the adjacent lands in the ownership of L.Behan & Sons Ltd.  During that survey, the presence of a pair of peregrine falcons was noted within the quarry.  This species is protected under the EU Birds Directive and under the Irish Wildlife Act (as amended 2000).  In order to determine whether this species is breeding within the quarry, a further survey was undertaken in April 2008.

Comments on EIS survey results of flora and fauna
Habitat and floral assessment
Eight habitat types were recorded during the survey of September 2007.  The EIS report indicates that any direct impacts arising from the proposed development will be confined to only two of these habitat categories: the existing quarry area (Active quarries and mines (ED4); and the farm buildings complex (Buildings and artificial surfaces (BL3)).  While both of these habitats are generally considered to have low ecological value, some important considerations must nonetheless be taken on board as outlined below.

While a number of rare or protected plant species are recorded as occurring in the 10km square survey grid in which the proposed development occurs, no rare or protected species were recorded during the habitat survey undertaken during September 2007.  The EIS report indicates that the improved nature of the landscape in the area is unlikely to support many of the listed species.  Only two of the habitats recorded, hedgerows and quarry spoil heaps, are likely to hold plant species of conservation interest.  The EIS report recognises, however, that the site visits were undertaken outside of the optimum period for botanical surveys.    

Recommendation:          Undertake additional survey during more optimal time periods for plant surveys e.g. late spring/early summer in order to establish a more comprehensive record in relation to rare or protected plant species.  In particular, the presence and status of any rare or protected flora in the quarry and in its vicinity needs to be established and any required mitigation measure undertaken.  
Peregrine falcon breeding survey
During the April 2008 survey, survey effort was concentrated in the south western part of the quarry, where the N7RRP is to be sited.  Observations were also made on the eastern side where active quarrying continues.  The presence of two peregrine falcons within the quarry was confirmed during this survey.  Plucking posts were observed but the birds were not seen to settle on a nest at that time.  The report states that it is possible that one of the birds, a male, may be too immature to breed this year but also indicates that an additional survey later in the breeding season should be undertaken to confirm if nesting has occurred.

Recommendation:  Undertake the second phase of the breeding-birds survey to 
confirm whether or not the peregrine falcons are breeding in the quarry.  
As recommended in the EIS report, the status of the peregrine falcons should be assessed every year and any necessary mitigation measures should be undertaken to comply with legislation protecting these species.
Ravens
No evidence of the presence of ravens was observed during either of the surveys undertaken in September 2007 or April 2008.

Other bird species
A reasonably good species list for other bird species was recorded during the survey undertaken in September 2007.  The species are typical of the farmland and open country in the vicinity of the site.

Mammals 
No detailed mammal survey was undertaken, with the EIS report indicating that only general evidence such as tracks and scats were noted.  Evidence of rabbit and fox was recorded and it was noted that other species such as hedgehog, wood mice, and pygmy shrew should also be expected given the nature of the habitats occurring on the site.  No evidence of the presence of Irish hare was recorded.  

The EIS report accepts that the network of hedgerows in the vicinity of the quarry, as well as the presence of old farm buildings and out houses included within the proposed site works, would provide suitable sites for bat roosts.  No survey for bats was undertaken as part of the EIS but such a survey was recommended as part of the EIS report.  All bat species are protected under Annex IV of the EU Habitats Directive and under the Irish Wildlife Act (as amended 2000).  The report lists some mitigation measures which will be required if bats are detected on the site.

Recommendation:  Undertake a bat survey during the appropriate time of the year to determine the presence and status of these protected species.  The farm house and out-buildings included in the planning proposals should be inspected for their potential as bat roosts.  The potential offered by the surrounding network of trees, scrub, and hedgerows as additional roosts and feeding routes should also be assessed.  Any necessary mitigation measures must be adhered to in order to comply with legislation protecting these species.   
The EIS report does not mention the presence or otherwise of badgers in the vicinity of the quarry.  Given the nature of the farming landscape and the network of hedgerows and scrub recorded in the habitat survey, there is the potential for either the presence of badger setts or the presence of established foraging paths.  While it is unlikely that badgers occur in the immediate vicinity of the quarry itself, their presence and status in the surrounding farm landscape within the area covered by this EIS needs to be established.  Mitigation measures will be required to counter any potential impacts. 

Recommendation:  Undertake a survey to establish the presence or otherwise of badgers in the landscape surrounding the quarry.  Adhere to any mitigation measures that may be required if their presence is detected.”  
APPENDIX 2  REPORT OF CONSERVATION OFFICER
Introduction
An application under the Strategic Infrastructure Act was lodged with An Bord Pleanala (Ref. 06S.PA0006) on the 29th May 2008 for permission for the proposed development of a resource facility for the thermal treatment of non-hazardous residual, municipal and construction and demolition waste at Behan’s Quarry, Windmillhill, Rathcoole, Co. Dublin.

Appraisal
The proposed development as described above includes for the development of:

1. A mechanical treatment facility, which includes a waste receiving and processed refuse fuel storage building with an associated administration building that includes a new landmark windmill building comprising 3-storeys and an upper plan room over 6-storeys located below ground. 

2. An energy recovery facility, which includes thermal treatment, air quality control, and turbine/generator equipment and associated stack (approx. 84m above t he finished floor level of the quarry and approx. 9m above the level of the adjoining ground) located on the southern boundary of the site and 

3. A materials recovery facility, which includes ash processing, metals and aggregate recovery, and concrete products manufacturing equipment (approx. 4,477sq.m and max. building height of approx. 19m) 

4. Renovation and extension of the existing farmhouse and renovation of the existing farmhouse outbuildings for use as administrative offices and a visitor/education centre 

5. Ancillary outbuildings including warehousing, vehicle maintenance building and electrical distribution building.

In total the building area is approx. 25,852sq.m on a 14.5 Ha site at the existing quarry (know locally as Behan’s Quarry), Windmillhill, Rathcoole.

An Environmental Impact Statement has been submitted as part of the application.  Included in the EIS is a conservation report which deals with the Protected Structure on the adjacent site and the existing vernacular buildings Windmill House and associated outbuildings which are to be retained and renovated for use as offices.  An assessment of Archaeological and Cultural Heritage was undertaken.  It details a desktop survey of the archaeological potential of the N7RRP site, and a field inspection of the study area.  The report includes information on sites and monuments of archaeological, architectural and industrial archaeological interest in proximity to the N7RRP site.  

Architectural Heritage
A Stone Windmill (ruin) which is a Protected Structure RPS Ref. 358 is located a short distance (approx. 20-30m) outside the southerly boundary of the proposed site along the quarry edge.  The existing structure probably dates to the 18th century.  The windmill is not directly impacted by the proposals however battering of the quarry face for stabilisation will bring the southern perimeter of the development within 35m of the existing structure.  It is also considered that there is a direct impact on the environs and the setting of the existing structure.  

A landscape and visual impact assessment has been carried which includes comments in relation to visual obstruction and site visibility.  The nature of the site results in low visibility of the majority of the proposed development.  However, some parts e.g. the proposed stack and the proposed windmill building will be visible in a number of views from the surrounding area.  

Although the setting of the structure has previously been altered by the existing quarry pit the proposed new structures consisting of an 84m tall stack and proposed windmill building will be visible in a number of views from the surrounding area.  The existing quarry at Windmill hill is a human activity in the area which has shaped the current environs and has influenced the wider landscape surrounding the proposed development.  It is likely that the quarry has been worked since the early 18th century and has therefore formed part of this landscape for a significant length of time. Due to the prominent location of the existing windmill structure it has become one of the main landmark features of the area.  It is therefore important that the significance of the setting be given full consideration in terms of the overall impact of the proposed development.

The existing windmill structure (ruin) is visible from a number of locations to the southeast, south and southwest of the application site.  The proposed stack being higher than the top ridge of the quarry is visible against the view of the Protected Structure from some locations.  The proposed stack detracts from the views of the existing windmill from a west direction.  The stack will be the dominant feature on the landscape in this location and the Protected Structure will no longer be the focus of its setting.  Therefore it is considered that the sack in its proposed location would have a negative affect on the setting of the Protected Structure.   

It is stated in the landscape and visual impact assessment that “the proposed windmill building will have a slight to moderate impact on the landscape character, as it is seen in the context of the existing development (see photomontage 13.2).  A windmill was present in this area for a number of years, the ruined base of which is located just south of the application site. There is therefore a historical relevance to the new structure of a windmill.   The impact on landscape character resulting from the construction of the stack will be higher, as it is visible on higher ground.  However, in the more distant views the stack will resemble the ruined windmill base, as they will be of similar colour and height”.  

Based on the details provided within the Landscape and visual impact assessment in relation to the above issues it is considered that the location and design of proposed windmill building and stack compromises the setting and uniqueness of the existing 18th century stone windmill (ruin) which is a Protected Structure.  It is therefore considered that the proposed stack should be re-located to an area further away from the site of the existing windmill (ruin) in order to minimise the overall affect on the setting of the Protected Structure.

It is not acceptable to justify the location and height of the proposed stack because the stack will resemble the ruined windmill base.  The stack should stand alone and be recognised for what it is a purpose built structure associated with the proposed resource recovery facility.  A landscape and restoration plan has been produced in order to provide for some vegetative screening.  Mitigation measures have only been provided for the most significant visual impact which is the proposed stack.  

As already detailed above the proposed windmill building will have a slight to moderate impact on the landscape character. It is considered that by nature of its scale and building type this structure will be visible in some locations.  The design of the structure and its dimensions fail to contribute to the existing landscape and provide a structure which is of poor architectural quality.  The proposed windmill structure looks completely alien to the existing landscape.  Justification has not been provided for constructing such a building in this location nor has any sort of design rationale been offered.  It is considered that the proposed new structures should be of a contemporary design using modern materials i.e. reflective surfaces that would blend into the existing landscape.  The new structures should be designed using architectural design and innovation of today.

There are no Protected Structures or buildings recorded in the National Inventory of Architectural Heritage for South County Dublin located within the proposed development site. However Windmill House and its outbuildings form a complex of vernacular structures which are located within the development site north of the quarry.

South Dublin County Councils Development Plan includes an objective under Section 8.1.3.v which states that “in addition to the buildings of special interest included in the Record of Protected Structures (RPS), South Dublin contains a wide variety of vernacular buildings.  These buildings contribute in a particular way to the distinctive character of local areas, which can be significantly diminished by their loss through demolition and replacement.  The Council will seek to retain such buildings where feasible”.  

The following are the strategy for Archaeological and Architectural Heritage of the County as stated under Section 8.2.i of the County Development Plan:

· Protect and conserve the archaeological heritage of the County. 

· Protect and conserve buildings, structures and site of special architectural, historical, archaeological, artistic, cultural, scientific, social or technical interest. 

· Secure the preservation in situ or by record of all sites and features of historical and archaeological interest. 

· Protect and conserve areas that have particular environmental qualities that derive from their overall layout, design and unity of character 

· Protect and conserve historic milestones, street furniture, and other significant features wherever feasible. 

· Encourage the rehabilitation, renovation and re-use of existing older buildings where appropriate.

It is proposed to retain and renovate Windmill House and outbuildings for use as offices.  The Conservation Architects Report provides full details on the impact that the proposed development will have on Windmill House and its outbuildings and associated features.  

A number of mitigation measures have been provided which are deemed to be acceptable however it is considered that some additional recommendations are required to ensure that the vernacular quality of the existing buildings are retained.

Archaeological Heritage
The site of the existing Windmill (ruin) a Protected Structure is also a Recorded Monument as listed under the Record of Monuments and Places Ref. DU021-038.  The Record of Monuments and Places files suggest that the current Windmill structure on the site dates from the 18th Century but that the site occupies that of an earlier structure referred to in 1413AD which provides the site with Recorded Monument status (pre 1700).  

The windmill is not directly impacted by the proposals however as already mentioned above the battering of the quarry face for stabilisation will bring the southern perimeter of the development within 35m of the existing windmill structure.  There will be a potential impact on any sub-surface archaeological features and material associated with both the windmill and its medieval precursor within the north-western environs of the upstanding remains.  One Area of Archaeological Potential was newly identified during the assessment; a possible hillfort is located east of the existing quarry.  Its western extents have previously been partially quarried out.  No groundbreaking will be undertaken along the eastern perimeter of the development, therefore there is no further predicted impact on the potential hillfort.  A number of mitigation measures have been recommended based on the Archaeological Assessment.

Recommendations
The following are recommendations and comments in relation to the design of the proposed development and the impact of the proposed development in relation to the architectural and archaeological heritage in/or within close proximity to the proposed development.

1. Details of how the Protected Structure will be safeguarded during the proposed development should be finalised and agreed prior to the commencement of construction works.  

1. Front elevation proposals particularly the construction of a canopy at the main entrance should be re-designed in a more sympathetic way so to be in keeping with the vernacular style of the original house or should be of modern design so that any additions are clearly defined.  The setting and landscaping proposed for the front site should also take account of the existing fabric and style of the original house which should influence the character of the overall plans.

 

1. In relation to the proposed works affecting the existing outbuildings of Windmill House the replacement of slate sections of roof with metal roof decking is unacceptable.  It is considered that the surviving slate roofs shall be retained. Also where the use of metal roof decking is proposed in the replacement of corrugated-iron roof sections roofing material to match the existing corrugated-iron shall be used as this was the original type of roofing material for re-roofing vernacular structures when slate tiles were not available. 

2. A detailed Method Statement and Schedule of works shall be included in a Programme of conservation repairs which should be finalised and agreed prior to the commencement of works.

 

1. The proposed stack dominates views of the existing windmill from some locations. It is considered that the stack in its proposed location would have a negative affect on the setting of the Protected Structure as the existing windmill will no longer be the focus of its setting. It is therefore important that the significance of the setting of the Protected Structure be given full consideration in terms of overall design and location of the proposed stack and windmill building. Consideration should be given to the re-location of the proposed stack to an area further away from the site of the existing windmill (ruin) in order to minimise the overall affect on the setting of the Protected Structure.

 

1. It is considered that by nature of its design and scale the proposed windmill structure will be visible in some locations.  The design of the structure and its dimensions fail to contribute to the existing landscape and provide a structure which is of poor architectural quality.  The proposed windmill structure looks completely alien to the existing landscape.  It is considered that the proposed new structure should be of a contemporary design using modern materials i.e. reflective surfaces that would blend into the existing landscape.  The new structure should be designed using architectural design and innovation of today. Full details are required to address those issues outlined above (Item 5 & 6).

 

1. In addition to the recommendations outlined above it is recommended that the mitigation measures provided in the Conservation Architects report (Appendix 14.2-Section 5) be adhered to in relation to re-use of Windmill House, outbuildings and associated features.

 

1. In relation to the archaeological features of interest that were identified during the Archaeological Assessment the following mitigation measures shall be adhered to:

(a)       It is recommended that advance archaeological investigations within the north-western environs of the windmill prior to the construction of the batter be conducted.  This will take the form of test trenching wit the aim of locating potential features and material of archaeological significance associated with the windmill and any earlier structures.  This work shall be carried out by a suitably qualified Archaeologist under licence in accordance with Section 26 of the National Monuments Act 1930, and with a method statement agreed in advance with the National Monuments Service (Dept of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government).  The results of this investigation will determine whether full archaeological excavation and/or monitoring are required.

(b)       It is recommended that archaeological monitoring be undertaken during all topsoil stripping associated with the development, including any associated roadwork’s, drainage works etc., with the provision for full excavation of any archaeologically significant material uncovered at this time.

 

Singed: ___________________________________ Date: 24/06/08
                 
Irenie McLoughlin, Conservation Officer”
APPENDIX 3 - REPORT TO:  ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
From:           Environmental Health Department
Re:               06S.PC0036  N7 Resource recovery project
                     Waste to Energy at Behan’s Quarry Rathcoole.
Report:        Proposed Waste Water Treatment system.
This short report relates only to the proposal for the installation of a wastewater treatment system in the overall development.

It is proposed to use a Klargester BioDisc to treat sanitary foul waste for a population equivalent of 50 persons.

The documentation appears to indicate that a “contained method” of waste water treatment is to be used.  The treatment plant is to be located on the bedrock floor of the quarry. It would seem that treatment and disposal by soil using a traditional percolation area is not being envisaged.

We have discussed with David Conneran of Tobin Consultants (086 8566061) on this matter.  He has indicated:

1       that the treated effluent /foul run-off will be re directed into the waste to energy process, and 

2       that the run-off from that process will be directed to a surface water attenuation pond, and

3       that the discharge from this will be no more than “greenfield run-off rates”. 

From our interpretation of the information submitted it is not clear what the final method of treating and disposal of the effluent will be.  Further definite proposals are needed on the three items listed above i.e.:-

a)      What purpose is the redirection of the effluent in the process; 

b)      What is the purpose of the attenuation pond, and 

c)       What the reference to “greenfield run” –off means.

d)       What will be the proposed final destination of the effluent run-off.

I would recommend that this additional information be requested.

Joanna Troughton

Environmental Health Officer

 

David O’Brien

Principal Environmental Health Officer

Report to:       Environmental Services Department 
From:               Environmental Health Department
Re:                  06S.PC0036  N7 Resource recovery project
Waste to Energy at Behan’s Quarry Rathcoole.
Report:           Proposed Well Water Supply.
The application contains a proposal to provide a water supply to the site by sinking two boreholes off site.  I would recommend that a condition should be attached requiring these boreholes to comply with the minimum separation distances from any adjacent septic tank or domestic wastewater treatment system/percolation area , as specified in the EPA Wastewater Treatment Manual 2000.  Further additional information is needed to indicate the precise location of these “off-site” boreholes.

Signed:             Joanna Troughton

Environmental Health Officer

Endorsed:                     David O’Brien

Principal Environmental Health Officer
	Register Reference No.:
	06S.PA0006

	Date Received:
	09/06/2008

	Application Type:
	Permission 
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	Applicant:
	Energy Answers International Ltd

	Location:
	Behan’s Quarry at Windmillhill, Rathcoole, County Dublin

	Proposed Development:
	See attachment
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	 Report Date:
	12/06/08


Foul Drainage Report:                     Additional information required:
1.      Package Sewage Treatment Plant: BioDisc BC-BG: Refer to EHO
2.      Applicant shall submit full details of the proposed foul water pumping system for the development. This shall include detailed plans, cross sections and calculations for the design of the pumping system. Information shall be provided on the type, number and configuration of the pumps. Overflow storage facilities shall be designed to cater for 5% misconnection of the paved area.  Applicant shall provide a method statement giving details of measures to be taken in the event of any pumping station/ power failure. This shall include details of automatic controls, standby generation, telemetry alarm system, spare parts provisions, details of personnel who will respond to the alarms, maintenance response times and screening of solids from overflow 

3.      Runoff from the buildings where imported waste is deposited, wash down of dirty areas of site, truck washing area and vehicle fuel point shall be routed through a separate silt trap and petrol/oil/diesel interceptor and discharged to the foul drain. Applicant shall submit foul drainage plans for the areas which shall comply with this requirement.

·        Applicant to ensure full and complete separation of foul and surface water systems.

·        All drainage works for this development shall comply with the Greater Dublin Regional Code of Practice for Drainage Works which can be viewed /downloaded from http://environment.southdublin.ie(click publications then specifications).

·        All wastewater from any canteens or kitchens shall be routed via an appropriate grease trap or grease removal system before being discharged to the public sewer. Full details of this system to be submitted for approval prior to the commencement of development.

·        Prior to commencement of the development all drainage drawings for the development shall be submitted to the Drainage Engineer (South Dublin County Council Deansrath Depot, Nangor Road, Clondalkin, Dublin 22) for agreement.

Surface Water Report                       Additional information required:
1.      Applicant shall submit detailed drawings of cross-section of the storm water storage volume showing details of both inlets and outlets of the attenuation pond.

Full details of how the attenuation pond shall be kept free from siltation and cleaned shall also be included.

2.      Details of the proposed surface water pumping system from the attenuation pond shall be provided. This shall include detailed plans, cross sections and the type, number and configuration of the pumps. Applicant shall provide a method statement giving details of measures to be taken in the event of any pumping station/ power failure. This shall include details of automatic controls, standby generation, telemetry alarm system, spare parts provisions, details of personnel who will respond to the alarms, maintenance response times and screening of solids from overflow 

3.      Applicant shall submit detailed drawings of the cross-section of the open channel with dimensions. Calculations of amount of surface water discharge based on contribution areas that it is contributing to the attenuation pond shall be provided.

4.      Applicant shall submit detailed drawings of the cross-section of the silting basin with dimensions and connection details to the open channel and attenuation pond. Full details of how the silting pond shall be kept free from siltation and cleaned shall also be included.

5.      Applicant shall install automatic sampling system to detect potential contamination of surface water and such system shall be linked to alarm warning system and pump shutdown.

6.      The applicant is proposing to discharge some of the surface water by soakage. The applicant shall supply details, including infiltration test results to demonstrate that the proposed soakaways comply with the requirements of BRE Digest 365. The soakaway design shall be certified to BRE Digest 365 standard by a suitably qualified person.  The location of soakaway shall comply with the following requirement:

a.       Soakaways are to be located at least 5m from any buildings, public sewers or structures and not in such a position that the ground below foundations is likely to be adversely affected.

b.      Soakaways are to be located at least 10m from the nearest road boundary and not within 3m of the boundary of the adjoining site.

7.      Applicant shall submit drawings showing cross-section and connection details of the proposed outfall to the river /stream. Any new surface water drainage outfall to a river/ stream shall comply with the following requirements:

a.       There shall only be one surface water outfall point to the river.

b.      The invert level of the outfall should be 200mm above the normal water levels.

c.       A flap valve / non-return valve should be fitted to protect against backflooding. South Dublin County Council shall not be liable for the failure of the non-return valve.

d.      The outfall should be so formed as to avoid, or provide against, local erosion and should be so angled as to discharge in the direction of flow of the watercourse.

e.       Outfall details must include headwall, wing walls and apron.

f.        Where the outfall is 300mm or larger, a suitable grating shall be provided at the outfalls to prevent access by children etc.

·        Applicant shall ensure full and complete separation of foul and surface water systems.

·        All surface water runoff from car parking areas shall be routed via a petrol/oil/diesel interceptor before discharging to the surface water sewer. 

·        All drainage works for this development shall comply with the Greater Dublin Regional Code of Practice for Drainage Works which can be viewed /downloaded from http://environment.southdublin.ie(click publications then specifications).

Water Report:                                Additional information required:                       
1.      Private Wells.: Refer to EHO
2.      The site layout shows 33 inch watermain traversing the site close to the entrance. Applicant shall consult with Dublin City Council to agree details of road crossing over this watermain.

3.      Applicant shall expose the soffit of the watermain under the supervision of Dublin City Council personnel and the Water Maintenance Engineer,Deansrath, South Dublin county Council and record the exact level of the top of the watermain. Applicant shall submit design of the road crossing of this watermain showing details including levels which shall be approved by Water and Drainage Design Section of SDCC and the Water Section, Dublin City Council. 

4.      Applicant shall submit method statement including drawings of how this watermain shall be protected during and after construction from continuous flow of traffic including heavy duty vehicles, plants and equipment for the approval of Water Maintenance Engineer, Deansrath, south Dublin County Council and Dublin City Council.

5.      Applicants shall submit groundwater monitoring plans and methodology for approval by South Dublin County Council.

·        Prior to commencement of the development all watermain drawings for the development shall be submitted to the Water Maintenance Engineer (South Dublin County Council Deansrath Depot, Nangor Road, Clondalkin, Dublin 22) for agreement.

·        Refer to Chief Fire Officer

	Signed:
	 
	 
	Date:
	 

	 
	Joseph Bockarie, .E.E.
	 
	 
	 


	Endorsed:
	 
	 
	Date:
	 

	 
	Tom Moyne , S.E.”
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1         INTRODUCTION
RPS has been appointed by South Dublin County Council to review Energy Answers planning application for the proposed development of a waste to energy (incineration) plant within the functional area of South Dublin County Council.

On the 12th December 2007, An Bord Pleanála classified the proposal as being subject to the provisions of the Planning and Development (Strategic Infrastructure) Act, 2006 under Section 37(2)(a) and (c) of the Act.  The application was lodged with An Bord Pleanála on the 29th of May 2008 and submissions from South Dublin County Council are required before the 7th of August 2008.

RPS was requested to prepare a report focusing on the proposed development and requirements of the County Development Plan and the Regional Waste Management Plan 2005-2010.

1.1        The Development
Energy Answers International proposes to develop what they term as an energy recovery facility with materials recovery in the functional area of South Dublin County Council. The facility proposes to process up to 365,000 tonnes per annum (TPA) of residual waste and produce 222,100 megawatt hours (MWh) of electricity. It is also claimed that the proposed facility will recover about 11,500 TPA of metals from the residual waste stream and produce over 23,000 TPA of an aggregate product (Boiler Aggregate) for use in the manufacture of construction products.

1.2        Site Location
The site for the proposed development is in a quarry approximately 10km from the M50 and encompasses an area of approximately 13 hectares.  The site has direct access to the N7, which already accommodates the movement of trucks in and out of the existing quarry.  Scattered residential dwellings surround the site, however the largest concentration of dwellings are located in Rathcoole, approximately 2.3kmaway, with Newcastle the next closest built up residential area, approximately 3.5km from the site.

1.3        The Technology
The proposed thermal treatment project will operate in accordance with the EU Waste Incineration Directive and will thus employ processing and incineration technology to process up to 365,000 tonnes per annum (TPA) of residual waste.  The technology is based on three integral components:

1. The Mechanical Treatment Facility

2. The Energy Recovery Facility

3. The Materials Recovery Facility


The waste is finely shredded into particle sizes 150mm or less in order to facilitate the combustion of the fuel. The shredded waste is then fed into a semi-suspension combustion boiler. The combustible materials in the waste are burned in suspension with the grate temperature controlled so as to remain below the melting points of metals and glass so that the bottom ash remains dry and granular. The amount of unburned material in the bottom ash is stated to be typically less than 1% of the bottom ash. 

At the proposed facility it is planned to process the bottom ash in order to recover both ferrous and non-ferrous metals.  The portion of ash remaining after metals recovery is referred to by Energy Answers as ‘Boiler Aggregate’.  This can be used as a raw material for a number of applications including landfill gas vent material, road pavement material, construction material and in the production of concrete products. Energy Answers are proposing to construct a concrete products manufacturing facility on-site for the reuse of the boiler aggregate material.

Fly ash generated from the thermal treatment process will be conditioned on-site and Energy Answers are of the opinion that this material may be categorised as non-hazardous and suitable for use as a raw material. However as appropriate testing must be carried out to determine whether fly ash is non-hazardous and suitable for reuse, it is more likely that this material will require disposal to landfill in the short to medium term.  

In addition to treating non-pretreated residual wastes the Energy Answers facility is designed to facilitate the combustion or incineration of Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF).  These products are typically produced by Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) plants although the quality of RDFs can vary considerably from one technology to the next.  Energy Answers claim the proposed combustion technology is specifically designed to capture the maximum amount of energy from such fuel.

Finally, the project is expected to produce enough electricity – by renewable and environmentally sound means, to provide for the needs of 43,000 households.

In addition to planning approval the plant will require an EPA Waste Licence to enable it to operate within the limits of stated emission thresholds under the EU Waste Incineration Directive (200/76/EC).

2         South Dublin County Development Plan 

2.1        Introduction
The South Dublin County Council Development Plan (hereafter the County Development Plan) prepared in 2004, sets out the planning and development objectives for the County from 2004 to 2010.  The Plan seeks to develop and improve in a sustainable manner the social, economic, cultural and environmental assets of the county.  In terms of waste management, the plan aims to comply with European, National, and Regional policy in all matters relating to the production, handling, treatment and disposal of waste within the County. 

2.2        waste Policy in the development plan
In terms of reviewing the environmental and planning merits of proposed waste developments within the County, the governing policy for South Dublin County Council is established in the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region.  The County Development Plan clearly defines the connection between the two documents and the lead role played by the Waste Plan, and the objectives contained, in providing direction when assessing waste developments and it is stated:  

‘In accordance with the Waste Management Act 1996 (as amended), this Development Plan shall be deemed to include the objectives for the time being contained in the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 1999 – 2003 (or as may be amended from time to time)’. 

Section 7.17 of the County Development Plan re-iterates that waste management policy in the functional area of South Dublin is established in the Waste Management Plan for the Region.

‘The Waste Management Policy of South Dublin County Council is established in the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 1999 - 2003. This Plan is guided by national waste management policy as dictated by the Waste Management Act 1996 and subsequent amendments. The primary objective of the Plan is to achieve the maximum realistic level of recycling, comply with the EU Landfill Directive and achieve bulk waste reduction through thermal treatment’
It is also outlined that the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region represents common regional action by the four Dublin local authorities on the basis of shared responsibility for the environment and this Development Plan shall include the objectives contained in the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 1999-2003 (or as may be amended from time to time).

South Dublin County Council has co-operated with and participated in the preparation of the Dublin Waste Management Plan for the collection, treatment, handling and disposal of wastes.  Environmental Policy (ES1) of the County Development Plan states that:

‘The Council will seek the co-operation of the adjoining local authorities in the planning, development and operation of disposal facilities for solid wastes of all categories.’
Policy ES3 states that:

‘The Council will implement the policies and objectives of the Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 1999 - 2003 and subsequent revisions or updates insofar as they impact on South Dublin, and will promote recycling and biological treatment of waste in order to achieve the national targets in accordance with the Waste Management Plan. Recycling and reuse will be a priority of the Council in the disposal of waste.’
It is evident from the County Development Plan’s policies and statements outlined above, that the requirement for waste infrastructure in the South Dublin functional area, should be determined based solely on the policy and objectives of the Regional Waste Management Plan. 

The Dublin Waste Management Plan identifies the requirement for one waste recovery facility,  located at Poolbeg with a capacity of 400,000 – 600,000 tpa and one waste disposal landfill located at Nevitt with a capacity ranging from 500,000tpa (pre waste to energy) and 350,000tpa (post waste to energy). The plan does not identify any further requirements for waste recovery facilities or waste disposal facilities in the region.  

2.3        Planning Policy
The subject site as selected by Energy Answers is zoned in the South Dublin County Development Plan as Objective B - ‘To protect and improve rural amenity and to provide for the development of agriculture’.  The plan identifies the current quarry activities (‘Concrete/ Asphalt (etc.) plant in or adjacent to a Quarry’) at the site as being permitted in principle in this area.  ‘Permitted in principle’ is defined by the plan as ‘Land uses designated under each zoning objective as “Permitted in Principle” are, subject to compliance with the relevant policies, standards and requirements set out in this Plan, generally acceptable.’
The below table identifies activities permitted in principle, open for consideration and those not permitted on lands zoned as ‘objective B’. The proposed thermal treatment facility does not specifically fall into a particular class of activity identified in Objective B. 

Source: South Dublin County Council Development Plan 2004-2010

The plan describes the ‘open for consideration’ category as uses which may or may not be acceptable depending on the size or extent of the proposal and to the particular site location. Proposals in this category will be considered on their individual merits and may be permitted only if not materially in conflict with the policies and objectives of the Development Plan and if they are consistent with the proper planning and development of the particular area.

Industry Special activities are defined in the plan as ‘the use of a building or part there of or land for any industry which requires special assessment due to its potential for detrimental environmental effects’. It is recognized that activities open for consideration under objective B of the plan include ‘Industry –special’ activities, however as this proposal is a waste management activity, the environmental services and waste management policies and objectives as outlined in the introduction must also be taken into consideration in determining whether the proposal is a material conflict. 

The waste management plans policy on self reliance states that ‘the Dublin region will aim to become self reliant in terms of waste management infrastructure’. In doing so the plan identifies the requirement for one waste recovery facility and one landfill facility. 

‘Develop a Waste to Energy (Incineration) plant at the preferred location on Poolbeg Peninsula, Dublin 4. This will have a capacity of approximately 400,000 to 600,000 tonnes/annum, and will treat non- hazardous municipal or similar waste’
‘It is an objective of this Plan to provide a landfill (of up to 10 million tonne capacity) in accordance with the Dublin Landfill Siting Study 2004’. 
The Plan does not identify the requirement for a second waste recovery facility or waste disposal facility in the region.     

3         regional Waste policy objectives 

3.1        The Dublin Waste Plan and the Proposed Development

The Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 2005 – 2010 (hereafter the Waste Plan)prepared jointly by the four Dublin Local Authorities[1] is the regional road map for the sustainable management of waste arisings in Dublin.  The Waste Plan puts forward regional policy objectives aimed at developing integrated waste management solutions which achieve the Best Practicable Environmental Option (BPEO).

The Waste Plan is rooted in European and National Waste Policy and since 1997, following the preparation of the Dublin Waste Management Strategy, a coherent waste policy has been followed in the region.  The Waste Plan supports the implementation of best practice solutions and technology, as part of the regional strategy, to achieve ambitious landfill diversion and recycling targets.  The current Waste Plan is the second generation regional waste management plan and part of a 20 year long-term strategy for waste management in Dublin.   

Energy Answers are proposing to develop a thermal treatment facility in the South Dublin County Council area.  The proposed facility is not part of the planned waste management strategy for the region which is being delivered by the Dublin Local Authorities.  The facility is aiming to treat some waste from the Dublin Region and is also targeting wastes from Wicklow, Kildare, North East Region and the South East Region. The proposed facility is judged to be a premature development pending the future waste growth patterns in Dublin.  The financial investments made to date by the Dublin Local Authorities, in the public interest, in planning and developing these facilities will also be put at risk.     

A Planning Report (hereafter the Report) was prepared by AOS Planning Ltd in May 2008 and submitted by Energy Answers to An Bord Pleanála.  Section 2.3 The Prevailing Waste Management Plans of the report reviews specific waste management plan objectives in the context of the proposed development for the Dublin, Kildare, Wicklow and North East regions.  Section 2.3.1 of the report refers to objectives from the Dublin Waste Plan.   

3.2        Dublin’s Waste Strategy

In their Planning Report Energy Answers has selected specific objectives and comments from the Waste Plan which they consider as supporting the possible development of the proposed facility.  The Waste Plan and the objectives contained and set out the waste strategy for the region should be considered in its entirety to fully understand the development on the integrated waste system for Dublin.  The current Waste Plan is the second generation Waste Plan for the region and follows on the Dublin Waste Management Strategy and the first generation Waste Plan. 

In preparing a Waste Plan the Dublin Local Authorities have statutory obligations to ensure compliance with the requirements of Section 22(6) of the Waste Management Act 1996 as amended.  In this regard the Dublin Local Authorities are required to make “reasonable and necessary” objectives so as:

“( a ) to prevent or minimise the production or harmful nature of waste,

( b ) to encourage and support the recovery of waste,

( c ) to ensure that such waste as cannot be prevented or recovered is disposed of without causing environmental pollution, and

( d ) to ensure in the context of waste disposal that regard is had to the need to give effect to the polluter pays principle,

and shall specify such measures or arrangements as are to be taken or entered into by the local authority or local authorities, with a view to securing the objectives of the plan”. 

Dublin has a 20 year waste strategy which in summary aims to maximise recycling in the region, to treat residual wastes through Waste-to-Energy (WtE) (thermal treatment) and to minimise the quantity of waste sent to landfill.  The strategy chosen was found to be the Best Practical Environmental Option for the region. To achieve this strategy the Dublin Local Authorities set regional waste targets for recycling, energy recovery, and landfill and set down policy objectives to deliver the integrated system to meet these goals. 

Table 3.1          Targets Adopted in the Dublin Waste Strategy and Subsequent Waste Plans
	Source
	Recycling
	Thermal
	Landfill

	Households
	60%
	39%
	1%

	Commerce/Industry
	41%
	37%
	22%

	Construction/Demolition
	82%
	0%
	18%

	Total
	59%
	25%
	16%


The current Waste Plan has adopted the regional targets and sets out extensive policy objectives to progress the development of integrated and best practice waste solutions in the Dublin context.  The Waste Plan clearly identifies the Dublin Local Authorities as having the lead role in delivering education, prevention and reuse programmes, as well as collection systems and facilities. 

The development of regional-scale facilities has been a long-term priority for the Dublin Local Authorities to ensure that the objectives of the Waste Plan and obligations under the Waste Management Acts are met.   The requirement to deliver a regional WtE facility and a regional landfill facility has been part of the overall strategy for the long-term management of residual wastes generated in the region.  These facilities have been in development since the late 1990s and have both been through extensive consultation and statutory processes.    The current Waste Plan contains objectives which identify the location, capacity and possible operational arrangements for each of these planned facilities: 

Develop a Waste-to-Energy (incineration) plant at the preferred location on the Poolbeg Peninsula, Dublin 4.  This will have a capacity of approximately 400,000 to 600,000 tonnes/annum and will treat non-hazardous municipal waste or similar[2].

This facility now has planning approval from An Bord Pleanála and a Waste Licence Proposed Decision from the EPA for a capacity of 600,000 tonnes per annum. 

It is an objective of this Plan to provide a landfill (of up to 10 million tonnes capacity) in accordance with the Dublin Landfill Siting Study 2004.  Fingal County Council is currently carrying out an EIS for the preferred site at Nevitt[3].

The site at Nevitt is currently proceeding through the statutory planning process and has received a Waste Licence Proposed Decision from the EPA.

Section 18.16 of the Waste Plan addresses the infrastructural requirements for the region and in the accompanying Table 18.5 identifies who, either public or private operators, is responsible for the development of facilities in the region.  The regionally planned WtE and landfill facility are included in this table and the Dublin Local Authorities are identified as leading the development of each of these facilities.  

The need for a second Waste-to-Energy or thermal facility, such as the Energy Answers proposed plant, is not identified in Table 18.5.  The proposed facility is not a part of the planned waste infrastructure required to meet the regional objectives and ensure self sufficiency for Dublin’s waste.   Section 18.10 of the Waste Plan states that:

“The Dublin Region will aim to become self-reliant in terms of waste management infrastructure: waste generated in Dublin should be managed in Dublin as far as possible”. 

In keeping with the proximity principle and national waste policy, the Dublin Local Authorities are developing infrastructure to minimise the amount of waste requiring treatment outside of the region.   The planned WtE and landfill facility will ensure that residual waste generated in Dublin is treated in Dublin.  The Energy Answers facility which intends to treat waste from Dublin is contrary to the Waste Plan objectives and will negatively impact on the residual waste infrastructure being developed in the region.  A risk to the future of the regional landfill could potentially result in non-combustible waste materials being exported outside of the region for treatment at alternative disposal facilities.  This scenario would be in conflict with the Dublin Local Authorities’ stated objective of self-sufficiency. 

3.3        Recycling
Recycling is the cornerstone of Dublin’s waste strategy and the Dublin Local Authorities are aiming to deliver a recycling rate of 59% by 2013.  The Waste Plan contains a range of objectives to increase recycling for householders and businesses and the Dublin Local Authorities along with private operators have made significant strides towards the regional target.  

The Energy Answers Report refers to Section 11.6 of the Waste Plan and quotes from the Plan that in terms of achieving regional recycling targets “the region is still long way from reaching its recycling and recovery goals.  Waste growth is set to continue with increases in population and economic activity, so the infrastructure required must also be expanded to cope with these pressures”.   
In this context it has been claimed that the Energy Answers facility will increase recycling and recovery and help the region to deliver its goals.  The Dublin Local Authorities reject the Energy Answers argument that recycling in the region has been slow, quite the contrary is the case and the quote referenced from the Waste Plan needs to be considered in context.   

The current Dublin Waste Plan was prepared over a 2 year period from 2003 to 2005 and the data in the Plan is primarily from 2003.  In 2003 the municipal waste recycling rate was 26% and the region had considerable progress to make to meet regional targets. Since then the Dublin Local Authorities, and private collectors, have continued to improve waste services.  These activities have included the expansion of source-separated waste collection services, for households and businesses the delivery of local recycling and bring centres, additional Materials Recovery Facility capacity and the development of regional waste infrastructure. These progresses in the region have been in keeping with the objectives of the Waste Plan and a significant increase in recycling rates has been recorded.  The Dublin Waste Plan Annual Progress Report published in 2008 recorded that in 2006 municipal waste recycling had increased to 40%.   

Recycling rates are expected to increase further and it is clear that the Dublin Local Authorities in the region are delivering the necessary waste systems and infrastructure contrary to the supporting comments made by Energy Answers.  

Furthermore the technology proposed purports to increase recycling while in fact it sacrifices energy efficiency, as the shredding process requires significant internal energy consumption, to achieve modest metal recovery from the bottom ash. Such recovery is better achieved by the three bin source segregated recycling system already in place in the Dublin Region. 

 Section 11.6 of the Waste Plan is entitled Recycling/Recovery Infrastructure Deficiencies and identifies the need for additional recovery infrastructure to be developed in the region.  The facilities listed include a Waste-to-Energy/Thermal Treatment facility and the Waste Plan states that a WtE facility is;

“Urgently required to meet Plan target and EU Landfill Directive targets.  This is being advanced by the local authorities through a PPP contract”.   
This background comment in the Waste Plan is further supported by policy objectives in Section 18.8 and 18.16 of the Waste Plan, which identify the WtE Facility at Poolbeg as required to treat (in the long-term) residual wastes generated in the region.  This facility as referred to in Section 3.2 of this report is part of the integrated waste system for the region and is the chosen site for the development of a WtE facility for the region.   The public WtE facility will compliment the recycling strategy in the region and will not hinder the rollout of Waste Plan recycling objectives.   The Plan does not envisage the need to develop a second thermal treatment facility in the region, such as the Energy Answers development, to treat waste from the region and to meet regional recycling or landfill diversion targets.  Furthermore this is a type of treatment not recommended in the Plan and does not conform to recycling objectives of the Plan. 

3.4        Energy Recovery
Energy Recovery is part of Dublin’s waste strategy and is the Dublin Local Authorities preferred option for the long term management of residual waste arisings.  The aim is to thermally treat 25% of the waste in Dublin at the planned WtE facility at Poolbeg.   The Waste Plan policy on Energy Recovery in the region is contained in Section 18.8. 

The Energy Answers Report states that “the Plan endorses the need for energy recovery plants” and quotes the following from Section 18.8 of the Waste Plan:

“Developing capacity to recover energy from the residual waste of the region is a critical element of this Plan.  This is required to meet obligations under the EU Landfill Directive, the Draft National Biodegradable Waste Strategy and the long term target of the Waste Plan”.

Energy Answers are correct in their statement that energy recovery is supported by the Dublin Local Authorities.  This has been the case since the preparation of the Dublin Waste Management Strategy (1997).  The Waste Plan contains a specific objective[4] on energy recovery identifying the local authorities as being responsible for the development of a WtE facility in the region and states: 

“The Local Authorities will develop a Waste to Energy (Incineration) plant at the preferred location on Poolbeg Peninsula, Dublin 4.  This will have a capacity of approximately 400,000 to 600,000 tonnes/annum and will treat non-hazardous municipal or similar waste”.    

The objective explicitly relates to the WtE facility at Poolbeg which has been identified as the regional energy recovery facility and the Waste Plan has not identified the need to develop any other WtE facility in the region.  In addition to Section 18.8 of the Waste Plan, Table 18.5 in the Plan which identifies the proposed infrastructural requirements for the Region provides further details on the planned WtE for the region.  An extract from this table is provided below and confirms that the Plan has identified one WtE facility for the region and the local authorities as the leading developer of that facility.    
Table 3.2 Summary of Proposed WtE Requirements 
(Extract from Table 18.5 of the Waste Plan)

	Facility Type
	Regional Capacity Required
	Public
	Private
	PPP
	Comment

	WTE facility
	400,000 – 600,000 
	Lead
	-
	Yes
	Procurement of Dublin WTE facility underway by LAs, will be delivered via PPP contract.


The WtE facility at Poolbeg has been planned since the late 1990s and is part of the long-term coherent policy for the region.  Energy Answers in the Report refers to Section 1.1 of the Waste Plan where it states that the “delivery of infrastructure to achieve energy recovery and waste disposal capacity is behind schedule”.  The current climate has changed considerably since the wording of the Waste Plan was prepared and the WtE facility at Poolbeg has received planning permission from An Bord Pleanála and a draft EPA Waste Licence.  A contract with a service provider has been signed and the construction of the facility is due to commence in 2009.  The facility is due to be completed and operational by 2012 ensuring that regional landfill diversion targets for 2013 are met.  

The requirement to develop additional energy recovery capacity greater than the required regional capacity is not identified in Table 18.5 and conflicts with Energy Answers opinion that the proposed facility will be required to meet EU Landfill Directive targets.  As stated the WtE facility at Poolbeg has an approved capacity to treat 600,000 tonnes of non-hazardous waste and when operational will ensure that regional landfill diversion targets are achieved.  Indeed the Poolbeg facility will in itself go a long way to meet the National Landfill Directive diversion targets.

Neither does the Dublin Waste Plan set any objectives to set up a Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) facility to generate Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) as intended by Energy Answers – on the contrary the current Dublin Waste Plan investigated MBT and considered it inappropriate in the Dublin situation technically and environmentally.

The possibility for MBT to play a role in the context of the Dublin Region was assessed, bearing in mind that some submissions suggested it would remove the need for a WTE facility.  MBT should not be regarded as a direct alternative to WTE.  In fact, where RDF is produced by MBT the plant will form one step in a longer process where energy is recovered from waste.  Overall it was found that MBT would not offer any significant advantages for the Dublin Region[5]

The location of the Poolbeg facility was selected following a detailed site selection study and its position in the region provides the opportunity to recover heat from the facility, in addition to electricity, and develop an extensive district heating network to assist Dublin City regeneration. This development of the heating network is underway and district heating pipes are currently being laid in the city and the plant when fully operational will have the capacity to heat over 60,000 homes. The facility will generate electricity to meet all internal energy requirements while also exporting enough electricity to equal the demand from approximately 50,000 homes. 

On 21 December 2005, the European Commission proposed a new strategy on the prevention and recycling of waste and has now approved the final text of the amending Directive. A key amendment is that incineration will now be classified as a 'recovery' operation, provided it meets certain energy efficiency standards, specified in the Directive.   Annex II of the Directive, defines the various recovery options, and outlines the conditions of energy efficiency above which an incinerator will be considered to be a recovery facility.

The design of the WtE facility at Poolbeg will maximise the potential to efficiently recover electricity and heat.  The planned facility will meet the requirements of the European Energy Efficiency Formula as set down in Annex II of the EU Waste Directive and the facility will be classed as a recovery facility.  

The proposed Energy Answers facility has been reviewed from an energy efficiency perspective and it has been shown that this facility does not meet the energy efficiency formula requirements and the proposed development would be classified as ‘disposal’. The energy efficiency result for the Energy Answers facility of 51.4 is well below the EU target of 65 for installations permitted after 31 December 2008 and therefore cannot be classed as a recovery operation under Annex II of the Directive as amended.  

The overall waste policy for the Dublin Local Authorities is to develop ‘recovery’ facilities which meet the highest environmental performance.  The classification of the proposed Energy Answers facility as a ‘disposal’ facility is in direct conflict with this requirement.     

The proposed facility is not required strategic infrastructure in terms of size or treatment for the Dublin Region and in fact would create a significant over capacity.

3.5        Landfill       

The disposal to landfill of non-combustible and similar residual wastes is part of Dublin’s waste strategy.  The Dublin Local Authorities are aiming to reduce the level of waste being sent to landfill to 16% and policy objectives on disposal in the region are contained in Section 18.9 of the Waste Plan. The Energy Answers Report has extracted the following quote in support of the proposed facility from this section:

“Even with the diversion of waste from landfill to the Dublin WtE facility there will remain a significant requirement for residual landfill disposal”.

Energy Answers state that the development of a second energy recovery facility in the region will “permit further management of waste in a manner that is recognised as being preferable to landfill”.  However it should be noted that the Energy Answers technology will also require residual landfill disposal for non combustible and similar waste fractions. As the Energy Answers proposal fails to achieve the minimum energy efficiency criteria set down in Annex II of the Amended Waste Framework Directive it is therefore classed as a waste disposal operation. . 

Since the preparation of the Dublin Waste Management Strategy (1997) the Dublin Local Authorities have set out to minimise the amount of waste generated in the region for disposal to landfill.  The long-term strategy for residual waste management system has been to replace three existing landfill facilities in the region with a single WtE facility and a regional landfill.   In accordance with the obligations of Section 22(6) of the Waste Management Acts the local authorities have set “reasonable and necessary” objectives in the waste plan to ensure the implementation of the waste strategy for the region.   The specific waste disposal objective in Section 18.9 of the Waste Plan states:

“It is an objective of this Plan to provide a landfill (of up to 10 million tonne capacity) in accordance with the Dublin Landfill Siting Study 2004”. 

The development of the landfill facility ensures that wastes which cannot be treated at a WtE facility can be managed and disposed safely in the Dublin Region.  It is the preferred approach of the Dublin Local Authorities to be self-sufficient in terms of treating waste generated in the region and the planned landfill is part of the required regional waste infrastructure.  A regional landfill facility provides strategic certainty to the Dublin local authorities who have responsibilities to ensure safe disposal of the waste generated in the region.   The regional landfill, which is part of the long-term waste strategy for the region, should not be put at risk because of the proposed Energy Answers facility which will itself also be a ‘disposal’ facility.

Finally the Dublin Local Authorities aim to achieve self-sufficiency and to develop the Fingal landfill is entirely consistent with the Government Policy Document ‘Taking Stock and Moving Forward’, which states: 

“Clearly, facilities provided in a region must serve primarily the waste management needs of that Region”.  

The facility is also fully in compliance with the Section 60 Policy Guidance issued by the Minister for Environment Heritage and Local Government on the 3/5/2005, which states “facilities provided in a region must deal primarily with waste from that region”.  The Energy Answers proposed facility should not be viewed as an alternative to the regional landfill facility or preventing the region from a waste perspective becoming self sufficient.  

3.6        Seveso Assessment
The Seveso Directive applies when the total quantities of substances exceed threshold quantities set out in the Directive. From an assessment of the Energy Answers EIS, it is concluded that the facility will be a top tier Seveso establishment. This is principally due to the classification of Boiler Aggregate™ as Toxic (due to the concentration of lead) and of Boiler Aggregate and Fly Ash as “Dangerous for the Environment” (N: R50-53) (due to the concentration of zinc). It should be noted that a dispensation may be granted for Boiler Aggregate™; however the fly ash quantities alone would result in classification as a top tier Seveso establishment.  

Conclusions
Energy Answers has submitted that the Board cannot rely upon the fact that the Dublin Regional Waste Management Plan envisages only one waste recovery facility for the Dublin Region and has identified the Poolbeg Peninsula as the optimum location for that facility.  In support of this contention, it relies on the wording of Section 22 subsection (10AA) of the Waste Management Act 1996, as amended by the Protection of the Environment Act 2003 which provides as follows:    

“(10AA) An application for permission under Part III of the Planning and Development Act 2000 shall not be refused by a planning authority or An Bord Pleanála solely on the ground that the development to which the application relates is not specifically referred to in the waste management plan in force in relation to the functional area of the planning authority if the planning authority or the Board, as the case may be, considers the development will facilitate the achievement of the objectives of that waste management plan.”
It is clear from the above provision that Energy Answers contention amounts to an incorrect analysis of the Board’s statutory obligations.  On a correct reading of the provision, it is clear that the Board will only be permitted to rely on the absence of mention to a development if they are otherwise satisfied that the development will assist in the achievement of the objectives of the waste management plan for the relevant functional area.  

By corollary, if the Board is satisfied that a grant of permission for the development would be contrary to the policy objectives of the waste management plan, then the fact that the development is not identified in the plan is in itself a valid reason for refusal.  It is clear that the development of the proposed facility at the site the subject of the current application will hinder rather than facilitate the achievement of the core objectives of the Dublin Regional Waste Management Plan. 

One of these core policy objectives is the development of an integrated approach to the waste management by the four local authorities in the Region.   The prominence of this aim is apparent throughout the Plan as the following selected extracts indicate: 

“The Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region has been developed jointly by Dublin City Council, South Dublin County Council, Fingal County Council and Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council. The Dublin Region adopted a Regional Waste Management Strategy in 1997, which set out to replace a system that over-relied on landfill disposal with a new approach based on integrated waste management over a 20 year period. The first Regional Waste Management Plan became effective in 2001 and the first formal Review of the Plan has recently taken place during 2004-2005, culminating in this replacement Plan.” (Page 1 of the Executive Summary) 

“17.6 POLICY STATEMENT
The Dublin Region will strive to implement a sustainable waste management system that is based on the principles of the EU Waste hierarchy and up to date National and EU policies……….
 ·    The integrated waste management approach will be applied to waste generated, implementing reuse, maximum recycling, recovery of energy from residual waste and minimizing landfill disposal where possible……
 ·    The Dublin Region will aim to develop an integrated suite of waste management infrastructure, to enable waste generated in the Region to be treated in the Region as far as possible, in the interests of sustainability…….(Bullet points 3 & 7 of Section 17.6)

The integrated approach which the four authorities have decided upon involves the development of one waste recovery facility at the location identified as most suitable for that facility, namely the Poolbeg Peninsula.  The importance of adequate identification and details of the location of the waste to energy facility for the region was also identified in the Plan: 

“Section 26 of the Act makes the review, variation or replacement of a Waste Management Plan an Executive Function of the City or County Manager, rather than a Reserved Function of the Elected Representatives. Policies in the Waste Management Plan become de-facto planning policies, and in cases where conflicting objectives are found, the Waste Plan effectively supersedes the County or City Development Plan. This places extra importance on setting clear policies within the Waste Management Plan, including details of locations for proposed waste facilities. In this Plan any proposed locations for waste management facilities have been included in so far as these have been identified at the time of preparation.” (Paragraph 3, Page 4 of Part 1 of the Plan) 

Planning approval has already granted to Dublin City Council, on behalf of all four authorities, for the construction of the Waste to Energy facility on the Poolbeg Peninsula.  This approval was sought on the basis that the four authorities had agreed that this development would be the Region’s sole waste recovery facility.   The construction of another waste recovery facility at a location not identified as suitable by all four local authorities is clearly contrary to this policy objective.   On this basis and in light of the terms of subsection 22(10AA) of the Waste Management Act 1996, it is the case that the Board has the requisite statutory authority to refuse the current application solely on the grounds that neither the development itself nor its location has not been identified in the Regional Waste Management Plan, should it so choose. 

Additionally, in making its decision the Board is also permitted to take into account any factors which would defeat the policy objectives of the Regional Waste Management Plan.  As such, the Board must consider the economic implications for the Waste to Energy facility at Poolbeg which flow from the construction of the current development.  If the grant of the current application were to render as uneconomic the operation of the Poolbeg facility and in turn defeat the stated policy objective of the Waste Management Plan, without supplying an appropriate alternative, then it would be appropriate for the Board to have regard to this fact.  

In summary the proposed facility should be refused planning permission because;

It fails to comply with the aims and objectives of the Dublin Waste Management Plan 

1. It is not required strategic waste infrastructure in terms of size or process type for the Dublin Region and in fact provides over capacity of currently approved plants. 

2. It is not best available technology in terms of energy efficiency and it is a ‘disposal’ rather than a ‘recovery’ under EU rules. 

3. No other similar plants have been constructed in the world apart from the SEMASS reference facility therefore this technology can not be considered to be internationally proven. 

4. It is therefore contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area in which it is situated. 

5. The facility will be a top tier Seveso establishment and will require assessment by the fire services and Health and Safety Authority (HSA).

[1] Dublin City Council, Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council, Fingal County Council, and South Dublin County Council are the four Dublin Local Authorities. 

[2] Section 18.8 Energy Recovery, page 144, Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 2005 - 2010

[3] Section 18.9 Landfill Disposal Capacity, page 144, Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 2005 - 2010

[4] Section 18.8 Energy Recovery, page 144, Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 2005 – 2010 

[5] Section 17.4 Issues Considered in the Review, page 127, Waste Management Plan for the Dublin Region 2005 – 2010”
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1.1 Background

1.1.1  Energy Answers International is proposing to develop a Resource Recovery Thermal Facility
at the existing Quarry site at Windmillhill, adjacent to the N7 in South Dublin. A planning
application for this was submitted to An Bord Pleandla under the Planning and Development
(Strategic Infrastructure) Act 2006. A Transport Assessment was prepared by TOBIN
Consulting Engineers Ltd in relation of the planning application. South Dublin County
Council, the local authority within which the proposed development is located, has been
notified by An Bord Pleandla of the development proposal.

1.1.2  MVA Consultancy was commissioned by South Dublin County Council to conduct an audit of
the submitted Transport Assessment and to determine the suitability of the analysis
undertaken in relation to the proposed Windmillhill development,

1.1.3  This Report details the tasks included in this audit as well as outlining our conclusions on the
suitability and appropriateness of the Transport Assessment, and the likely impact of the
development proposal.

1.1.4 This Audit Report will be used as the basis for a submission to An Bord Pleanala by South
Dublin County Council, in relation to the development proposal.

1.2 Study Methodology
1.2.1  The methodology for undertaking this transport audit includes three main stages:
[ ] Stage 1: Assessment of trip generation and distribution characteristics for the
proposed development;
[ ] Stage 2: Highway Operational Assessment; and

] Stage 3: Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations.

Stage 1: Assessment of Trip Generation/ Distribution Patterns, and Background
Traffic Flows

1.2.2 Stage one of the study involved an audit of the traffic data used within the Transport
Assessment to determine present and future traffic conditions in the vicinity of the proposed
development. This data was derived from a variety of sources including NRA automatic
counter data and bespoke traffic surveys. This traffic survey data was reviewed to
determine the suitability of the data for use in relation to undertaking the Transport
Assessment.

1.2.3 A vital part of the assessment is the calculation of trip generation rates associated with the
development. The trip generation for the site is considered in two parts:

[ ] Trip generation during the construction of the thermal facility; and

[ ] Trip generation of the facility once it is operational.
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[image: image11.png]1.2.4  As part of this Transport Assessment Audit, the trip generation calculations used have been
reviewed to determine whether a full account of traffic generated by the development has
been considered. Particular focus was placed on the AM and pM peak trip generation, given
that background traffic volumes are usually at their highest during these time periods, and
are therefore critical in terms of highway network capacity and performance. The peak hour
trip generation rates used in the Transport Assessment were, therefore, assessed to
determine their appropriateness.

1.2.5 The next step of this process will be to assess trip distribution patterns associated with the
development proposal, i.e. the roads to which vehicles accessing/ egressing the development
are anticipated to use. This process should influence the spatial scope of the Transport
Assessment, i.e. determine the roads and junctions that are examined as part of the
Transport Assessment to ensure that the zone of influence' of the development proposal
corresponds to the assessment area.

Stage 2: Highway Operational Assessment

1.2.6  As part of the Transport Assessment, a junction analysis was carried out on the site access
junction located on the N7. The validity of the formulae and their applicability for use in
analysing the junction was investigated as part of this Transport Assessment Audit. A series
of assessment years and peak hour scenarios were tested using the Ratio of Flow to Capacity
(or RFC) formula. Each scenario was audited to ensure the calculations underpinning them
were correct and that appropriate and reasonable input parameters were used. These
parameters include:

[ ] Modelling parameters contained within the REC formula;

[ ] Traffic demand data such as future year calculated traffic flow data and facility trip
generation rates; and

[ ] Geometric parameters of the junction which determine capacities such as turning
capacity and queuing capacity.

1.2.7 A key element of this stage of the audit was a review of the future year forecast traffic flows
and queuing on the N7, and adjoining interchanges using the SDCC Traffic Model?. This
would give a more representative view of the wider impact of the development proposal, and
will be sufficiently robust to facilitate an indication of the additional development traffic
related impact.

Stage 3: Conclusions and Recommendations

1.2.8 The final stage of this process will be to present a summary of the findings from the above
tasks. Conclusions and recommendations are made on the suitability and appropriateness of
the Transport Assessment chapter of the planning application, and our view on the
appropriateness of the development proposal.

e This is the area to which traffic generated by the development has a measurable impact on the surrounding road network.
2 The SDCC Traffic Model is a SATURN based traffic model originating from the Dublin Transportation Offices Multi Modal Transport
Model. The SDCC model provides a robust basis for estimating future year traffic flow and queuing on all main roads within the

SDCC area.
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[image: image12.png]1.3 Report Structure

1.3.1 This section of the Report has outlined the Study Methodology followed to complete the
Transportation Assessment Audit. It provides a brief review of each stage of the audit and
the interrelationship between each of the Transport Assessment Audit tasks.

1.3.2 The remainder of the Report is structured as follows:

[ ] Section 2, Trip Generation/ Distribution and Background Traffic Flow
Assessment: This section contains a review of all traffic data and calculations used in
the trip generation process and determined whether they take full account of
development generated traffic. Furthermore, the trip distribution patterns associated
with the proposed development are assessed to understand the loading pattern of trips
related to the development proposal on the local road network;

L} Section 3, Highway Operational Assessment: This section provides a review of
the junction analysis carried out in the Transport Assessment and an outline of future
forecast traffic flows and queuing on the N7, and the adjoining Rathcoole interchange
using the SDCC Traffic Model. This analysis gives a more representative view of the
wider impact of the proposed development and provides a robust indication of the
impact of the proposed development; and

L] Section 4, Condusions and Recommendations: This section contains a summary
of the conclusions and key findings of the Transport Assessment Audit.
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Introduction

This section of the Report provides an overview and assessment of the trip generation
assumptions used in the development Transport Assessment. Subsequent to this, a review
of the trip distribution patterns used in the Transport Assessment is described, in addition to
a review of how adequately it covers the zone of influence of the proposed development.
Assumptions and calculations used in the derivation of forecast traffic flows on the
surrounding road network were also audited, and a commentary on this process is included.

Finally, an outline of the likely zone of influence is detailed, and how the development trips
will impact on the adjoining road network within this zone.

Trip Generation Assessment

Tables 2.1 to 2.3 below illustrate the trip generation figures included in the Transport
Assessment. These trip generation tables are underpinned by the following assumptions:

[ ] Existing quarry traffic is based on traffic counts carried out on the 13" of September
2006;

[ ] The construction phase of the project will require a maximum of 150 people at any one
time;

[ ] The construction will require the importation of approximately 34,000 tonnes of
material. It has been assumed that all HGV traffic associated with materials for
construction will be delivered during the first year of construction and that all
construction-generated HGV traffic is evenly distributed throughout the day. This
equates to 12 HGV trips per day;

[ ] It is assumed that all employees for the construction of the Resource Recovery
Thermal Plant (N7RRP) will arrive during the AM peak hour and depart during the PM
peak hour;

[ ] Energy answers proposed to import a maximum of 365,000 tonnes per annum of non-
hazardous waste to the facility during the operational phase. It is anticipated that 85%
of the waste will be delivered by 20 tonne trucks and the remainder by 10 tonne
trucks. This equates to a total on 73 inbound and 73 outbound HGV trips per day due
to waste delivery activities;

] A further 27 inbound and 27 outbound HGV trips are expected per day due to shipping
delivery;

[ ] It is assumed that HGV traffic will arrive and depart constantly throughout the day.
Therefore it is assumed there will be 10 HGV arrivals and 10 HGV departures during
both the AM and PM peak hours;

[ ] It is estimated that there will be a total of 114 inbound and 114 outbound trips
generated by employees, vendors and visitors to the facility daily;
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[image: image14.png]It is assumed that all day shift employees will arrive during the AM peak hour and all
night shift employees will depart during the AM peak hour. It is also assumed that all
swing shift employees will arrive during the PM peak hour and all day shift employees
will depart during the PM peak hour; and

The existing quarry will begin a 6 month “winding down” process once the N7RRP
becomes operational in 2011. The owners of the existing quarry do not expect to
generate more than 40 vehicle arrivals and 40 departures per day during this 6 month
period, and expect a total of 4 inbound trips and 4 outbound trips for both the AM and
PM peak hours.

2.2.2 Based on the above assumptions, the AM and PM peak trip generation rates are as per the

following two tables.

Table 2.1 AM Trip Generation Rates (Inbound and Outbound)

Inz:urs nd In:t:‘l’nd Ou g;ortsmd Ou;b;: nd TOTAL
(zszgti’:g) 3 13 3 18 37
Eﬁ;‘ir:ﬁion 153 15 3 19 190
e v
e w0 w

2.2.3 As can be seen from Table 2.1 above, AM peak hour trip generation rates for the site
increase from 37 in 2006 to 190 during the construction phase (representing an increase of

153 vehicles).

2.2.4 The equivalent AM peak hour trip generation for the proposed development site in 2011 is 96
vehicles during 2011 when the quarry is winding down, and 88 in the 2026 horizon year.
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[image: image15.png]Table 2.2 PM Trip Generation Rates (Inbound and Outbound)

Inbound Inbound Outbound  Outbound TOTAL
Cars HGV Cars HGV
(Zsfi:tir:: ) 1 9 " 14 35
Er?::g;tion 1 10 161 15 187
Sr?:sr:tiz%rla; PM 2 13 61 12 110
S:aesr:t;nzae: PM 2 10 59 10 102

2.2.5 Table 2.2 above shows that PM peak hour trip generation rises from a total of 35 trips during
2006 to 187 during the construction phase (representing an increase of 152 vehicles).

2.2.6 The equivalent PM peak hour trip generation for the proposed development in 2011 is 110,
and in the 2026 horizon year, 102 vehicles.

Table 2.3 Daily Trip Generation (Inbound and Outbound)

Inbound Inbound Outbound  Outbound TOTAL

Cars HGV Cars HGV
2006 (Existing) 49 166 51 199 465
e 199 172 201 205 777
Phase
Operational

124 130 124
Phase 2011 130 —
Operational

114 11
PHask 2076 100 4 100 428

2.2.7 Table 2.3 above, outlines the daily trip generation rates for the four scenarios. The total trip
generation in 2006 is 465 trips, this figure increases to 777 trips during the construction
phase. The total amount of trips during the 2011 operational year is 508 which then
decrease to 428 trips during the 2026 design year.

2.2.8 The assumptions underpinning the trip generation calculations in the Transport Assessment

are deemed reasonable, and represent a sound basis for determining the impact of the
proposed development on the road network.
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[image: image16.png]2.2.9 The calculations do, however indicate that peak hour trips generation rates will increase
substantially as a result of the development proposal. This increase will be most pronounced
during the construction phase. Peak hour trip rates during the operational phase of the
proposed development will, however, still be significantly higher than trips rates associated
with the current use of the site as a quarry.

2.3 Trip Distribution and Zone of Influence

2.3.1  The trip distribution determination used in this Transport Assessment was very limited in that
it focused only on the site entrance itself and the southbound carriageway of the N7. As the
site entrance works on a “left in, left out” basis the distribution in the report shows 100% of
trips to the development coming from the north and travelling in a southbound direction,
similarly 100% of trips from the development travel in a southbound direction on the N7.

2.3.2  The development site is located between two interchanges, the Steelstown Interchange to
the south and the Rathcoole Interchange to the north. These two interchanges are of vital
importance to the Transport Assessment as any traffic from the south wishing to enter the
development must use the Rathcoole interchange and similarly any traffic leaving the
development and wishing to travel north must use the Steelstown Interchange. Because of
this any Transport Assessment should examine the distribution patterns associated with the
development and the impact of these flows on the N7 and all directly affected interchanges.

2.4 Audit of N7 Traffic Data

2.4.1 In undertaking the Transport Assessment, background traffic data for the N7 was obtained
from a manual classified traffic survey undertaken by Abacus Transportation Surveys on
Wednesday the 13" of September 2006 at the entrance to the existing quarry. This data was
then factored up to 2008, 2009, 2011 and 2026 levels using growth factors provided by the
NRA for the national primary road network (Published August 2003 for years 2002-2040).

2.4.2 Figures 12.17 to 12.24 of the Transport Assessment show the base flow plus generated
traffic from the development for 2009, 2011, and 2026. These figures have all been audited
to ensure that the calculations and traffic flows used are correct, which is the case.

2.4.3 The report however fails to give details of northbound * traffic in any of the scenarios. As a
result of this there is no indication of the impact of northbound development traffic on the
N7. Given that the proposed development is likely to serve a wide catchment area, to the
north as well as the south, this represents a significant weakness in the robustness of the
Transport Assessment undertaken.

2.5 Traffic Flows Associated with Proposed Development

2.5.1 Figures 2.1 and 2.2 below show the distribution of development traffic on the N7 and
Rathcoole and Steelstown interchanges in the 2009 (worst case) AM and PM peaks

3 The northbound carriageway of the N7 is also referred to as the inbound carriageway.

The southbound carriageway of the N7 is also referred to as the outbound carriageway.
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[image: image17.png]respectively. The distribution used assumes a 50-50 split in direction of origin and

destination.
Figure 2.1 2009 (Construction Phase) AM Development Traffic Distributions®
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2.5.2 As can be seen from the figures above an extra 91 trips pass through the Rathcoole
Interchange and an extra 20 trips pass through the Steelstown interchange in the 2009 AM
peak. When this distribution is applied to the horizon year (2026) of the N7RRP the amount
of additional trips passing through the Rathcoole interchange in the AM peak will be 43 and
the amount of trips passing through the Steelstown interchange will be 18. The Rathcoole
Interchange will therefore experience a greater traffic loading in the AM Peak than the
Steelstown Interchange, as the predominant direction of movement is to the site. In the PM

a A PCU factor of 2 for HGV's as per the Transport Assessment is assumed
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[image: image18.png]peak, the reverse is true, with Steelstown Interchange experi€ncing the greatest increase in
traffic volumes, arising from traffic egressing the development, and using the Steelstown
Interchange to turn northbound on the N7.

2.5.3 The above assessment assumed a 50:50 split for north-south access traffic, however it is
likely that different distribution patterns would emerge in practice. This would require further
catchment area analysis to determine whether the facility will have a local, county, regional
or national catchment, and what are the implications for this in terms of the trip distribution
patterns.

2.5.4  An alternative approach would be to analyse the impact of development related traffic, by
applying varying distribution patterns (e.g. 67%:33%, 33%:67% for north-south trips) and
analysing the impact of these different distribution patterns on the road network.

2.6 Conclusions
Trip Generation Assessment

2.6.1 The assumptions underpinning trip generation rate calculations, and the ensuing calculations
used in the Transport Assessment are considered robust, and appear to represent the likely
worst case scenario for development generated traffic, in each of the impact years
considered.

2.6.2 The trip generation figures show an increase in the amount of daily traffic to the site during
the two construction years, when the total amount of daily trips increases from 465 trips to
777 trips. The amount of daily trips during the first six months of operation is 508 when the
quarry is in its winding down phase. Thereafter the trips daily once the operation of the
quarry has ceased will be 428 trips.

2.6.3 The key impact of the development proposal is, however during peak hours, when there
would be a very substantial increase in trips to and from the development in all impact years
assessed. This is illustrated in the table below.

Table 2.4 AM and PM Peak 2-Way Trip Generation Rates

AM Peak PM Peak
2006 (Existing) 37 35
Construction Phase 190 187
Operational Phase 2011 96 110
Operational Phase 2026 88 102

Trip Distribution Assessment

2.6.4 The trip distribution used in the Transport Assessment does not take account of the full zone
of influence of the development. In particular, the assessment should have been extended
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to include the Steelstown and Rathcoole interchanges, given that the left-in, left out junction
configuration at the site will load significant numbers of additional trips onto these
interchanges.

The assessment approach should also have included an assessment of base year and future
year traffic data for the northbound carriageways of the N7, and an examination of the
impact of the development on this carriageway.

The net impact of the proposed development during construction (assuming a 50:50 north-
south directional split) is likely to be 91 PCUs passing through the Rathcoole interchange (an
increase of 77 PCUs) in the AM peak. This decreases to 43 PCUs passing through the
Rathcoole Interchange (an increase of 28 PCUs) in the year of opening (2011), and 40 PCUs
(an increase of 25 PCUs) in the horizon year (2026) AM peak. The Steelstown Interchange
will experience less significant increases in the AM peak.

During the PM Peak, the Steelstown Interchange will be affected to a much greater extent,
as it will accommodate significantly higher volumes of traffic egressing the development,
thus significantly increasing traffic flow through this interchange (an increase of 76 PCUs in
the construction year {2009}, 22 in the year of opening {2011} and 20 in the horizon year
{2026} PM peak).

Although not forming part of this audit, sensitivity testing on varying distribution patterns
associated with traffic accessing/ egressing the proposed development should be undertaken
to establish the maximum possible impact of development related traffic on the road
network, and in particular on the Rathcoole and Steelstown Interchanges.
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Highway Operational Assessment

Introduction

This section of the Audit Report investigates the validity of the assessment approach
undertaken in the Transport Assessment, including the formulae used and their validity for
use in junction analysis.

Given the limited scope of the Transport Assessment, in terms of failing to include an
examination of the impact at the Steelstown and Rathcoole Interchanges, this section of the
Report also provides a review of forecast future traffic flows on the N7, as contained within
the Transport Assessment; and the adjoining Rathcoole Interchange using the South Dublin
Traffic Model.

This section also includes a review of the road safety impact of the development proposal
included in the Transport Assessment.

Junction Analysis / Mainline Carriageway Assessment Audit

The existing site access junction to the proposed N7RRP has been analysed for the
construction and operational phases as part of the Transport Assessment. This was
undertaken using the capacity formulae from SR 582 (Kimber and Coombe; the traffic
capacity of major/ minor junctions; DOE TRRL report SR 582, 1980) for T-junctions. The key
parameters examined in the results of this analysis are RFC (ratio of flow to capacity) and
maximum queue length.

The results of this junction analysis showed that the RFC value for the site access junction is
well within the critical limits of 0.85 in all scenarios and that queue lengths are no greater
than 5 for vehicles trying to exit the site.

In auditing these results it was found that all calculations were carried out correctly.
However the figure used for Wb-c (width of road flow from B to C) in the calculations was
6.5m. In PICADY if a value is over 5 it is taken as 5. To use a value of 6.5 implies that the
road is 13.5m wide.

The Transport Assessment has forecast that 2026 traffic flows on the N7 are 5,133 vehicle
including development related traffic. Calculations used for link capacity in the report find
that the road will operate with 1.0% spare capacity in the peak hour and that because of this
the national road network can accommodate the proposed development. To arrive at this
conclusion on the basis of forecast traffic flows and assumed capacity is based on the
assumption that the N7, or any road can operate close to 100% capacity. This is not true as
when traffic volumes exceed 85% of capacity, the performance of the link in terms of free
flow speeds, reliable journey time and safety performance begins to deteriorate. At close to
100% capacity a road link will experience very serious deterioration in performance and the
level of service would decrease substantially. Given the strategic nature of the N7, i.e. its
National Primary Road status, the implications of this erosion in performance would be
significant.
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As mentioned previously in this report, no reference is made to the impact of the proposed
development on the northbound carriageway of the N7. Given the left-in, left-out junction
configuration at the site, this represents a deficiency in the Qnalysis undertaken.

Rathcoole Interchange Junction Performance

The analysis used in the Transport Assessment is limited as it only takes account of the site
entrance and southbound carriageway of the N7, i.e. it does not cover the full zone of
influence of the development proposal. Furthermore, the Transport Assessment does not
include the impact of development proposals which would also impact on the sphere of
influence for the development. Such developments include the Western Distributor Road,
which is included in the current South Dublin Development Plan as a long term road
objective °. The completion of this road is likely to result in a significant increase in traffic
volumes through the increase through the Rathcoole and/ or Steelstown Interchange.

As highlighted earlier in this report the extent of the analysis undertaken in the Transport
Assessment is limited and fails to take account of the impact on interchanges to the north
and south of the development. In this section of the report, the do-minimum traffic
conditions (i.e. traffic conditions in the absence of the proposed development) on the
Rathcoole Interchange are detailed to give an insight into how this junction will be
functioning before the additional development traffic is added toit.

For this study the Northern and Southern roundabouts of the Rathcoole interchange were
analysed. This was undertaken for the AM Peak hour (08:00-09:00hrs) in the assumed
construction year (2009), assumed opening year (2011) and assumed horizon year (2026)
using the SDCC SATURN model.

The relevant junction analysis statistics are presented below in Table 3.1 and Table 3.2,
overleaf.

5

The South Dublin Development Plan states “The Council will give priority to, and will fast-track the building of the North - South
Road (Western Distributor Road) west of Adamstown/ Lucan.”
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[image: image22.png]Table 3.1 Rathcoole Interchange Northern Roundabout Statistics

Flow/

Performance 2009 2011 2026
Characteristic

Total Flow ° 1,400 1,439 2,399
Average Delay

(seconds)” 116 116 167
Worst Approach

Delay (seconds) ® 328 330 484
Average VIC % ° 68 69 81
Worst Approach

viC % *° 118 118 126
Average Queue "' 23 23 34

Worst Approach
Queue " 45 45 65

Table 3.2 Rathcoole Interchange Southern Roundabout Statistics

Flow/

Performance 2009 2011 2026
Characteristic

Total Flow 2,353 2,376 2,726

Average Delay

(seconds) 19 19 20
Worst Approach
Delay (seconds) 37 36 38
Average VIC % 72 72 87

L Total Flow is the total amount of traffic in pcu’s that travels through the roundabout during the AM peak hour

7 Average delay is the average time in seconds spent queuing at all arms of the roundabout

. Worst approach delay is the average time spent queuing at the arm which experiences the longest delays

4 Average V/C is the total volume of traffic at the junction divided by the capacity of that junction expressed as a percentage

A0, Worst approach V/C is the value of volume/capacity for the approach arm which experiences the highest value of volume over
capacity
=L Average queue is the average queue length on all arms at the roundabout expressed in pcu’s

2 Worst approach queue is the average queue length on the approach which experiences the longest queues, expressed in pcu’s
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Performance 2009 2011 2026
Characteristic

Worst Approach

VIC % 101 101 101
Average Queue 3 3 3
Worst Approach

Queue 5 5 5

3.3.5 The above analysis indicates that the Rathcoole Interchange (northern and southern
roundabouts) will be operating at capacity on certain arms in the 2009 do-minimum
scenario. Traffic flows and delay through the interchange will also increase in future. This
increase will be particularly evident after the completion of the Western Distributor Road,
assuming that the primary connection between this road and the N7 is via the Rathcoole
Interchange. The following is a brief summary of the key performance characteristics for the
Rathcoole Interchange:

u Traffic volumes through the northern roundabout will increase from 1,400 in 2009 to
2,399 in 2026;

] Average V/ C at the northern roundabout (over all arms) will increase from 68% in
2009 to 81% in 2026. Average V/ C at the southern roundabout will increase from
72% in 2009 to 87% in 2026;

] Delay on the southern arm approach to the northern roundabout will increase from
328 to 484 seconds;

[ ] V/ C on the southern arm of this roundabout will increase from 118% to 126%, and
queues will extend from 45 cars in 2009 to 65 cars in 2026, i.e. extending through the
southern roundabout in both scenarios;

[ ] Traffic volumes through the southern roundabout will increase from 2,353 in 2009 to
2,726 in 2026;

[ ] Average V/ C at the southern roundabout (over all arms) will increase from 72% in
2009 to 87% in 2026; and

] The western arm of the southern roundabout will operate above capacity in 2009, and
remain at this level in future (V/ C of 101%).

3.3.6 Based on this analysis it can be seen that traffic volumes through the Rathcoole Interchange
(northern Roundabout) will increase substantially between 2011 and 2026 in the absence of
the development proposal. The southern roundabout will experience a lower increase;
however it will still operate close to capacity (V/ C of 87%). The substantial increase
through this interchange, in particular the northern roundabout is largely due to the
completion of the Western Distributor Road, with the Rathcoole Interchange likely to
accommodate the majority of trips accessing the N7 from the North.
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Traffic accessing the proposed development is likely to add additional volumes to this
interchange during the periods. In the AM peaks these increases amount to an extra 77
PCUs in 2009, 28 PCUs in 2011 and 25 PCUs in 2026. This additional traffic will result in
increased delay through the interchange, which could have implications in terms of the
delivery and operation of the Western Distributor Road as envisaged by South Dublin
Development Plan. Despite the lower volumes of traffic in the horizon year, these flows will
be loaded onto an interchange carrying substantially increased background traffic volumes,
when compared to the construction phase scenario.

Road Safety

Section 12.11.1 of the Transport Assessment examines the road safety impact of the
proposed development. The assessment states that South Dublin Development Plan
standards for sight distances on 100km/h roads are met. The assessment also describes
diverge and merge lane characteristics at the sight entrance.

The assessment does not conclude that there will be no negative safety impacts associated
with the development proposal. Furthermore, the assessment proposes that “advance
warning of the site access junction in the form of warning and regulatory signs” are erected.
This would seem to be an acknowledgement on the part of the Transport Assessment
authors that the proposed development will represent an increased risk to vehicular traffic
movements on the N7.

The N7 is a 3-lane inter-urban dual carriageway with 100kph speed limit applying along the
mainline carriageway in the vicinity of the development. On safety grounds, access/ egress
to adjoining areas should be confined to high quality interchanges, such as that at Rathcoole.
Left in-left out arrangements, with limited acceleration/ deceleration lanes are only suited to
low traffic volumes; and should only be provided to accommodate existing developments
where no alternative is available.

The development proposal will result in a considerable increase in vehicles accessing/
egressing the development during peak hours (153/ hour in 2009, 59/ hour in 2011, and 51/
hour in 2026). This increase in traffic accessing/ egressing the site will present an increased
risk to road safety on the N7. Furthermore, development related traffic heading in a
northbound direction will result in increased traffic volumes through the Steelstown
Interchange, which is also of left-in left-out configuration.

Conclusions
Mainline Carriageway Assessment Audit

The Transport Assessment has forecast that the N7 southbound in 2026 will operate with
1.0% spare capacity in the peak hour and that because of this the national road network can
accommodate the proposed development. Based on the forecast flows within the Transport
Assessment (5,133 vehicles southbound), this conclusion is invalid, as when traffic volumes
exceed 85% of capacity, the performance of the link in terms of free flow speeds, reliable
journey time and safety performance begins to deteriorate. At close to 100% capacity a
road link will experience very serious deterioration in performance and the level of service

mvaconsultancy

Windmillhill Resource Recovery Project Transport Assessment Audit 3.5



[image: image25.png]would decrease substantially. Given the strategic nature of the N7, i.e. its National Primary
Road status, the implications of this erosion in performance would be significant.

3.5.2 No reference is made to the impact of the proposed development on the northbound
carriageway of the N7. Given the left-in, left-out junction configuration at the site, this
represents a deficiency in the analysis undertaken.

Rathcoole Interchange Junction Performance

3.5.3  There is no correlation between the Transport Assessment and the zone of influence of the
development proposal. Specifically, the impact at the Rathcoole and Steelstown Interchanges
has not been assessed. This is a significant weakness in the assessment undertaken.
Furthermore the assessment does not consider committed developments in the South Dublin
Area, for example the Western Distributor Road, a long term objective within the South
Dublin Development Plan. Although the alignment for this road has not been determined, it
is likely that its connection with the N7 will result in increased traffic flows through the
Rathcoole and/ or Steelstown Interchanges.

3.5.4 The South Dublin Traffic Model was used as a basis for assessing background traffic flows
and conditions through the Rathcoole Interchange. Data extracted from the model has
indicated that the interchange is operating at capacity in 2009, with significant delay
experienced through the interchange, in particular the northern roundabout.

Assessment Approach

3.5.5 The impact of the development proposal on the wider road network should have been
undertaken as part of the Transport Assessment, rather than an assessment of the
performance of the priority junction on the N7. This assessment should have included the
N7 interchanges at both Steelstown and Rathcoole. The most appropriate means of
undertaking this assessment would be to use the South Dublin Traffic Model as a basis.

3.5.6 To ensure the model is sufficiently representative of local traffic conditions at present, it
would be necessary to expand the network representation to include the Steelstown
Interchange, and to revalidate the model within the zone of influence of the development
proposal, to 2008 traffic conditions, via local traffic survey data.

Road safety

3.5.7 Site access/ egress arrangements are via a left-in, left-out junction arrangement on the N7,
a 3-lane National Primary Road with 100km/h speed limit. The development proposal would
result in increased traffic volumes accessing/ egressing the site, with the most pronounced
daily increases coinciding with peak hour traffic volumes on the N7. The junction
configuration at the proposed development site location is only suited to low traffic volumes.
As a result, any increase in traffic volumes will have a negative impact on road safety
performance of the N7.

3.5.8 The recommended advance warning signs, recommended in the Transport Assessment, are
an implicit acknowledgement of the increased risk to vehicular traffic on the N7 arising from
the development proposal.
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4.1 Conclusions

4.1.1  This Transport Assessment Audit undertaken in relation to the proposed Resource Recovery
Project at Windmillhill, adjacent to the N7 in South Dublin has found the assessment to lack
in the following key areas:

] The zone of influence of the development does not correlate with the Transport
Assessment spatial scope. The Transport Assessment related to an examination of the
performance of the left-in, left-out junction on the N7 southbound carriageway. While
the trip generation rates used within the Transport Assessment are considered robust,
an examination of trip distribution patterns was not submitted. As a result the impact
of the development on the wider road network was not considered. In particular, the
impact of the development proposal on the following elements of the road network
should have been considered as part of the transport assessment:

= Rathcoole and Steelstown Interchanges, and
= Northbound carriageway on the N7;

] Committed developments are not considered, including the proposed Western
Distributor Road, which is included as a long term road objective within the current
South Dublin Development Plan;

] The Transport Assessment has forecast that the N7 southbound in 2026 will operate
with 1.0% spare capacity in the peak hour and because of this the national road
network can accommodate the proposed development. Based on the forecast flows
within the Transport Assessment (5,133 vehicles southbound), this conclusion is
invalid, as when traffic volumes exceed 85% of capacity, the performance of the link in
terms of free flow speeds, reliable journey time and safety performance begins to
deteriorate. At close to 100% capacity a road link will experience very serious
deterioration in performance and the level of service would decrease substantially.
Given the strategic nature of the N7, i.e. its National Primary Road status, the
implications of this erosion in performance would be significant; and

] The assessment does not adequately consider the impact of the proposed development
on road safety performance on the N7 National Primary Road. The development
represents an intensification of use at the site as regards trip generation, and site
access is via a single access/ egress point on the N7, with limited merge/ diverge
lanes. Any change of land use at the site location leading to an intensification of trip
generation rates, in particular during peak hours represents an increased risk to traffic
safety on the N7.

4.2 Recommendations

4.2.1 The following recommendations are made on foot of the Transport Assessment Audit,
undertaken by MVA Consultancy in relation to the proposed development at Windmillhill:

[ ] The proposed development is located adjacent to the N7 National Primary Road, with
access/ egress via a left-in, left-out arrangement. The development proposal would
lead to an intensification of trips to the site (in particular during peak hours), which
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[image: image27.png]would have a negative impact on the N7 traffic safety in its vicinity. The warning signs
recommended in the Transport Assessment for erection on the N7, in advance of the
site, are an implicit acknowledgement of the increaseqd risk this development proposal
presents to N7 traffic.

[ ] The development proposal will result in increased traffic flows on the N7 mainline
carriageway, and through both the Steelstown and Rathcoole Interchanges, the latter
of which is forecast to experience substantial increases in background traffic volumes
and delays in future. This could have implications in terms of the delivery and/ or
operation of the proposed Western Distributor Road, as detailed earlier in this Report.

[ ] On the above grounds, it is considered that the site location at Windmillhill represents
an unsuitable location for any development which results in intensification of trip
generation rates, such as the proposed Resource Recovery Project.
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Mr. Colin Ryan, Senior Planner gave a powerpoint presentation setting out an overview of the proposed development with reference to site location and layout, legislative context and overall views of South Dublin County Council which will form the basis of the Manager’s submission to An Bord Pleanala in accordance with  Section 37E (4), (5) (6) and (7) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as inserted by Section 3 of Part 2 of the Planning & Development (Strategic Infrastructure) Act, 2006.
The Mayor indicated that a number of written submissions and resolutions had been submitted by members and these were now before the members for consideration. The members would also be afforded an opportunity to express their individual views on the matter.
It was noted that 

· the views of the Authority (Manager’s Report), 

· the views of the Council (Resolutions) on this matter, 

· written statements and
· the views of the individual Members, as recorded by the Meetings Administrator would be formally submitted to An Bord Pleanala in accordance with Section 37E (4), (5) (6) and (7) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as inserted by S3 of Part 2 of the Planning & Development (Strategic Infrastructure) Act, 2006  and the Department of the Environment, Heritage & Local Government Circular Letter PD6/07 (dated 9th July 2007).

An extensive discussion followed with contributions from the Members on the Manager’s Report, members’ motions and written statements as follows:

1. RESOLUTIONS PASSED (6) 

a)
Councillor Marie Corr 
b)
Councillors J. Hannon; J. Daly, J. Neville, T. Gilligan, M. Ardagh, J. Lahart (FF Group)

c)
Councillors C. Brophy, T. Ridge, D. Keating, K. Warren (FG Group)

d)
Councillor T. McDermott

e)
Councillor T. McDermott

f)
Councillor D. Corrigan

a) 
It was proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor D. Keating and resolved unanimously:


“That the elected representatives of South Dublin County Council urge An Bord Pleanala to refuse permission for the construction of an incinerator at Behan's Quarry in Rathcoole.”

b)
It was proposed by Councillors J. Hannon, J. Daly, J. Neville, T. Gilligan, M. Ardagh, and J. Lahart and resolved unanimously:

“That this Council calls on An Bord Pleanala  to refuse planning permission in respect of the proposed Incinerator at Behans Quarry, Rathcoole, having regard to the following:

· There is no guarantee that the ultimate operator will have the capacity and expertise to ensure that the plant is operated safely

· That, given the prevailing winds, there is a very real danger that human health may be placed at risk

· The Dublin Waste Management Plan makes no provision for such a facility at this location.

· This application would inevitably lead to increased traffic flows in an area where there are severe traffic problems already

· The proposal contravenes the South Dublin County Development Plan 2004-2010 as the Dublin Waste Management Plan is an integral part of same.”

c) 
It was proposed by Councillors C. Brophy, T. Ridge, D. Keating and K. Warren and resolved unanimously.


‘That this Council calls on An Bord Pleanala to refuse permission to the


Incinerator in Behan’s Quarry in Rathcoole for the reasons outlined below

1 The road structure is inadequate already and increased traffic from this

Project will further add to congestion in the area.

2 The damage to the surrounding area from omissions caused by the incinerating process.

3 Investment in the area will be seriously curtailed as home-buyers are already considering alternative locations.

4 This is a premature application.”

d)
It was proposed by Councillor T. McDermott, seconded by Councillor M. Corr and resolved unanimously:


“Given the strategic planning context, where the proposed development is located within that part of South Dublin county designated as part of the Dublin Metropolitan Area, to be developed in the long term into a compact urban form, based on enhanced public transport, and that this strategic objective is being actively implemented by South Dublin County Council, on a plan-led basis through a number of statutory Local Area Plans, Planning Schemes and Masterplans, the proposal should be rejected as being:

a) Premature, because the Council has not yet prepared any strategic plan 
for the area,

b) The proposal could prejudice the Council’s implementation of the 
existing plans for the county, or strategic plans currently being 
prepared or reviewed, and

c) The proposal would prejudice the co-ordinated, multi disciplinarily 
plan-led approach to the development of the county and region.”

e)
It was proposed by Councillor T. McDermott, seconded by Councillor M. Corr and resolved unanimously:

“The proposed development is located within 9Km of two sites of community interest in South Dublin County designated under the EU Habitats Directive at Glenasmole and Bohernabreena, within the Dublin Mountains, the prime natural amenity of the county, this Council is not satisfied that the proposed development will not have an adverse impact, direct or indirect, on these sites and should therefore be rejected.”
f)
It was proposed by Councillor D. Corrigan, seconded by Councillor M. Corr and resolved unanimously:

“The Councillors of South Dublin County Council reaffirm the current land usage at Behan’s Quarry, Windmill Hill, Rathcoole, Co Dublin as a quarry in the current County development Plan.

In doing this we note that in this country and in the UK disused quarries have traditionally been developed as community recreational amenities. This site, with its close proximity to Rathcoole Village and to the Dublin Mountains is particularly suited to such use.”

2.  WRITTEN STATEMENTS (4) RECEIVED:

a)
Sinn Fein Group

b)
Councillors Mick Murphy & G. O’Connell

c)
Councillor Therese Ridge

d)
Councillor Robert Dowds

a)
Councillors S. O’Connor; C. King and M. Daly
“Policy and Legislative Context
An Board Pleanala & Councils have a duty to provide planning decisions for suitable waste disposal sites and installations in order to supply the land necessary for waste treatment and disposal to take place. That duty arises from the relevant objectives of European Council Directive 75/442/EEC (as amended by Directive 91/156/EEC); commonly referred to as the Framework Directive on Waste. These objectives require waste to be recovered or disposed of without:

· endangering human health, or
· harming the environment. 

These two points must guide all planning decisions. They are worth repeating, we have a duty to protect human health and not harm the environment. Planners have a duty to protect human health and not harm the environment. 

Sustainable Development

Achieving sustainable development is an integral part of our domestic and international policy. It can be described as "development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs". As such, it seeks to reconcile economic, planning and environmental objectives.
Sustainable Development: A Strategy for Ireland sets out a framework for waste management as a hierarchy of options:

· reduction of waste at source; 

· reuse; 

· recovery (including recycling, composting); and 

· Environmentally sensitive disposal.

The concept of sustainable development implies that waste management should move increasingly towards the first of these options.  

Waste management is also guided by other legislative and policy considerations. The Waste Management (planning) Regulations 1997 seek to ensure that adequate facilities are available for waste recovery and disposal. Waste once it is disposed of should not endanger human health or harm the environment, pose a risk of pollution or nuisance or adversely affect the countryside or places of special interest. Providing for waste treatment and disposal must also be consistent with our wider environmental policies that seek to protect our natural and built heritage.

 Planning Powers and Pollution Control Powers

The planning and pollution control systems are separate but complementary in that both are designed to protect the environment from the potential harm caused by development and operations. The dividing line between planning and pollution controls is not always clear-cut but the planning system should:

· focus on whether this development is an acceptable use of the land rather than the control of the processes or substances involved; 

· regulate the location of the development and the control of operations in order to avoid or minimise adverse effects on the use of land and on the environment; and 

· Secure restoration to a condition capable of the agreed after-use.

Matters relevant to a pollution control licence may also be material planning considerations. The weight attached to those matters depends on the scope of the pollution control system. In this instance it is impossible to divorce planning considerations from pollution control considerations.

According to the Stern Review, the scientific evidence for climate disaster is now overwhelming: climate change presents very serious planning, social and economic risks, and it demands an urgent response, NOW. The second half of the Review considers the complex policy challenges involved in managing the transition to a low-carbon economy and in ensuring that societies can adapt to the consequences of climate change.

 

Climate change is global in its causes and consequences, and international collective action will be critical in driving an effective, efficient and equitable response on the scale required. This response will require deeper international co-operation in many areas - most notably in promoting adaptation. One of these essential adaptations must be the phasing out of incinerators, here in Dublin and indeed globally. 

 

Climate change presents a unique challenge for our planners here today: let’s ensure that this is not the greatest and widest-ranging planning failure ever seen in this country. Our planning analysis must therefore be global, deal with long time horizons, have the analysis of risk and uncertainty at centre stage, and examine the possibility of major, non-polluting alternatives, like Sinn Fein’s Zero Waste policy, which is a low carbon strategy.

 

The benefits of strong, early action on climate change outweigh the costs
 
The effects of our plans now on future changes in the climate have long lead times. What we do now can have only a limited effect on the climate over the next 40 or 50 years. On the other hand what we do in the next 10 or 20 years can have a profound effect on the climate in the second half of this century and in the next.
 

No one can predict the consequences of climate change with complete certainty; but we now know enough to understand the risks. Mitigation - taking strong action to reduce emissions - must be viewed as a planning issue, An Bord Pleanala must take responsibility, a cost incurred now and in the coming few decades to avoid the risks of very severe consequences in the future. If we plan wisely, the costs will be manageable, and there will be a wide range of opportunities for growth and development along the way. For this to work well, policy must promote alternative waste management strategies, and have equity and risk mitigation at the core. This essentially is the conceptual framework of Stern’s Review. I would urge An Bord to take the lead from Stern and refuse planning for this incinerator. 

 

The evidence shows that granting planning permission thereby ignoring climate change will eventually damage our economic growth. Our actions over the coming few years will create risks of major disruption to economic and social activity, later in this century and in the next, on a scale similar to those associated with the great wars and the economic depression of the first half of the 20th century. And it will be difficult or impossible to reverse these changes. Tackling climate change is the pro-growth strategy for the longer term the earlier effective action is taken; the less costly it will be, let’s leave incineration where it belongs, in the last century. 
Risk Assessment

Ireland presently has insufficient resources to carry out adequate risk assessments for proposed waste management facilities.  Although the necessary skills are available neither the personnel nor the dedicated resources have been made available.  In addition, there are serious data gaps. These problems should be rectified urgently.
Detection and monitoring of human health impacts

Irish health information systems cannot support routine monitoring of the health of people living near waste sites.  There is an urgent need to develop the skills and resources required to undertake health and environmental risk assessments in Ireland.  This should be considered as an important development to build capacity in Ireland to protect public health in relation to potential environmental hazards.  The recommendations in the Proposal for a National Environmental Health Action Plan (Government of Ireland 1999) could form a basis for this.

The capacity (in terms of facilities, financial and human resources, data banks, etc.) must be developed for measuring environmental damage, and changes over time in the condition of the environment around proposed waste sites and elsewhere.  There is a serious deficiency of baseline environmental information in Ireland a situation that should be remedied.  The lack of baseline data makes it very hard to interpret the results of local studies, for example around a waste management site.  Existing research results should be collated and interpreted as a step toward building a baseline data bank.  A strategically designed monitoring programme needs to be initiated that can correct deficiencies in current ambient environmental monitoring.  In addition, capacity needs to be built in environmental analysis.  In particular, Irish facilities for measuring dioxins are required, and should be developed as a priority.  However, the high public profile of dioxins should not distract attention from the need from improved monitoring of other potential pollutants.

Risk Communication

Qualitative studies about waste management perceptions revealed a diversity of opinion about waste management issues generally, and about the links between waste management and both human health and environmental quality.  To facilitate public debate on the issues of waste management policy and effects, a systematic programme of risk communication will be necessary.  This should concentrate on providing unbiased and trusted information to all participants (or stakeholders) in waste management issues.  Public trust, whether it is placed in the regulators, in compliance with the regulations or in the information provided, will be fundamental in achieving even a modicum of consensus for any future developments in waste policy in Ireland.

Sinn Féin Councillors on South Dublin County Council urges An Bord Pleanala to refuse planning for this incinerator.”

b)
Councillor M. Murphy and G. O’Connell 

“The Dublin Waste Management Plan has a modest target of re-cycling 60% of Household Waste. Ten years after the Green Bin was introduced with great fanfare around the Greater Dublin Area, household waste re-cycling across the region has only reached one third of this target (dublinwaste.ie). 

Based on these simple facts, it is obvious where the emphasis and resources need to go in terms of waste management. This also begs the question, why is it taking so long? One possible answer is that Government Policy is tilted more towards Incinerators than it is towards re-cycling despite it been proven that there is massive potential for additional re-cycling with all its obviously beneficial Environmental affects.

With this in mind it is inconceivable that a third Incinerator should be approved for the Dublin area.

We therefore urge An Board Penal to reject this application for an incinerator in that it is contrary to the Regional Waste Management Strategy for the Dublin Area as voted on by the democratically elected members of the constituent Local Authorities. 

Secondly and more importantly, there are huge concerns around emissions from Incinerators (Ultra fine particles, PCB etc).  The University of Exeter says “It is now established that a broad range of health affects have been associated with living near incinerators. Such affects include cancer, adverse impacts on the respiratory system, heart disease, immune system affects, increase allergies and congenital abnormalities”. The last place an Incinerator should be located on this Island is west of the biggest City where any dangerous emissions could do the most harm when in all likelihood they will be blown eastward by the prevailing westerly winds.   

Furthermore, the stack for the proposed incinerator, while 84m high, will only protrude some 9m above ground level therefore the sitting of the facility in this disused quarry will cause emissions to be dispersed at a very low level and the build up from its operation, on a 24 hour and 365 days continuous basis, will be detrimental to the health of the communities that comprise the conurbation of Newcastle, Saggart, Rathcoole, Tallaght, Clondalkin, Lucan and Palmerstown with a combined population of over 200,000

Therefore, on health and safety grounds, we strongly urge An Board Penal to reject this application in its entirety.” 

c)
Councillor T. Ridge
“I wish to submit the following brief statement re proposed incinerator project at Rathcoole.  

As a local representative I have been a member of the board of the Holy Family Community School for the last 20 years.  Quite apart from the health hazard the Board of Management of the School have serious concerns re effect on current student and teacher population and feel the future of this – the only 2nd level school in Rathcoole will suffer a large decline in both teachers and students.  The Board shares the concern that parents will not send their children to Holy Family on the basis of a probable/ possible negative effect on their health.  I wish to object to this proposal and an Oral Hearing is essential.

Yours truly, Therese Ridge MCC, PC, MA

This submission to be sent to An Board Penal.”
d)
Councillor Robert Dowds
“I wish to express my opposition to any permission being granted for an incinerator at Behan's Quarry, Rathcoole by An Bord Pleanala. I do so for the following reasons:
 

1. 
The Regional Guidelines for Waste Disposal for the Greater Dublin Area do not allow for an incinerator in this location: rather do they consider it should be located at Poolbeg.
2. 
An incinerator at this location may be a serious health risk to people living nearby. An incinerator near the Irish Sea would be safer given our prevailing South West winds.
3. 
It would bring considerable extra traffic to local roads and to the N7.
4. 
An incinerator in this location would run the risk of this location providing incinerator services for places well beyond the Dublin Region. That would be unfair to the local community.
 

Sincerely,
Cllr. Robert Dowds, Labour Party”
3. VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS
Councillor Marie Corr

· Opposed 

· No need for second incinerator, premature,  Poolbeg will be adequate to deal with needs.

· No experience of managing potentially dangerous major infrastructural project.

· Scale and impact too great on the area

· Concern that waste would be coming from outside the County.

Councillor Robert Dowds

· Opposed

· Regional guidelines don’t identify Rathcoole as proper location, Poolbeg seaside location more appropriate in view of prevailing south westerly winds.

· People of the area have considerable concerns about dangers posed

· Generation of extra traffic on N7 and local roads

· Would be providing services to areas outside Dublin Region

Councillor Theres Ridge

· Opposed

· Noting Junior Minister John Curran was seeking an Oral Hearing.

· What kind of emissions would there be if there was an accident? Reference made to recent fire in Waterford.

· Enquired when Local Authority first made aware of proposal.  Location is shifting goalposts in favour of Minister for Environment.

· As member of the Board of Mgmt. of Holy Family Community School, Rathcoole.  It’s the only 2nd level school in the area.  This proposal would negatively affect take up by teachers and students.

· As a resident living downwind I support Manager’s objections.

· People will be taking to the streets.

Councillor John Hannon

· Opposed

· Concur with content of Managers report.

· No guarantee that this Company will continue to be operators of the facility, no prohibition on it being sold on.

· Prevailing winds in the area are potential health hazard; we don’t want to take the chance.

· Waste Management Plan does not make provision for this facility but does for Poolbeg.  No need for second facility, would be importing waste from surrounding counties becoming incinerator capital for the Dublin region

· Would cause major additional traffic problems for Rathcoole and N7 already most trafficked road in the country.

Councillor Eamonn Walsh

· Opposed on basis of Regional Waste Management Plan.

· Happy to support residents but there is danger of scaremongering on the basis of toxic emissions and prevailing winds.

· Referred to location of landfill at Kill and unfounded fears re destruction of the horse industry in Kildare.  
Councillor Tony McDermott

· Opposed

· Concern re exposure in moving potentially toxic waste, in event of maloperation.

· No Local Area Plan, this development could prejudice existing plans for the county.

· No reference in EIS to two areas designated under Habitats Directive, Glenasmole and Bohernabreena.

· There should be a baseline health survey done in the area and form part of the information collated before anything else happens.

· Requested an Oral Hearing.

Councillor Shane O’Connor

· Opposed

· We have failed at Government level to initiate risk assessment in these type of sites, higher than average instances of cancer. Track record on risk assessment is appalling.

· Effect of emissions on climate and peoples health, hasn’t been a proper undertaking at government level re health.

· Incineration is last century’s answer to waste.

Councillor Jim Daly

· Opposed

· Have not much confidence in An Bord Pleanala.

· Should avail of all possible expert knowledge and include in submission.

· Problems already with traffic on N7

Councillor Mick Murphy

· Opposed to incineration as a method of waste disposal.

· Shouldn’t be considering incineration until we are nearer recycling target.

· There is an international move against incineration.

· Incineration is not a good idea in a country producing dairy output.

· Although the stack is very high given the topography of the area emissions will come back down in the Tallaght area.

· Government policy creating difficulties.

Councillor Paddy Cosgrave

· Opposed.

· We don’t want an incinerator in South Dublin.

· People of Rathfarnham, Knocklyon and Ballyboden are against it, fearful of living downwind of it especially if an accident happens.

Councillor Dorothy Corrigan

· Council should reaffirm the land use as quarry.

· Disused quarries developed as community recreational facilities in UK.

Councillor Eamonn Moloney

· There has been incineration in this country on small scale since 70s.

· Incineration is dependent on supply of materials and full capacity operation.

· Dublin region will not have materials to support three incinerators.

· Don’t think this will go ahead, An Bord Pleanala will come under pressure from political parties and will not grant permission.

Councillor Colm Brophy

· Opposed

· Incineration is bad in all circumstances.

· Process is undemocratic – decision made by An Bord Pleanala.

· A lot of objection to this based on Waste Management Plan but there are far more important reasons why this should be objected to.

· There should be commitment from this Council that it will not move waste into it.

· An Bord Pleanala have rejected their own inspectors reports and railroaded decisions.

Councillor Guss O’Connell

· Opposed

· We should pursue other uses for disused quarry e.g. quad bikes.

· Not into scaremongering, can raise people’s fears to an unhealthy level.

· Kill is state of the art because of public and Councillor concerns.  Proceeding with caution here will have same effect.

· I don’t believe we need incineration in Ireland. We have to feed the monster.

· In relation to solid waste too much is going to landfill especially from construction sector, we need to look at how we are managing waste.

· Concur with contents of Managers report and reports of Heritage Officer and Environmental Awareness Officer.

· Danger in not policing projects the way we should be, e.g. pile driving machinery breakdown on M50, work continued.

· Making quick buck coming before health of people.

Councillor J. Neville

· The proposal contravenes the Waste Management Plan which is an integral part of the County Development Plan it also, therefore, contravenes the County Development Plan itself.

Mr. Colin Ryan, Senior Planner, Ms. Philomena Poole, Director of Environment and Mr. M. Judge, S.E.O. Planning Department responded to the member’s queries.

C/0327/08) 
LITTER BIN REPLACEMENT PROGRAMME – MULTI COMPARTMENT BINS

It was proposed by Councillor T. McDermott, seconded by Councillor M. Corr and MOVED WITHOUT DEBATE:

“That the receptacles used in the future Litter Bin Replacement Programme be multi-compartment bins facilitating the separation of the different categories of material deposited. These would facilitate at least the same level of separation as is supported by the Council's own domestic collection service. At a minimum there would be a separate compartment for material similar to what is permissible in the Green bin, the Brown bin, Glass and everything else.  

This policy promotes a consistent message, encouraging the general public to adapt the behavior being encouraged in schools and in the national Race Against Waste campaign.”
REPORT:
The method currently used in providing the litter bin collection service involves each of the 700 (approx) litter bins being emptied into one of four side-loading collection vehicles.  The collected waste is subsequently taken to Ballymount baling station where it is baled along with other municipal waste for placing at Arthurstown landfill.  In order to provide the type of service suggested in the Motion, the method of collection and disposal of the waste would have to be changed completely.  If litter bins are to be multi-compartment type containers it will be necessary to either collect the different waste streams separately from each other, or redesign the collection vehicles to have multi-compartment bodies.  It would also be necessary to dispose of the different streams of waste in different locations.  While it is the aim of this Council to maximise the percentage of waste recycled, the Environmental Service Dept does not currently have in place the full range of resources which would be necessary for separation of the recycleable fraction of waste which is deposited in the County's litter bins. 

(C/0328/08)
LITTER MANAGEMENT PLAN  
It was proposed by Councillor A. McGaughey, seconded by Councillor M. Corr:

“That following the adoption of the Litter Management Plan at the June Council Meeting that the Manager, in consultation with local Councillors, put in place a formal procedure to track the delivery of the plan's aims and objectives at Local Area level with special reference to minimising litter and the removal of graffiti.”
REPORT:
In addition to the commitment in the Litter Management Plan 2008-2011 to report to the Council annually on its implementation on an annual basis, it is intended to present quarterly reports to Area Committee Meetings detailing progress on its actions and objectives.  The first of these will be in September.  The format of these quarterly reports will incorporate details of specific preventive and awareness measures undertaken as well as including cleansing and enforcement statistics and will take account of any specific requirements the Members may wish to include.  The incidents of graffiti reported, removed and outstanding will be listed.  

It is proposed to have a baseline litter survey carried out in conjunction with An Taisce and the findings of this report will be made available to the Members.  There will then be on-going monitoring of this and this will be available on a quarterly basis to the Members.  

A discussion followed with contributions from Councillors A. McGaughey, M. Corr, M. Murphy and G. O’Connell.
Ms. P. Poole, Director of Environment responded to the Members’ queries.

The report was NOTED.

(C/0329/08)  MOTIONS NOT REACHED

ICE RINK IN TALLAGHT 

Councillor M. Corr  

That this Council supports the provision of an ice rink in Tallaght.

AREA FOR USE BY MOPEDS/MINI-MOTORBIKES

Councillor R. Dowds  

That South Dublin County Council agrees to allocate an area for the use of mopeds and mini-motorbikes on condition that no insurance liability falls on the County Council.

SWIMMING POOLS PROGRAMME

Councillor E. Tuffy  

That this Council deplores the long delay on the part of the Government in re-opening the national Swimming Pools Programme or introducing a new programme of financial assistance for Local Authority swimming pools, and calls on the Government to re-open/introduce a Swimming Pools Programme immediately.


AFFORDABLE SCHEME


Councillor J. Lahart  

That this Council considers the Affordable Scheme in light of the downturn in housing prices generally


SUSTAINABLE AND RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES

Councillor D. Keating  

That the Manager would present a detailed report for discussion on what policies are being introduced by South Dublin County Council in the interest of sustainable and renewable energy sources. What joint efforts can be made by the four Dublin Local Authorities in the interest of joined-up thinking to help progress this matter in the future.


GRAFFITI CLEAN UP

Councillor C. Brophy  

That this Council engage in a pro-active advertising and awareness building program for its graffiti clean-up program.  The aim of the promotion scheme should be to ensure that all residents groups and associations in the county are aware of the graffiti clean-up programs existence and how to report incidents on graffiti for clean-up.


M50 AND N4 BOUNDARIES 

Councillor G. O'Connell  

That this Council adopt a policy of restoring the boundary in a manner that meets the reasonable concerns of  property owners where the Council or its agents interfere with existing boundary treatment and in particular the Manager responsible restore the boundaries that have been damaged by the M50 and or N4 works given that the current approach of “replacing like with like” is not a practical proposition for residents who enjoyed a hedge and trees that took some 40 years to mature and who now are exposed to air, noise and light pollution and who have their security and privacy breached both by the interference to the hedgerow and the new heightened contours of the road combined with the effects of increased volumes of traffic, higher speed caused by the free flow system which are not eliminated by the improved road surface or the proposed landscaping. 


CHILDREN’S WEBSITE


Councillor M. Corr  

That the Manager undertakes to develop a section of www.sdcc.ie for children, to have links to this section of the site featured prominently on the homepage of www.sdcc.ie and to create as much interactivity as possible within it in order to engage, educate and encourage as much participation by children as possible as well as promoting active citizenship from an early age.  This is to be created in addition to the development of the "Skids" section of the Libraries website.


PROCUREMENT POLICIES 

Councillor T. McDermott  

That this Council request the Environment Strategic Policy Committee to review, and revise where necessary, the SDCC Procurement Policies to ensure that they minimise the Council's impact on the Environment in a manner that is consistent with legislation and that a draft revised policy be presented to the Council in 2008.


PUBLIC TRANSPORT NEEDS

Councillor D. Keating  
That this Council acknowledges the serious disruption caused to the Residents of this County owing to the loss of the Circle Line Bus Service. In addition South Dublin County Council believes that many of our transport issues would be resolved at relatively low costs, if a flexible, dependable and affordable bus service was introduced. This Council now requests the Manager to write to the Minister for Transport calling on him to respond as a matter of great urgency to the public transport needs of the people of this county.

TRAVELLLER ACCOMMODATION

Councillor G. O'Connell  

That this Council liaise with the three other Local Authorities in the Dublin Area to introduce (a) transitional accommodation for Traveller Families and (b) emergency accommodation for Traveller Families who for legitimate reasons find themselves in a homeless situation.

Meeting concluded at 18.30 p.m.
Signed ______________________________



Mayor 

Date 
______________________________
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