’ CORPORATION OF DUBLIN

PLAN NO. LOCAL GOVERNMENT (PLANNING AND ~ REGISTER REFERENCE
DEVELOPMENT) ACTS 1963-1982
4504 /82 PLANNING REGISTER (Part I} :
(2293/82) )(HSLGGF?-;
0.5. NO. _2.
1. LOCATION 200 Rathfarnham Road, 3'3?)9@
Dublin 14. Gmoasﬁuﬁﬁlzjﬂ
prepAaReD Y. ML .
2. PROPOSED _ s
DEVELOPMENT "~ | 3-storey block of offices over gromnGHECKEDBY:

floor shops.

Date Further Particulars:
3. TYPE & DATE APPLICATION DATE {a) Requested {b} Received

h 4
OF APPLICATION TYPE

O.P 26 11.1982 . SR . SO
[ ] - - -

Name R. Urbach, tbn,,

_ 200 Rathfarnham Road
4. SUBMITTED BY Address Dublin 14. ’

Name Darwen Developers Ltd.,
200 Réthfarnham Road,
5. APPLICANT Address Dublin 14,
0.C.M. No. & DATE P18S, EFFECT TO REFUSE OUTLINE
Date NOTIFIED REASONS . (SEE OPPOSITE).
20 th Januayy 1 Q23,
O.C.M. No. & DATE EFEECT
7. GRANT Date NOTIFIED
NOTIFICATION TO Decision
8. APPEAL VL MMD@’ 1143
: CORPORATION OCUTLINE PERMISSION REFUSED
8A. DATE OF AN BORI PLEANALAS DECISION:- (SEE OPPOSITE).
31st QOctober, 1984.
9. APPLICATION Date of Becision
SECTION 26 {3) o .
application
10. COMPENSATION Ref. in Compensation Register
11. ENFORCEMENT Ref. in Enforcement Register

12. PURCHASE
NOTICE

13. REVOCATION
or AMENDMENT

FINANCE OFFICER AND
TREASURER'S RECEIPT NO.




r CORPORATION OF DUBLIN
. Order of the Assistant City and County Manager
. lLocal Government (Planning & Development) Act, 1963, Local Government (Dublin) Acts 1930-1955 N

L P188

R MENDATION : - : - - Decision Order No. ............... Date ..............
! hereby endorse the recommendation of the _
Development Control Assistant Grade 1/Planning Assistant Grade 1: RS *: I | AUOPTOPRRON Date ...08,1,8%...

i icati ived 11.82. ...
TO REFUSE .. ot pINE PEEMESSTON - " in respect of the Application received on 28,11
for ey TEasons, for the development proposed in Plan No. ... vesnvans Re&ﬁb‘&f&Z“"““"""" .
by Applicant .Jarwen.Developers . Lidey........... . of 200. Rathfarnham--Bdey - Dublin- Qb --eeemremmrereeees

namely to: "'Er’e‘e:b"3"5t’9'1‘ef"b;=°ek"ﬂ'f”f’ff'iﬂ'eﬂ"Wer‘munﬁ“f'lm}r"gh'op’a"&t'M'Rﬁtﬁfaﬁhﬁ""“
.. .....g-,_._,.«..an‘.’_...Dub.lin..l.&‘.,u...........-.......-....-.—....-....-:-m.-...“.-..-“......................... iaEsaericEwsasbebbesRTTTEenrinnatan

ﬁy order dated 10th February 1970 permission was granted for the demolition of 198/200
Rathfarnham Road, under Section 4 of the Housing Act 1969.

Signed: ........... S S U S-S~ S SO /é) .. Assistant Principal Officer. Date: l{' /! .53
ORDER : In accordance with the recommendation of the Assistaft Principal Officer, | decide that having regard to the’ proévisions which

sre included in the Development Plan, the above proposal would be contrary to proper planning and development and [, therefore,

decide TO REFUSE ... . .ooirersenrerrrsmessrvrrns sermmearrs srimomem o soimie bt s naa 418 s e 41 22 s mn s 7 e n e m e 28450 Lo snms s m nws Fut 2 o408 beresanonsnms by nEna T st

therefor under the Lacal Governmenpm %@%}9&; Act, 1963 for the.....ccccocnriiinennnenn. reasons stated below
five

REASONS

1, The proposed office use of shops is not consiatent with the zoning provisions of
the Dublin Development Plan as the area is zoned to pretect and/or huprove residential
amenities. Office use is not a permitted use in this zone. While the proposed

use as neighbourhood shopping is "open for comsideration™ in suchk a zone, the location
of the shops would not contribute to the zoning objective and would not be in the
interests of the proper plamming and development of the area,

2. The proposal would resuli in an increased traffic movement and business activity

which would result in serious injury to the amenity of surromnding residential
premizes.

5« The proposal would overleok and overshadow adjacent flat development whieh would
result in sericusinjury to residential amenity.

5. The proposal would result in the loss of reaidential accommodation from the area.
Thefxisting house was designed for and is smitable as a reaidential premiges, its
demolition would be contrary to the proper planning and development of the area and to
the poliey of the Corporation as sei out in Paragraph 2.2.2. of the Dublin Development
Plan particularlyhaving regard teo fhe proximity of Rathfarmham Village which fullfils
the requirement of neijhbourhood shopping.

5. Applicant has failed to show how it is proposed te satisfy condition 2 e¢f the
Housing Act permission H6/70 Granted on 10th February, 1970. Consequently, it could
not be definite that the developmeni would be in accordance with the proper planning
and development of the area and the 1969 Housing Act.
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T e etvesreameeeseoeesssssesereesens enenstoan.nntat, atanteonianeaben s A TT A reaaetons e a i s sS RS ERIE SIS Y as AT aasssy s Date ..ivvircrininnnneens
ASSISTANT CITY AND COUNTY MANAGER _
to whom the appropriate powers have been delegated by Order of the City and County Manager dated...............day
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/;:. 29/5/62509

AN BORD PLEANATLA

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT) ACTS, 1963 to 1983

Dublin County Boroudgh

Planning Register Reference Number: 4504/82

APPEAL by Darwen Developers of 200 Rathfarnham Road, Dublin
against the decision made on the 25th day of January, 1983,

by the Right Honourable, The Lord Mayoxr, Aldermen and Burgesses
of Dublin to refuse to grant an outline permission for the
erection of a three storey block of offices over ground floor
shops at 200 Rathfarnham Road, Dublin:

DECISION: Pursuant to the Local Government (Planning and .
Development) Acts, 1963 to 1983, outline permission is hereby
refused for the erection of the said block of offices over -
the said shops for the reasons set out in the Schedule hereto.

SCHEDULE

1. The proposed.offlce use of shops is not consistent with the
zoning provisions of the Dublin Development Plan as the area is
zoned to protect and/or 1mprove residential amenities. Office

use is not a permitted use :in this zone. While the proposed use

as neighbourhood shopping is “open for consideration" in such a
zone, the location of the shops would not contrlbute to the
zoning objective and would not be in the interests of the prop
planning and development of the area., particularly having rege
to the proximity of Rathfarmham Village which fulfills the
requirement of neighbourhood shopping. |

2. The proposal would result in increased traffic mCvement an
business activity along a roadway which caf¥ries a large volume
of traffic and would contribute to the generation of a traffic!
hazard as well as causing serious injury to the amenltles of
surrounding residential premises. ‘

Cppro. YRraman

Member of An Bord Pleéanala duly
authorised to authentlcate the
seal of the Bcocard.

Dated this disr day of ©ckely® 1984.
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