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C0MHAIRLE CHONTAE ÁTHA CLIATH THEAS

SOUTH DUBLIN COUNTY COUNCIL

TERENURE RATHFARNHAM AREA 

COMMITTEE MEETING (1)   

Minutes of Terenure Rathfarnham Area Committee Meeting (1), (dealing with Planning, Development, Corporate Services and Roads business) held on 7th March 2006.

	PRESENT

	

	Councillors

	

	M. Ardagh

	C. Keane

	J. Lahart

	S. Laing

	T. McDermott

	E. Walsh

	A. White


An Cathaoirleach, Councillor A. White, presided.

OFFICIALS PRESENT

	Senior Executive Officers
	G. Keogh, M. Judge

	Senior Engineers
	M. O’Keeffe, 

	Administrative Officers
	T. Curtin, P. McNamara, M. Kelly, 

	Senior Executive Planners
	P. Devlin, L. McGauran, M. O’Connor

	Senior Executive Engineers
	S. Daly, H. Fallon

	Staff Officers
	N. Fitzgibbon, M. Malone

	Clerical Officer
	A. Reilly


TR/175/06
CONFIRMATION AND RE-AFFIRMATION OF MINUTES

Minutes of meeting of Terenure Rathfarnham Area Committee (1), dealing with Roads, Planning, Development and Corporate Services business, held on 7th February 2006, which had been circulated were submitted, APPROVED as a true record and signed.

It was proposed by Councillor C. Keane, seconded by Councillor S. Laing and RESOLVED:

“That the recommendations contained in the Minutes of the Terenure Rathfarnham Area Committee Meeting (1) held on 7th February 2006 be ADOPTED and APPROVED.”
PLANNING BUSINESS

TR/176/06
QUESTIONS

It was proposed by Councillor C. Keane, seconded by Councillor M. Ardagh and RESOLVED:

“That pursuant to Standing Order No. 13, questions numbered 1 to 6 inclusive be ADOPTED and APPROVED.”

TR/177/06    HISTORICAL HOUSES – PLAQUES 
QUESTION:  Councillor M. Ardagh
"To ask the Manager if provision has been made to erect plaques on historical houses in South Dublin County Council area and if it is the Council's policy to identify such houses with plaques?"

REPLY:
There is no policy in relation to the erection of plaques on historic houses or the identification of such houses with plaques within the County.   It should be noted that where erection of plaques are proposed on Protected Structures, planning permission is required.  The OPW places plaques on some of its properties as a form of information board and Dublin Tourism also erect plaques on properties in the City as part of tourist trails.  It is recommended that this issue be forwarded to South Dublin Tourism to investigate as part of the proposed heritage trail in conjunction with the County Library. 


TR/178/06    ST. CATHERINE’S - BALLYBODEN

QUESTION:    Councillor M. Ardagh
“To ask the Manager when the Conservation Officer's report on St. Catherine's, Ballyboden will be available?"

REPLY:

St. Catherine’s, Augustinian Site, Ballyboden - 

Report Of Conservation Officer
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INTRODUCTION

The (former) St. Catherine’s House is located within the grounds of the Augustinian site, Taylors Lane, Ballyboden.  A number of submissions have been received requesting that the former St. Catherine’s be included on the Record of Protected Structures.  Submissions/recommendations have been received from The Glendoher and District Residents Association, Ballyboden Road Cottages Residents Association and An Taisce.  The structure in question is an early to mid 19th century former house. It should be noted that the former St. Catherine’s was not identified under the National Inventory of Architectural Heritage, which was carried out for South Dublin County during 2002.   Presently the buildings are being used by the health authorities as a care facility  

The structure was dramatically altered and extended to accommodate its new use as a seminary in the c.1950s. The entire exterior of the original structure has been completely altered to match the 1950s wings making it difficult to identify.

A visual inspection of both the exterior and interior of the site was carried out.  It was evident from the inspection that many, what appear to be, original internal features are intact although the original layout of the former house has been totally altered due to subdivision of areas relating to its change of use.  Some of the internal features include a very fine staircase with a very decorative newel post and trend ends.  Original plasterwork exists along the stairs and landings and in some of the rooms located in the first floors.  There would also appear to be original fireplaces in some of the front and rear rooms on the ground floor (access was not possible throughout the whole building).  Original window boxes and shutters also remain intact although the original windows have been replaced with inappropriate aluminium windows. There are however single pane timber sliding sash windows remaining on each half landing of the original staircase.

A number of archival searches were carried out in order to ascertain a full understanding of the historical development of the structure/site. The searches proved ineffective as no such information could be found.

CONCLUSION:

St. Catherine’s has been substantially altered externally and internally. The original structure is unrecognisable today due to the addition of the 1950s wings and external render used to marry the old building with the later additions. 

Under Section 2 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, the term ‘structure’ means “any building, structure, excavation, or other thing constructed or made on, in, or under any land, or any part of a structure so defined, (a) where the context so admits, includes the land on, in or under which the structure is situate, and (b) in relation to a protected structure or proposed protected structure, includes (i) the interior of the structure, (ii) the land lying within the curtilage of the structure, (iii) any other structures lying within that curtilage and their interiors, and (iv) all fixtures and features which form part of the interior or exterior of any structure or structures”.  

The placing of a structure on the Record of Protected Structures means that the entire site is a protected structure.  This would include all existing buildings on site - their exteriors, interiors, fixtures and fittings. The protection also extends to the lands of the site and as such come under the provisions of the Planning and Development Act 2000.  To include the former St. Catherine’s on the Record of Protected Structure solely for the protection of some internal features would give protection to the site as a whole.  In this case it is difficult to justify the inclusion of the entire site on the Record of Protected Structures.

It is recommended under the Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines that “a planning authority must decide whether a structure is worthy of inclusion in the Record of Protected Structures (RPS) by identifying the characteristics of special interest, which would merit its inclusion”.  Part 2 of the Guidelines indicates features, which may contribute to the character and special interest of a structure.  The Planning Act requires that a protected structure be of special interest under one or more of the following categories: Architectural, Historical, Archaeological, Artistic, Cultural, Scientific, Technical and social.  

Architectural interest is the most common category associated with structures on the Record of Protected Structures.  “Architectural interest refers to the characteristics of architectural interest which may be attributed to a structure or part of a structure with such qualities e.g. a structure with an interior that is well designed rich in decoration, complex or spatially pleasing”.  

It is considered that although the interior of the former St. Catherine’s has some existing features of interest it is not entirely rich in decoration, therefore justification can not be made that the structure is of architectural interest on internal features alone.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is considered that the former St. Catherine’s House does not merit inclusion on the Record of Protected Structures. It is considered that the site as a whole provides some level of architectural and social interest.  It is therefore considered that a provision or policy be included in the proposed Ballyboden Village Plan for the safeguarding of the original architectural features of the house.” 

TR/179/06
PLANNING APPLICATION - SPAWELL

QUESTION:    Councillor C. Keane
"To ask the Manager for an update on the current position of Planning Application for Hotel at Spawell and to state what exactly has now been permitted?"

REPLY:
Planning Permission was granted on 03-Aug-2005 to John, Paul & Peter Kennedy for a development at Spawell Golf and Leisure Centre, Wellington Lane, Templeogue, Dublin 6W.  Register Reference SD04A/0976 refers.

The proposed redevelopment of a site of 5.025 ha, approximately, comprises the following:

(a) the demolition of all existing structures on site (5,268sq.m.); 

(b) the construction of a building of 21,546sq.m. (gross floor space), approximately, containing a two storey over basement leisure centre (principally comprising a swimming pool, squash courts, gym and aerobics facilities, a children's playroom, cafe, 2 no. retail units, shop, restaurant/carvery areas, lounge areas, bar areas, a multi-function room, a conference room, administration facilities, associated storage, and ancillary facilities); and a five storey over basement, 149 no. bedroom hotel (ancillary, having regard to local zoning objective no. 12 in the South Dublin County Council Development Plan 2004-2010) (principally incorporating an entrance lobby/reception area, bar areas, a restaurant, lounge area, main conference hall, meeting rooms, and a range of leisure facilities including exercise rooms, sports therapy rooms, a gym room, snooker rooms/lounge, a games room and multi-function sports rooms, administration facilities, associated storage and ancillary facilities) over a basement of 10,204sq.m. principally comprising 267 no. underground car parking spaces and a service area which serves both the leisure centre and hotel; 

(c) the re-location of the tennis courts ( 8 no.); 

(d)  provision of a two storey driving range base unit (1,710sq.m.); 

(e) provision of a pavillion (65sq.m.); 

(f) hard and soft landscaping and all other associated site development works above and below ground.  The development provides 579 no. car parking spaces (267 no. underground car parking spaces, 246 no. surface car parking spaces and 66 no. surface overflow car parking spaces) and 6 no. surface bus parking spaces.  A relocated entrance/exit will be provided on Wellington Lane (close to the junction with Rossmore Road).


TR/180/06
SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT – REAR OF HOUSES

QUESTION:    Councillor E. Walsh
"To ask the Manager to indicate the scale of development at the rear of houses that is excempt from planning permission?"

REPLY:
In relation to development to the rear of a dwelling house, under the Planning and Development Regulations the following is considered exempted development, subject to compliance with the requirements laid out in the right hand column. 

 

	CLASS 1
	  

	The extension of a house, by the construction or erection of an extension (including a conservatory) to the rear of the house or by the conversion for use as part of the house of any garage, store, shed or other similar structure attached to the rear or to the side of the house. 

 

 

  

 

 
	1. (a) Where the house has not been extended previously, the floor area of any such extension shall not exceed 40 square metres. (b) Subject to paragraph (a), where the house is terraced or semi-detached, the floor area of any extension above ground level shall not exceed 12 square metres. (c) Subject to paragraph (a), where the house is detached, the floor area of any extension above ground level shall not exceed 20 square metres. 

2. (a) Where the house has been extended previously, the floor area of any such extension, taken together with the floor area of any previous extension or extensions constructed or erected after 1 October 1964, including those for which planning permission has been obtained, shall not exceed 40 square metres. 

(b) Subject to paragraph (a), where the house is terraced or semi-detached and has been extended previously, the floor area of any extension above ground level taken together with the floor area of any previous extension or extensions above ground level constructed or erected after 1 October 1964, including those for which planning permission has been obtained, shall not exceed 12 square metres. 

(c) Subject to paragraph (a), where the house is detached and has been extended previously, the floor area of any extension above ground level, taken together with the floor area of any previous extension or extensions above ground level constructed or erected after 1 October 1964, including those for which planning permission has been obtained, shall not exceed 20 square metres. 

3. Any above ground floor extension shall be a distance of not less than 2 metres from any party boundary. 

4. (a) Where the rear wall of the house does not include a gable, the height of the walls of any such extension shall not exceed the height of the rear wall of the house. 

(b) Where the rear wall of the house includes a gable, the height of the walls of any such extension shall not exceed the height of the side walls of the house. 

(c) The height of the highest part of the roof of any such extension shall not exceed, in the case of a flat roofed extension, the height of the eaves or parapet, as may be appropriate, or, in any other case, shall not exceed the height of the highest part of the roof of the dwelling. 

5. The construction or erection of any such extension to the rear of the house shall not reduce the area of private open space, reserved exclusively for the use of the occupants of the house, to the rear of the house to less than 25 square metres. 

6. (a) Any window proposed at ground level in any such extension shall not be less than 1 metre from the boundary it faces. 

(b) Any window proposed above ground level in any such extension shall not be less than 11 metres from the boundary it faces. 

(c) Where the house is detached and the floor area of the extension above ground level exceeds 12 square metres, any window proposed at above ground level shall not be less than 11 metres from the boundary it faces. 

7. The roof of any extension shall not be used as a balcony or roof garden. 


TR/181/06     PLANNING APPLICATION – SD04A/0182

QUESTION:   Councillor E. Walsh
"To ask the Manager to give an updated report on Planning Application No. SD04A/0182 Ref No. 1 and 2 Wellington Cottages and 45 Wellington Lane?"

REPLY:
Planning Permission was granted on 06-Jan-2005 to Curved Space Ltd., for demolition of 1 & 2 Wellington Cottages and Filling Station at site between 1 Wellington Cottages and 45 Wellington Lane, Dublin 6W and for erection of 2 storey residential building comprising 6 apartments and single storey mini-market unit with surface carparking and goods delivery yard.

TR/182/06    ASHFIELD COLLEGE – PROPOSED RE-DEVELOPMENT 

QUESTION:   Councillor E. Walsh
"To ask the Manager to give an up to date report on the proposed re-development of Ashfield College, Templeogue Village and will he make a statement on the issue?"

REPLY:
Planning Permission was granted on 01-Dec-2005 to Mr. Joe Griffin for a development at Ashfield College, Templeogue Road, Templeogue, Dublin 6W.  Register Reference SD04A/0949 refers.

The proposed development consists of development of site of 0.44ha. The development will consist of the demolition of buildings on the site, including the main school building and prefabricated portacabins (but not including Palmville building/old stable block complex at the south of the site, which will be retained); the widening of the existing vehicular entrance and the construction of a three storey over basement apartment block, containing a total of 45 no. apartments (36 no. 2 bedroom and 9 no. 1 bedroom units), with a gross floor space of 3,610sq.m. with an additional 1,422sq.m. basement providing car parking for 59 no. cars, bicycle storage areas and a refuse storage area;  surface car parking will be provided for a further 6 no. cars; the existing boundary walls will be retained save where the vehicular entrance is widened and the two existing entrances to the site from the lane to the south of the site, will be closed up and new section of boundary wall will be erected to match existing; the development will also consist of hard and soft landscaping, ancillary plant and all other necessary site development works above and below ground.


TR/183/06   PLANNING FILES


(A) Large Applications Under Consideration
	SD05A/0615
	Reg. Date:

27-Feb-2006
Applicant’s Name:

Michael Burke & John Staunton
Submission Type:

Clarification of Additional Information

	Location:

Bolton Hall, Ballyboden Road, and No 163, Ballyboden Road, Rathfarnham, Co. Dublin
Proposed Development:

Revised plans and particulars in response to a request for Clarification of Further Information.  The revisions comprise:  revised design and layout of unit no. 1,  revised design and layout of unit no. 22 now to incorporate the existing single storey out buildings (previously proposed for demolition),  revised design and layout of unit no. 23,  revised design and layout of unit no. 33,  omission of 5 no. car parking spaces and alterations to boundary treatments, landscaping works and materials.  The proposed development now consists of: (A) demolition of existing single storey cottage type dwelling at no. 163 Ballyboden Road;   (B) development of 34 no. residential units comprising: 2 no. 2 storey four bedroom detached houses; 1 no. 2 storey four bedroom end terrace house; 18 no. 3 storey three/four bedroom terraced townhouses; 1 no. 2 storey three bedroom end terrace house; 6 no. 3 storey over basement five/six bedroom detached houses; 1 no. 2 bedroom bungalow, which will replace the original dwelling at no. 163 Ballyboden Road; the restoration and extension of the original coach house and single storey out buildings to comprise 2 no. 1 and 2 storey four bedroom units, 1 no. 2 storey four bedroom unit and 1 no. 2 storey plus mezzanine four bedroom unit; the restoration of Bolton Hall which is a Protected Structure to accommodate a single 2 storey dwelling;   (C) 62 no. surface car parking spaces and provision of new vehicular access from Ballyboden Road;   (D) demolition of lean-to structures and part existing single storey out building and alterations to existing garden walls and railings (all within the curtilage of Bolton Hall, a Protected Structure);   (E) 1 no. ESB sub-station and all ancillary site development works and landscaping works including provision of bridge culvert structure.  All development to take place on a site of c.1.92 hectares.
Decision Due on or before:

26-Mar-2006



COMMENTS:
Councillors M. Ardagh, C. Keane, S. Laing, A. White and T. McDermott expressed concern regarding this application and requested that a further report from the Conservation Officer be considered prior to making a decision on the application.

(B) Files Requested by Members

SD05A/0804
Applicant:

Mr. G Wallace

Location:

1, Butterfield Orchard, Rathfarnham, Dublin 14

Development:
Proposed two storey detached house to side.

COMMENTS:

Councillor C. Keane noted the decision to 




refuse permission on this application.

SD05A/0080
Applicant:

Vodafone Ireland Ltd

Location:

Terenure Badminton Centre, Whitehall Road, Dublin 12

Development:
Retain existing 3 no. panel antennas, 1 no. transmission dish and 1 no. associated equipment cabin for telecommunications purpose.

COMMENTS:

Councillors M. Ardagh, C. Keane, A. White,

S. Laing, objected to the application.

It was AGREED to take Motion No. 7 in the name of Councillor M. Ardagh in conjunction with the above.
It was proposed by Councillor M. Ardagh and seconded by Councillor T. McDermott.

"That the Manager give a report on Planning Application No. SD05A/1066 and to ask if the concerns of the local residents and the Residents Association will be fully taken into account when decisions are being made on the application."

The following Report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was READ and NOTED. 

“Planning application Register Reference SD05A/1066 was received on 23-Dec-2005 from Hutchinson 3G Ireland Ltd. for Retention of the installation of 3 no. antenna, 1 no. radio link dish at roof level, associated equipment and outdoor equipment cabinet at ground level for a new 3G broadband network, at Terenure Badminton Centre, Whitehall Road, Dublin 12.

A decision to Grant Permission for Retention was made in this case on 20-Feb-2006.  A number of submissions were received in relation to the application and these submissions were taken into consideration during the assessment of the application.

Any person who made a submission or observation may appeal to An Bord Pleanala within four weeks of the date of the Council’s decision.”
Councillors M. Ardagh, C. Keane, A. White and S. Laing, objected to the application and 

requested clarification on the policies relating to retention on phone mast applications. M. 

O’Connor, Senior Executive Planner, responded to the queries raised and it was agreed that 

a written version of her report would be forwarded to the Committee by email.



TR/184/06   REPORT OF CONSERVATION OFFICER ON ST. CATHERINE’S HOUSE,                         
                       BALLYBODEN

The following Report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was CONSIDERED:
“
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INTRODUCTION

The (former) St. Catherine’s House is located within the grounds of the Augustinian site, Taylors Lane, Ballyboden.  A number of submissions have been received requesting that the former St. Catherine’s be included on the Record of Protected Structures.  Submissions/recommendations have been received from The Glendoher and District Residents Association, Ballyboden Road Cottages Residents Association and An Taisce.  The structure in question is an early to mid 19th century former house. It should be noted that the former St. Catherine’s was not identified under the National Inventory of Architectural Heritage, which was carried out for South Dublin County during 2002.   Presently the buildings are being used by the health authorities as a care facility  

The structure was dramatically altered and extended to accommodate its new use as a seminary in the c.1950s. The entire exterior of the original structure has been completely altered to match the 1950s wings making it difficult to identify.

A visual inspection of both the exterior and interior of the site was carried out.  It was evident from the inspection that many, what appear to be, original internal features are intact although the original layout of the former house has been totally altered due to subdivision of areas relating to its change of use.  Some of the internal features include a very fine staircase with a very decorative newel post and trend ends.  Original plasterwork exists along the stairs and landings and in some of the rooms located in the first floors.  There would also appear to be original fireplaces in some of the front and rear rooms on the ground floor (access was not possible throughout the whole building).  Original window boxes and shutters also remain intact although the original windows have been replaced with inappropriate aluminium windows. There are however single pane timber sliding sash windows remaining on each half landing of the original staircase.

A number of archival searches were carried out in order to ascertain a full understanding of the historical development of the structure/site. The searches proved ineffective as no such information could be found.

CONCLUSION:

St. Catherine’s has been substantially altered externally and internally. The original structure is unrecognisable today due to the addition of the 1950s wings and external render used to marry the old building with the later additions. 

Under Section 2 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, the term ‘structure’ means “any building, structure, excavation, or other thing constructed or made on, in, or under any land, or any part of a structure so defined, (a) where the context so admits, includes the land on, in or under which the structure is situate, and (b) in relation to a protected structure or proposed protected structure, includes (i) the interior of the structure, (ii) the land lying within the curtilage of the structure, (iii) any other structures lying within that curtilage and their interiors, and (iv) all fixtures and features which form part of the interior or exterior of any structure or structures”.  

The placing of a structure on the Record of Protected Structures means that the entire site is a protected structure.  This would include all existing buildings on site - their exteriors, interiors, fixtures and fittings. The protection also extends to the lands of the site and as such come under the provisions of the Planning and Development Act 2000.  To include the former St. Catherine’s on the Record of Protected Structure solely for the protection of some internal features would give protection to the site as a whole.  In this case it is difficult to justify the inclusion of the entire site on the Record of Protected Structures.

It is recommended under the Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines that “a planning authority must decide whether a structure is worthy of inclusion in the Record of Protected Structures (RPS) by identifying the characteristics of special interest, which would merit its inclusion”.  Part 2 of the Guidelines indicates features, which may contribute to the character and special interest of a structure.  The Planning Act requires that a protected structure be of special interest under one or more of the following categories: Architectural, Historical, Archaeological, Artistic, Cultural, Scientific, Technical and social.  

Architectural interest is the most common category associated with structures on the Record of Protected Structures.  “Architectural interest refers to the characteristics of architectural interest which may be attributed to a structure or part of a structure with such qualities e.g. a structure with an interior that is well designed rich in decoration, complex or spatially pleasing”.  

It is considered that although the interior of the former St. Catherine’s has some existing features of interest it is not entirely rich in decoration, therefore justification can not be made that the structure is of architectural interest on internal features alone.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is considered that the former St. Catherine’s House does not merit inclusion on the Record of Protected Structures. It is considered that the site as a whole provides some level of architectural and social interest.  It is therefore considered that a provision or policy be included in the proposed Ballyboden Village Plan for the safeguarding of the original architectural features of the house.”

Following contributions from Councillors C. Keane, A. White, T. McDermott and M. Ardagh, Ms. P. Devlin, Senior Executive Planner responded to queries raised, the report was NOTED and it was AGREED that a further report would be obtained from the Conservation Officer.


TR/185/06
CORRESPONDENCE

It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.

TR/186/06
CATHAOIRLEACH’S BUSINESS

It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.

TR/187/06   LUAS TALLAGHT/LUAS DUNDRUM – LINE RESERVATION

It was proposed by Councillor C. Keane and seconded by Councillor M. Ardagh 

"That this Committee discuss the current status of the Motion I had agreed as part of the Development Plan 7.6.4 .i T7 Metro : that South Dublin County Council investigate the line reservation for connecting LUAS TALLAGHT WITH LUAS DUNDRUM and to state how this can be advanced." 

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

“In relation to Policy T5: Public Transport Improvements, the Development Plan states;

7.6.2.iv

It is an objective of the Council to draw up indicative alignments in conjunction with the appropriate bodies including the Dublin Transportation Office and the Rail Procurements Agency, to seek to preserve the line for the extension of the LUAS/ Metro to Rathfarnham, Terenure, Templeogue, Knocklyon, Ballycullen, and Oldcourt areas, along with the remainder of South Dublin County.  Following the preparation of the indicative alignments and agreement with the relevant statutory agencies and completion of the relevant public process, the Council will seek to preserve the lines by way of a variation of the County Development Plan.
Transport 21, released by the Minister of Transport on 1 November 2005, outlines an integrated transport system for Dublin, to include seven new Luas projects, two Metro lines, an underground station at St. Stephen's Green integrating all services and the Western Rail Corridor.  This document does not include an objective to provide a Luas route between Dundrum and Tallaght.

The Council proposes to have discussions as soon as possible with the Department of Transport in relation to the proposals listed in Transport 21 as they affect this County.  It is envisaged that following these discussions consideration can be given to determining the extent and nature of variations that will be necessary to the County Development Plan.

At this stage discussions between the Local Authority and the relevant statutory bodies i.e. the Dublin Transportation office and the Rail Procurement Agency (RPA) have not been undertaken regarding a reservation for a Luas line between Dundrum and Tallaght.  Priorities and timeframes for transportation projects are a matter for the RPA.”

A discussion ensued to which Councillors C. Keane, T. McDermott, M. Ardagh, S. Laing, J. Lahart and A. White contributed.   Mr. P. McNamara, Administrative Officer responded to queries raised by the members and the report was NOTED.
TR/188/06   CHERRY TREE – VACANT PARKING SITE 

It was proposed by Councillor S. Laing and seconded by Councillor T. McDermott

"That the Manager take note there is strong objections to any possible development on the vacant parking site on the opposite corner to the Cherry Tree as there is a real need for parking in this busy area and that this matter be discussed."

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

“There would appear to be no current application for development on the site referred to. The site is zoned 'A' in the South Dublin County Development Plan 2004-2010 with a stated objective 'To protect and/or improve residential amenity.' No specific objectives appear to relate to the site in question. In the event of any valid application being made on the site, it would have to be assessed in accordance with the Development Plan objectives and policies in force at the time of decision and recommendations received from other internal and external consultees, including the Transportation Department.” 

Following contributions from Councillors S. Laing and J. Lahart the report was NOTED.


TR/189/06   EDENBROOK MANOR – MANAGEMENT COMPANY

It was proposed by Councillor M. Ardagh and seconded by Councillor A. White

"That the Manager give a report on the meeting with the residents and the developer of Edenbrook Manor and to state if agreement has been reached between both parties in relation to the Management Company."

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

Edenbrook Manor was developed by Clayworth Investments Ltd. under planning permission granted in 1996 (Register Reference S96A/0159)

“It was intended by the developer that this estate would not be offered for taking in charge to the council but would remain private and the planning permission required that a management company would be set up to take charge of the maintenance and up-keep of the estate.

The Management Agreement for the maintenance and control of the estate was not submitted for agreement, ‘prior to the commencement of development’  as required in the planning permission.  The original Management Company set up by the developer has since been dissolved.

The developer informed the Council in 2004 that Allied Property Management Ltd. had been appointed to take charge of the management and maintenance of the estate, and that Allied Property Management Ltd. were to write to the residents advising them of same. 

Allied Property Management Ltd. have informed the Council that they wrote to the residents of Edenbrook Manor outlining the services which the company provided and proposing that a meeting be held to discuss same. This meeting was to set in train the process for drawing up a new management agreement for the maintenance and upkeep of the estate.

Allied Property Management Ltd. state that they received no response to this correspondence.

The responsibility for all matters relating to the maintenance of this estate at present rests with the developer pending the setting up of a Management Company.

It was agreed at the Terenure/Rathfarnham Area Committee Meeting of 14th February 2006 that the Council’s Building Control Section would facilitate a meeting between the developers, Clayworth Investments Limited, and the residents of Edenbrook Manor, with a view to finding a resolution of the situation.

A letter dated 17th February 2006, informed the developer of this proposal, and he was requested to respond to same by Thursday 9th March 2006. His reply is awaited in this matter. 

Should a positive reply be received to the above letter, the residents of Edenbrook Manor will then be contacted with a view to arranging a meeting.”

It was agreed to take Motion No. 6 in the name of Councillor C. Keane in conjunction with the above.

It was proposed by Councillor C. Keane and seconded by Councillor S. Laing.

“That this committee recommends that Edenbrook Manor, Ballyboden, be taken in charge as the residents of this estate have endured enough hardship due to the incompetence of the developer in not abiding by the conditions of planning in not having a management committee established and this Council in not ensuring that such a condition was adhered to.  This is a small estate, it would not be an unsurmountable problem or an expensive outlay for this Council.”

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

“Edenbrook Manor was developed by Clayworth Investments Ltd. under planning permission granted in 1996 (Register Reference S96A/0159)

It was intended by the developer that this estate would not be offered for taking in charge to the council but would remain private and the planning permission required that a management company would be set up to take charge of the maintenance and up-keep of the estate.

The Management Agreement for the maintenance and control of the estate was not submitted for agreement, ‘prior to the commencement of development’ as required in the planning permission.  The original Management Company set up by the developer has since been dissolved.

The developer informed the Council in 2004 that Allied Property Management Ltd. had been appointed to take charge of the management and maintenance of the estate, and that Allied Property Management Ltd. were to write to the residents advising them of same. 

Allied Property Management Ltd. have informed the Council that they wrote to the residents of Edenbrook Manor outlining the services which the company provided and proposing that a meeting be held to discuss same. This meeting was to set in train the process for drawing up a new management agreement for the maintenance and upkeep of the estate.

Allied Property Management Ltd. state that they received no response to this correspondence.

The responsibility for all matters relating to the maintenance of this estate at present rests with the developer pending the setting up of a Management Company.

It was agreed at the Terenure/Rathfarnham Area Committee Meeting of 14th February 2006 that the Council’s Building Control Section would facilitate a meeting between the developers, Clayworth Investments Limited, and the residents of Edenbrook Manor, with a view to finding a resolution of the situation.

A letter dated 17th February 2006, informed the developer of this proposal, and he was requested to respond to same by Thursday 9th March 2006. His reply is awaited in this matter. 

Should a positive reply be received to the above letter, the residents of Edenbrook Manor will then be contacted with a view to arranging a meeting.”
Following contributions from Councillors, C. Keane, M. Ardagh, J. Lahart and S. Laing, Mr. P. McNamara, Administrative Officer responded to queries raised and the reports were NOTED.
TR/190/06   COUNCIL’S PLANNING FILES 

It was proposed by Councillor T. McDermott and seconded by Councillor A. White

"That this meeting discuss the process to secure the integrity of the Council's planning files in light of recent failures by the Council to fulfil its obligations in this regard." 

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

“Prior to the introduction of the Planning & Development Act, 2000, on 11th March, 2002, Planning Authorities were obliged to keep planning files for a period of 5 years from the date of the final decision.

Since 11th March, 2002, Planning Authorities are obliged to retain at least one original copy of a planning file in perpetuity, as stated in Section 38 (5) of the Planning & Development Act, 2000.  

Since 8th August 2003 all planning application files received by this authority have been electronically scanned, and made available on the Internet.  A project is currently underway to scan all files from 1st January 2000 so that secure electronic copies will be available indefinitely.  

A decision has yet to be made regarding the long term storage of files prior to 1st January 2000, which are at present available in paper form only.

It should be noted that from the time a planning application is first lodged, the file and all documents it contains are in the public domain and are available for public inspection. When the decision has been made on the application, all reports from Council departments, and reports from external consultees such as the Health Service Executive, National Roads Authority etc. are also made available.  Certain applications tend to attract considerable interest, and are examined in detail at various stages by members of the public, solicitors, law searchers, public representatives as well as by the various Council Departments.”

Following a contribution from Councillor T. McDermott, Mr. M. Judge, Senior Executive Officer responded to queries raised and the report was NOTED.


DEVELOPMENT BUSINESS 

TR/191/06
QUESTIONS

It was proposed by Councillor C. Keane, seconded by Councillor M. Ardagh and RESOLVED:

“That pursuant to Standing Order No. 13, question number 7 be ADOPTED and APPROVED.”

TR/192/06
WELLINGTON LANE – STRIP OF LAND

QUESTION:    Councillor S. Laing
“To ask the Manager if he has reached an agreement for the handing over of a small strip of land on Wellington Lane following my request of many months ago on behalf of the names attached?”

Nos. 6 and 7 Rossmore Drive

REPLY:

Having examined the land registry maps for this area it is noted that the Council is only registered to the centre of the old Wellington Lane, which has since been realigned. A small portion of the original lane is now included in the strip of land adjoining the above properties but the major portion of the land is not registered to the Council. While the area has been maintained by the Council for a number of years the title is likely to have remained with the developer of the Rossmore estate. 

It is noted that a surface water sewer runs along the back of the footpath at this location and partly encroaches onto the aforementioned strip for some of its length. The area adjacent to No 6 also contains NTL services and adequate access for the maintenance of both of these services would require to be maintained in any event.

Having regard to the forgoing, the Council is not in a position to consider the disposal of this strip of land. 

TR/193/06   REPORT ON HOARDING AT WILLBROOK LAWNS

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


“The portion of green space at the cul de sac in Willbrook Lawn was the subject of a detailed report to the Area Committee at its Meeting held on 6th December, 2005.

Following discussion it was agreed that a further report would be brought to the February meeting of the Committee.  In the interim a deputations meeting was held with the local residents association on 25th January 2006 at which the matter was further discussed.

The Development Department has recently secured further documentation in relation to the Developers’ (Tiernan Homes) title to this site prior to the Company being dissolved.  Following examination of the documentation by the Council’s Law Agent he advised that this documentation provides sufficient grounds to again apply to the Office of the Chief State Solicitor in respect of the site and accordingly the application has recently been re-submitted to the Chief State Solicitor’s office. The members will be kept advised as to progress on the application.

Should the Council be successful in securing title to the site, its future use will then be further examined.” 
Following contributions from Councillors, C. Keane, S. Laing and A. White, Ms. M. Kelly, Administrative Officer responded to queries raised, the report was NOTED and it was AGREED that the Committee be informed of progress on this issue.
TR/194/06
NEW WORKS
It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.

TR/195/06
CORRESPONDENCE
It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.



TR/196/06
CATHAOIRLEACH’S BUSINESS 
It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.


TR/197/06   MOYVILLE – LAND OWNERSHIP 

It was proposed by Councillor J. Lahart and seconded by Councillor A. White

“Given that I now understand that the proper and correct address for the developers and solicitors for Adroit Company Ltd is as follows:

Adroit Company Ltd, 67 Fitzwilliam Square, Dublin

and that the principals are Peter Maguire and Niall Campbell, and that the solicitor is Vincent Beatty of the same address, could the Manager address the query concerning the resident of 220 Moyville Estate and the land adjacent to his home and communicate formally with the said company in writing on his behalf in order, once and for all, to resolve the issue, not alone of ownership, but enable the resident to determine whether he is entitled to build or indeed sell his property, in the event that he so wished to do.”

The following Report by the Manager, which had been circulated, was READ and NOTED:

“The lands in question adjacent to 220 Moyville Estate are public open space lands which were dedicated to the Council by the developer, Adroit & Company Ltd, some years ago.  Title to the lands was not transferred and accordingly, the Council is not in a position to accede to the request by the owner of the property at 220 Moyville to acquire title to a portion of the lands, which he has already incorporated into his property.

While the company details supplied by you are noted, having checked the matter in the Companies office, there is no record of any change of registered office or directors from that available previously.  However, one of the parties referred to in your motion above, Mr Peter Maguire, is a Solicitor with the firm of Vincent & Beatty Solicitors, and has acted for the Company in relation to this development down through the years.  The Council has been in correspondence with this Solicitor for some time in relation to transfer of title to the lands, but the matter has not progressed.

The Council propose to pursue the matter again with the Solicitors with a view to acquiring title to the open space lands.  In the event of title issues being resolved, the disposal of a portion of the lands to the houseowner of 220 Moyville may then be considered by the Council, subject to terms and conditions.”

TR/198/06   RUSHBROOK CRESCENT – STRIP OF LAND  

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

“That this committee recommends that the process of transfer to this Council of a small strip of land adjoining Rushbrook Crescent be activated. This forms part of the parklands of Tymon Park being maintained and planted by this Council. It was not acquired when the rest of the park was acquired. A company – not in liquidation – is now claiming ownership of this part of Tymon Park, and that the necessary steps be taken to have this SDCC parklands area vested in this Council. In the meantime that the “owner” be charged for maintenance of said parklands backdated to when SDCC first started maintaining this piece of ground many years ago.”

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

“The strip of land in question was not included in the area of parkland at this location acquired by the Council in 1979, possibly due to the fact that the adjoining housing development was not fully completed at that stage and the boundaries may not have been fully defined. The sliver of land in question was not included in the Deed of Dedication for open space from the developers of either the Rushbrook Estate or the adjoining Osprey & Willington Estates. The land is zoned “GB” (to preserve a Green Belt between development areas) and is currently registered to Merchant Banking Limited on Folio 1656. 

The owners of the adjoining property applied to the Council some time ago to acquire this sliver of land. As the Council does not hold the title, the applicants were advised that the Council has no objection to the incorporation of this small sliver of land into their property (subject to it not impacting on the service pipes running close by), if they were in a position to acquire title from the registered owners. 

There has been no contact from the applicants for some time and accordingly it is unclear as to whether they have progressed this matter. If not the Council will endeavour to pursue the acquisition of the land in due course.”

Following a contribution from Councillor C. Keane the report was NOTED.


TR/199/06   BALLYBODEN – SITE FOR SWIMMING POOL 

It was proposed by Councillor J. Lahart and seconded by Councillor A. White 

“That the Development Department examine the site adjacent to the Social Housing and Traveller Accommodation site at Ballyboden and the Deane Homes Development at Ballyboden Road (the site itself is, I understand, in the ownership of the Housing Department, with a view to locating a swimming pool for the local area there, situated as it is to take advantage of the pending Ballyboden Village Plan and ALL the local schools servicing Whitechurch, Ballyboden, Ballyroan, Edmondstown and Knocklyon and to prepare a plan for such a development either independently or to seek local or private community partners for such a venture.”

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


“The lands in question at Ballyboden Road are zoned A “To protect and/or improve residential amenity” in the County Development Plan 2004-2010.  The lands were acquired by the Council for housing purposes and there are no plans to re-designate them for any alternative use.  

It is noted that the lands in question fall outside the boundary of the phase of the Ballyboden Village Plan currently under consideration and its use has not accordingly been reviewed in conjunction with this Plan.”

Following contributions from Councillors, J. Lahart, A. White, M. Ardagh, S. Laing, C. Keane and T. McDermott, Ms. M. Kelly, Administrative Officer responded to queries raised, the report was NOTED and it was AGREED to present a further report on this issue under Community business to the next meeting of this Committee.
CORPORATE SERVICES BUSINESS

TR/200/06
QUESTIONS

It was NOTED there was no business under this heading.

TR/201/06    NEW WORKS
It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.

TR/202/06
CORRESPONDENCE

It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.

TR/203/06
CATHAOIRLEACH’S BUSINESS 
It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.

TR/204/06   MARLEY PARK – CONCERTS 

It was proposed by Councillor T. McDermott and seconded by Councillor S. Laing 

"That Manager immediately initiate discussions with Dun Laoghaire / Rathdown County Council to avoid a repeat, in summer 2006, of the disturbing behaviour that residential communities in South Dublin adjacent to Marlay Park had to endure during the programme of Rock Concerts there last summer and to seek recompense for the inevitable substantial clean-ups that this Council will have to fund."

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

“If the motion is passed contact will be made with Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council with a view to drawing up a co-ordinated plan to mitigate against the effects of future concerts on the local residents and the environment.” 

Following a contribution from Councillor T. McDermott, Mr. G. Keogh, Senior Executive Officer responded to queries raised and the report was NOTED.



ROADS BUSINESS

TR/205/06
QUESTIONS

It was proposed by Councillor C. Keane, seconded by Councillor M. Ardagh and RESOLVED:

“That pursuant to Standing Order No. 13 questions numbered 8 to 26 inclusive be ADOPTED and APPROVED.”

TR/206/06
 LIGHTING POLES – UPGRADING 

QUESTION:    Councillor C. Keane
"To ask the Manager to report on this longstanding and repeated request to have the following poles upgraded - painting would probably suffice - they were to be examined two years ago and again more recent requests?" 

 Pole No.s 

no 4 kennington lawn
no 5 kennington lawn
no 4 rushbrook grove
no 2 rushbrook grove 
no 5 kennington road
no 3 rushbrook drive 
no 6 rushbrook park 
no 8 kennington road 
no 9 kennington road
no 10 kennington road
no 4 rushbrook drive

REPLY:
All the above columns will be replaced within the next two months.

Pole 6 Rushbrook Drive will also be replaced.

TR/207/06
TEMPLEMANOR ESTATE – GRAFFITI 

QUESTION:   Councillor C. Keane
"To ask the Manager to (a) clean the graffiti from the road-signs in Templemanor Estate and to investigate in conjunction with the residents association the necessity for numbering on the long road around the park in this estate i.e. - Templemanor Grove?"

REPLY:
The graffitied signs will be examined and remedial works carried out as required.
In relation to the numbering scheme, if the Residents Association contact the Area Engineer or Inspector at 4515652 a meeting will be arranged to discuss this issue.

TR/208/06
WELLINGTON – FOOTPATH REPAIRS 
QUESTION:   Councillor C. Keane
"To ask the Manager to have the footpath repaired adjacent to Burmah Garage/Wellington - list of previous requests available if required?"

REPLY:
The area will be examined, repairs estimated and the area will be repaired subject to funding.


TR/209/06
WELLINGTON LANE – RAMPS  

QUESTION:   Councillor C. Keane
"To ask the Manager to have the white paint markings renewed on the ramps on Wellington Lane?"

REPLY:
The lining required will be put on the 2006 Lining list and will be completed as part of the programme.

TR/210/06
BEVERLY COURT – YELLOW BOX  

QUESTION:    Councillor J. Lahart
"To ask the Manager to provide a yellow box at the entrance to Beverly Court at its junction with Scholarstown Road and also to provide a full yellow box at the entrance to Orlagh Grove on the roundabout at Scholarstown Road?"

REPLY:
Both locations will be inspected and a report will be submitted at the March 2006 Traffic Management Meeting.


TR/211/06      M50 WIDENING  

QUESTION:    Councillor J. Lahart
"To ask the Manager to set up a mechanism, as required by An Bord Pleanala in its decision concerning the widening of the M50, of meeting with local residents during the construction phase of lanes 5 & 6 and to outline to the meeting how he intends to liaise with residents such as those representing my own neighbourhood of Orlagh Grove?"

REPLY:
It is intended to meet local residents along the route of the M 50 improvement scheme as soon as a contract is in place.  However there is only one contract at present from the N4 to Ballymount and a meeting has already been arranged with some residents along this route. The residents at Orlagh Grove will also be contacted to set up such a meeting or meetings as soon as a contract is in place for the balance of the scheme.  It is unlikely that a contract will be in place this year.


TR/212/06
FAIRWAYS – DOUBLE YELLOW LINES

QUESTION:   Councillor J. Lahart
"To ask the Manager to re-paint the double yellow lines at the entrance to Fairways (opposite the entrance to Rathfarnham Shopping Centre) to prevent cars parking at the entrance, causing danger to passing cars attempting to exit and enter the Fairways Estate?"

REPLY:
This has been completed. Enforcement of the parking prohibition is a matter for the Gardai.


TR/213/06
RATHFARNHAM VILLAGE – PARKING OF MOTORBIKES 

QUESTION:    Councillor J. Lahart
"To ask the Manager to comment on the parking of motorbikes on the footpath at the entrance to Rathfarnham Village?"

REPLY:
The footpath at this location will be inspected and  the trader will be requested to take appropriate action. Enforcement is a matter for the Gardai.


TR/214/06
 LIMEKILN ROAD – PEDESTRIAN LIGHT 

QUESTION:    Councillor S. Laing
"To ask the Manager to incorporate a pedestrian light in the traffic system at the junction of Limekiln Road and Wellington Lane taking into consideration the proposed extension of Limekiln Road?"

REPLY:
The matter will be examined and a report presented to the Area Traffic Management Committee at the earliest opportunity.


TR/215/06
 PINEWOOD PARK – LANEWAY  

QUESTION:    Councillor S. Laing
"To ask the Manager to carry out repair work around the manhole at the bend in the laneway between Pinewood Park and Butterfield Park as there have been many complaints?"

REPLY:
This will be examined and remedial works carried out as required.



TR/216/06
 KNOCKCULLEN DRIVE – SURVEY OF FOOTPATH  

QUESTION:    Councillor S. Laing
"To ask the Manager to carry out a survey of the footpath connecting Knockcullen Drive and Ballyroan Heights as cars are using this route as a short cut?"
REPLY:
Following a survey/inspection, a report will be submitted at the March 2006 Traffic Management Meeting.

TR/217/06
 TEMPLEOGUE ROAD – RIGHT TURN BAN 

QUESTION:    Councillor T. McDermott
"To ask the Manager to substantiate his view that retaining the right turn ban from Templeogue Road on to Springfield Avenue does not exacerbate the congestion in Terenure Village?"

REPLY:
The right turn bans at Springfield (inbound and outbound directions) were introduced as part of the Tallaght to City Centre QBC scheme and are designed primarily to facilitate movement of buses through  Templeogue Village.  Inbound traffic which previously turned right at Springfield now turns at the previous junction, Templeogue Bridge.  Outbound traffic from Terenure which previously turned right onto Templeville Road has the option of turning either at Fortfield Road or Cypress Grove Road, depending on its ultimate destination. There is no evidence from CCTV monitoring or traffic count data that traffic volumes and/or associated congestion have increased in either direction as a result of these measures, but that the opposite is in fact the case and the original QBC objectives are being achieved along the route.


TR/218/06
 SPRINGFIELD ROAD – CONTROLLED PARKING MEASURES 

QUESTION:    Councillor T. McDermott
"To ask the Manager to consider introducing controlled parking measures on Springfield Road and would he make a statement on the matter. The availability of parking in the area has seriously deteriorated since the occupation of the apartments at Bushy Park House?"

REPLY:
This location will be included in the assessment to be carried out for Templeogue parking requirements, including the introduction of on-street parking controls for the village and adjoining areas.


TR/219/06
 ST. JAMES ROAD – RE-INSTATEMENT OF FOOTPATH  

QUESTION:    Councillor E. Walsh
"To ask the Manager to arrange to have the footpath properly re-instated at (details supplied) following gas works and has been left in an unsatisfactory state since Christmas?"

REPLY:
Following a gas connection at the above location, the utility company concerned have been contacted and have agreed to provide a permanent re-instatement.The location will be monitored.


TR/220/06
 ST. PETER’S ROAD – ROAD REPAIRS  

QUESTION:    Councillor E. Walsh
"To ask the Manager to have repairs carried out to road surface and the kerb dished at (details supplied) and the area is badly in need of resurfacing and will he make a statement on the issue?"

REPLY:
St. Peter's Road will be resurfaced this year under the Restoration Improvement Grant.  Any repairs required will be addressed when works commence.


TR/221/06
 TEMPLEVILLE ROAD – CYCLE TRACKS  

QUESTION:    Councillor E. Walsh
"To ask the Manager to examine the poor condition of the surface of the cycle tracks on Templeville Road as cyclists find the surface dangerous and in poor repair and will he make a statement on the issue?"

REPLY:
Templeville Road is scheduled to be resurfaced under the 2006 Restoration Improvement Grant. The full length of cycle track along this route will be replaced as part of the scheme. This is programmed for after completion of the exams due to the proximity of Templeogue College.


TR/222/06
 FERNHILL ROAD – GRASS MARGINS 

QUESTION:    Councillor E. Walsh
"To ask the Manager when will the footpath and grass margins including the tarmacadamed grass margins be upgraded and repaired in Fernhill Road and any other area of Fernhill that may require this work and will he make a statement on the issue?"

REPLY:
Fernhill is not included in the 2006 Footpath Repair Programme. Footpath repairs were carried out in this area in 2004. If there are particular areas of concern, these will be examined as part of emergency works.


TR/223/06
 GAELSCOIL, KNOCKLYON – PARKING FACILITIES  

QUESTION:    Councillor A. White
"To ask the Manager for an update on the continuing problems for local residents arising from the absence of any adequate pick-up/drop-off parking facilities at the Gaeilscoil, which causes traffic congestion in the local area including in Knocklyon Heights, and will he at least consider provision of a yellow box at this location?"

REPLY:
A yellow box will be recommended at this location for the March 2006 Traffic Management Meeting.  When the box has been provided the area will be monitored.


TR/224/06
 PROSPECT MANOR – ‘STOP’ SIGN   

QUESTION:    Councillor A. White
"To ask the Manager to arrange for a 'stop' sign to be placed at the exit to Prospect Manor?"

REPLY:
A stop sign will be placed as requested.


TR/225/06   DECLARATION OF ROADS TO BE PUBLIC ROADS

It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.



TR/226/06   TERENURE/TEMPLEOGUE TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT REPORT   


The following Report, which had been circulated, was READ:

Following discussion at the Terenure/Rathfarnham Area Committee Meeting of 7th February 2006, it was agreed that the Roads & Traffic Department would present a detailed report on the measures contained in the MVA Review of Traffic Management Arrangements (Terenure-Rathfarnham  Area) to the March meeting of the Committee.   The Report is attached herewith.



“Review of Traffic Management Arrangements

(Terenure-Rathfarnham Area)

MVA Consultants, November 2005

Background & Study Objectives:

In mid-2005, Dublin City Council and South Dublin County Council engaged transport consultants MVA to undertake a comprehensive review of traffic management arrangements, including access and circulation for all modes of transport, within the Terenure, Kimmage, Templeogue, Rathfarnham, Rathgar and Rathmines Areas. 

The Study Brief required that recommendations for changes to current

traffic management arrangements should be developed giving consideration to the following objectives:

· To provide a high level of priority to buses wherever this is feasible and appropriate;

· To maintain, and if possible enhance, current provision for pedestrians and cyclists;

· To facilitate, as far as possible, local access to amenities;

· To minimise extraneous traffic volumes on roads which are primarily residential in character;

· To give due regard to the current hierarchy of the road network in the area in assigning traffic flows and assessing where diverted traffic may be accommodated; and

· To maintain reasonable general traffic flow particularly on the national primary routes.

The resulting Study was completed by the Consultants in November 2005, and was presented and discussed at the relevant Area Committee Meetings in each Council, DCC in December 2005 and SDCC in January 2006.  

In addition, the Study was published on each Council’s web-site, with associated advertisement in the local press. 

Proposed Measures:

The Study proposes a number of options for preliminary consideration, with any finalization or detailed assessment of selected or alternative options to be the subject of further evaluation and report. The proposed measures range from attitudinal or ‘softer measures’ through public transport and safety measures to more fundamental traffic management revisions, and include:

· A one way traffic system to be introduced on Terenure Road West from Fortfield Rd to Terenure Village in a eastbound direction and a new one way system to be introduced on Templeogue Road from Terenure Village to Fortfield Road in an westbound direction with the inclusion of an eastbound contraflow bus lane. 

· A further option is suggested for a partial one-way system along these roads in order to increase access for residents and which would be finalised in the public consultation process.

· The provisions of School Children drop off points and the introduction of safe routes to school corridors. This measure would be complimented by the provision of directional signage for schools.

· The implementation of Disk parking in key areas.

· Improved measures for pedestrians which include 

· the provision of a pedestrian underpass at Terenure junction

· the re-establishment of the village environment at Terenure and Rathgar encouraging pedestrian movement throughout the village and advising drivers entering the area that they are within a village environment; and 

· the widening footways on key roads within the Study Area.

· The addition of cycle tracks, advanced cycle stop lines and the removal of banned turns for cyclists only.

· A review of junction and signal arrangements with a view to increasing their efficiency, changes to signal timing at Terenure Junction, and the introduction of a HGV ban on Terenure Road West.

· The provision of directional signage to encourage traffic on to arterial roads thus routing traffic away from Terenure Village. 

Comment:

The Roads & Traffic Department is concerned that the proposed one-way system would decommission a major radial route to the City Centre and thus give rise to further congestion on remaining commuter and other routes in the South Dublin area: 

· It is felt that the proposed measures would give rise to a back-up of traffic on Terenure Rd West, Fortfield Rd and back through Wainsfort and Templeogue during the AM peak. 

· There is also concern over the lengthy detour that residents will be required to carry out due to the one way system (e.g. persons attempting to drive to Presentation Convent would be required to carry out a detour of 3.4km using Templeogue Rd and Fortfield Rd, and would cause additional congestion on surrounding junctions). 

· Changing a two way system to a one way system as proposed is likely to have the undesirable effect of increasing traffic speeds, and thus reducing road safety, along the primarily residential Fortfield Road. 

It is likely that there would still be a major demand on the Templeogue Rd between Terenure and Templeogue due to the number of buses and taxis using the bus lane, which in turn would reduce the effectiveness of the proposed one-way system at Terenure junction. Amelioration of this through banning taxis from the contraflow and limiting its use to buses and emergency vehicles only is not seen as a feasible alternative given the difficulties and questionable desirability of implementing such a ban.  

It is considered likely, however, that some reduction in congestion could be achieved by improved traffic signal timings and sequencing to maximize junction efficiency, and that there are benefits to be gained also by improving signage and road markings in the study area, though it is recommended that detailed proposals be prepared and agreed prior to any implementation of such measures. 

It is obvious from the Study that a significant volume of local traffic is generated by the large number of schools in the immediate area, and this is one of the main causes of congestion in peak hours. Accordingly, the Roads & Traffic Department would favour the introduction of Safer Routes to Schools measures in the vicinity of the schools and along designated corridors, including:


· provisions for school drop-off points 

· upgrading of existing footways using coloured or textured surfacing

· additional pedestrian crossings and 

· pedestrian safety barriers 

It is felt that these measures could encourage children and their parents to transfer from the private motor car as a means of travelling to school, as would walk at least some of their journey to school, as would the proposals to improve cycle facilities in the area. 

While the village improvement measures are welcome in general, the suggestion of an underpass in Terenure Village is not recommended, as our experience is that these are not used by the public, mainly due to safety fears. A further argument is that removing pedestrian movement at surface/street-level would discourage the desired enhancement of the village environment. 

Recommendation:

That the above report be adopted by the Area Committee and advised to Dublin City Council.”

It was AGREED to take Motion No. 16 in the name of Councillor S. Laing in conjunction with the above.

It was proposed by Councillor S. Laing and seconded by Councillor T. McDermott. 

"That the Manager liaise with the M.V.A. consultants who are carrying out a survey of the traffic in the Terenure area and to incorporate the areas of Wainsfort, College, Fortfield and Templeville as the survey will have a serious impact on these areas, and that the Consultants consider the opening of the slip road at the Fortfield Junction."

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

“In undertaking their review of traffic management arrangements in the Terenure-Rathfarnham area and in delivering the resulting Study, MVA Consultants have now completed the works for which they were in initially commissioned. Any further work arising from the Study, including the expansion of the study area as requested in the above Motion, would be subject to a further Brief to Consultants, which in turn is dependent on decisions taken by both Councils (DCC and SDCC) on how best to progress this matter beyond its current stage.  In this regard, the MVA Study is the subject of a Headed Item on today's agenda (see separate report attached).  

Review of Traffic Management Arrangements

(Terenure-Rathfarnham Area)

MVA Consultants, November 2005

Background & Study Objectives:

In mid-2005, Dublin City Council and South Dublin County Council engaged transport consultants MVA to undertake a comprehensive review of traffic management arrangements, including access and circulation for all modes of transport, within the Terenure, Kimmage, Templeogue, Rathfarnham, Rathgar and Rathmines Areas. 

The Study Brief required that recommendations for changes to current

traffic management arrangements should be developed giving consideration to the following objectives:

· To provide a high level of priority to buses wherever this is feasible and appropriate;

· To maintain, and if possible enhance, current provision for pedestrians and cyclists;

· To facilitate, as far as possible, local access to amenities;

· To minimise extraneous traffic volumes on roads which are primarily residential in character;

· To give due regard to the current hierarchy of the road network in the area in assigning traffic flows and assessing where diverted traffic may be accommodated; and

· To maintain reasonable general traffic flow particularly on the national primary routes.

The resulting Study was completed by the Consultants in November 2005, and was presented and discussed at the relevant Area Committee Meetings in each Council, DCC in December 2005 and SDCC in January 2006.  

In addition, the Study was published on each Council’s web-site, with associated advertisement in the local press. 

Proposed Measures:

The Study proposes a number of options for preliminary consideration, with any finalization or detailed assessment of selected or alternative options to be the subject of further evaluation and report. The proposed measures range from attitudinal or ‘softer measures’ through public transport and safety measures to more fundamental traffic management revisions, and include:

· A one way traffic system to be introduced on Terenure Road West from Fortfield Rd to Terenure Village in a eastbound direction and a new one way system to be introduced on Templeogue Road from Terenure Village to Fortfield Road in an westbound direction with the inclusion of an eastbound contraflow bus lane. 

· A further option is suggested for a partial one-way system along these roads in order to increase access for residents and which would be finalised in the public consultation process.

· The provisions of School Children drop off points and the introduction of safe routes to school corridors. This measure would be complimented by the provision of directional signage for schools.

· The implementation of Disk parking in key areas.

· Improved measures for pedestrians which include 

· the provision of a pedestrian underpass at Terenure junction

· the re-establishment of the village environment at Terenure and Rathgar encouraging pedestrian movement throughout the village and advising drivers entering the area that they are within a village environment; and 

· the widening footways on key roads within the Study Area.

· The addition of cycle tracks, advanced cycle stop lines and the removal of banned turns for cyclists only.

· A review of junction and signal arrangements with a view to increasing their efficiency, changes to signal timing at Terenure Junction, and the introduction of a HGV ban on Terenure Road West.

· The provision of directional signage to encourage traffic on to arterial roads thus routing traffic away from Terenure Village. 

Comment:

The Roads & Traffic Department is concerned that the proposed one-way system would decommission a major radial route to the City Centre and thus give rise to further congestion on remaining commuter and other routes in the South Dublin area: 


· It is felt that the proposed measures would give rise to a back-up of traffic on Terenure Rd West, Fortfield Rd and back through Wainsfort and Templeogue during the AM peak. 

· There is also concern over the lengthy detour that residents will be required to carry out due to the one way system (e.g. persons attempting to drive to Presentation Convent would be required to carry out a detour of 3.4km using Templeogue Rd and Fortfield Rd, and would cause additional congestion on surrounding junctions). 

· Changing a two way system to a one way system as proposed is likely to have the undesirable effect of increasing traffic speeds, and thus reducing road safety, along the primarily residential Fortfield Road. 

It is likely that there would still be a major demand on the Templeogue Rd between Terenure and Templeogue due to the number of buses and taxis using the bus lane, which in turn would reduce the effectiveness of the proposed one-way system at Terenure junction. Amelioration of this through banning taxis from the contraflow and limiting its use to buses and emergency vehicles only is not seen as a feasible alternative given the difficulties and questionable desirability of implementing such a ban.  

It is considered likely, however, that some reduction in congestion could be achieved by improved traffic signal timings and sequencing to maximize junction efficiency, and that there are benefits to be gained also by improving signage and road markings in the study area, though it is recommended that detailed proposals be prepared and agreed prior to any implementation of such measures. 

It is obvious from the Study that a significant volume of local traffic is generated by the large number of schools in the immediate area, and this is one of the main causes of congestion in peak hours. Accordingly, the Roads & Traffic Department would favour the introduction of Safer Routes to Schools measures in the vicinity of the schools and along designated corridors, including:


· provisions for school drop-off points 

· upgrading of existing footways using coloured or textured surfacing

· additional pedestrian crossings and 

· pedestrian safety barriers 

It is felt that these measures could encourage children and their parents to transfer from the private motor car as a means of travelling to school, as would walk at least some of their journey to school, as would the proposals to improve cycle facilities in the area. 

While the village improvement measures are welcome in general, the suggestion of an underpass in Terenure Village is not recommended, as our experience is that these are not used by the public, mainly due to safety fears. A further argument is that removing pedestrian movement at surface/street-level would discourage the desired enhancement of the village environment. 

Recommendation:
That the above report be adopted by the Area Committee and advised to Dublin City Council.”

Following contributions from Councillors S. Laing, T. McDermott, A. White, M. Ardagh, C. Keane and E. Walsh, Mr. M. O’Keeffe, Senior Engineer responded to queries raised and the Manager’s report was ADOPTED.

It was AGREED to suspend Standing Orders to take Motion No. 18 in the name of Councillor T. McDermott.

It was proposed by Councillor T. McDermott and seconded by Councillor J. Lahart

"That this meeting discuss the Manager's intervention preventing MVA Consultants from attending a public meeting in Terenure College and that the members call on him to desist from such practice in the future."

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

“It is established protocol that Council officials and/or consultants engaged by them do not attend public meetings unless such meeting is arranged by the Council. In this case the Council did not organise such meeting.

The methodology for progressing the MVA Study was agreed by the Terenure-Rathfarnham Area Committee at its meetings of January 10th and February 7th, 2006, and has been adhered to by the Roads & Traffic Department. The matter of public meetings with local residents was discussed at the February meeting of the Committee on foot of a Notice of Motion from Councillor Ardagh, following which it was agreed to defer any public meetings pending presentation of a full report on the Study to the members at the March meeting. 

When the Consultants sought clarification from Dublin City Council, following Councillor McDermott's direct approach to them to attend a public meeting, they were advised that in view of Notice of Motion which had yet to be discussed, it would be inappropriate for them to engage in separate communication with individual Councillors, and that any such correspondence should be referred to the Roads & Traffic Department for attention. This advice is considered reasonable in the context of established procedure.”   
Following contributions from Councillors T. McDermott, A. White, M. Ardagh, C. Keane, S. Laing and J. Lahart, Mr. M. O’Keeffe, Senior Engineer responded to queries raised, the report was NOTED and it was AGREED to bring the matter to an Organisation, Procedure and Finance Committee Meeting. 

TR/227/06   NEW WORKS 

It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.

TR/228/06   CORRESPONDENCE 

It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.

TR/229/06   CATHAOIRLEACH’S BUSINESS

It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.

TR/230/06  ITEMS NOT REACHED UNDER ROADS BUSINESS


HEADED ITEM No. 9  REPORT ON TEMPLEOGUE VILLAGE PARKING  

MOTION No. 15  RATHFARNHAM VILLAGE – DESIGNATED PARKING SPACES

Councillor M. Árdagh
"That the Manager examine the feasibility of providing designated parking spaces for people working in Rathfarnham Village to leave the pay and display places available for clients and that the proposed staff parking be located as near to the Village as possible."

MOTION No. 17  TEMPLEOGUE VILLAGE – BUS SHELTER  

MOTION: Councillor T. McDermott
"That the meeting discuss the delay in installing a modern, fully featured bus shelter in Templogue Village."

The meeting concluded at 4.20 p.m.

Siniú  ________________              Dáta ________________ 

             An Cathaoirleach










