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County Hall Tallaght,
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11 March 2022

Dear Sir/Madam

Third Party Planning Objection Report In respect of South Dublin County Council planning application, reg. ref
SD22A/0035. The proposed development comprises of “(a) Construction of a 4 storey nursing home building consisting
of: (i) 106 bedrooms (with ensuite); (il) assoclated residents welfare facilities; (ill) administration areas and staff facilities;
{iv) multi-function space and pharmacy proposed at ground level: (b) construction of 60 one bed independent living
units in 3 blocks as follows: (1) Block A, a 4 storey building comprising 11 one-bed units: (2) Block B, a part 4/part 5
storey building comprising 35 one-bed units; and (3) Block C. a 5 storey building comprising 14 one-bed unit. Each unit
will be provided with a private open space in the form of a balcony terrace (6sq.m.} (c) The development will include
communal open space and landscaping (including new tree planting and tree retention), 30 car park spaces (including
3 limited mobility parking spaces; 3 EV parking and 1 cor sharing spaces): and 52 bicycle parking spaces (d) The
development will be served by a new pedestrian and vehicular access from Old Greenhills Road through exsting
boundary walil [etc.] at L ands within St Marys Priory, Old Greenhills Road, Tallaght, Dublin 24.

BPS Planning Consultants - a firm of Irish Planning Institute! accredited town planning and development consultants - have been
appointed by Tallaght Community Council. c/o Bolbrook Enterprise Centre, Avonmore Road, Tallaght. Dublin 24 to make a planning
objection on its behalf lhereafter referred to as 'they’ or ‘client] in respect of Scuth Dublin County Council lhereafter referred to as
'SDCCY planning application, reg. ref. SD22A/0035, which proposes the following proposed development at St. Mary's Priary
protected structure, Old Greenhills Road, Tallaght, Dublin 24

Construction of a 4 and 5 storey nursing horne consisting of 106 bedrooms (with ensuite); associated residents welfare facilities,
administration areas and staff facilities; multi-function space ond pharmacy proposed at ground level: construction of 60 one
bed independent living units in 3 blocks.

This planning application was submitted on the 7/2/2022. The final date for the submission of objections is the 14/03/2022. This
planning objection is lodged on or before the 14/03/2022.

For the convenience of the planning authority. the attached Planning Objection Report sets out the rationale for this Tallaght
Community Council objecting (Section 2.0); sets out the site location and description {(Section 3.0). reviews the site’s zoning and
designations (Section 4.0): sets out the proposed development (Section 5.0); sets out pre-planning issues raised. the site's planning
history and a relevant planning application in the vicinity (Section 6.0): and sets out our client’s objections to the proposed
development (Section 7.0} Finally, Sections B.o and 9.0 set out our client's conclusions and recommendations following this BPS
planning assessment.

In terms of the validation of this planning objection. please find attached
1. Payment of the e20 fee;

2. A completed Planning Objection Form; and

3. A Planning Objection Report.

If you require any further details, please contact bps at the address below

ny further details, please contact BPS using the contact details set out on our letterhead,

"~ Planning Dopartment
Planning Counter
ggg‘:g;mlng Const.-lltants Ltd ‘ 1 MAR 2022
* hitps:/ /wrww.ipiie/ Recelved

BPS Planning Consultants Ltd  Director Brendan Buck
Company reg no 702762 BA, MRUP, Dip. (UD}, Dip.
Corporate Member of the Irish Planning Institute VAT no |E37g6154CH (EIA/SEA), MIPI MHSA
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The Objection must be in writing.
Name of the Objector; TALLAGHT COMMUNITY COUNCIL

Address of the Objector: C/0 BOLBROOK ENTERPRISE CENTRE, AVONMORE ROAD, TALLAGHT,
DUBLIN 24.

If an agent is involved, state the name of the agent: BRENDAN BUCK.

Address of the agent IDURING COVIDI: BPS PLANNING CONSULTANTS, BALLINATONE LOWER,
GREENAN, COUNTY WICKLOW, A67W/E62.

State the Subject Matter of the Objection: THIRD PARTY PLANNING OBJECTION REPORT IN RESPECT
OF SOUTH DUBLIN COUNTY COUNCIL PLANNING APPLICATION, REG. REF SD22A/0035.

Brief description of the development: THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT COMPRISES OF “(A)
CONSTRUCTION OF A 4 STOREY NURSING HOME BUILDING CONSISTING OF: (I} 106 BEDROOMS
{WITH ENSUITE): (I} ASSOCIATED RESIDENTS WELFARE FACILITIES, (i) ADMINISTRATION AREAS
AND STAFF FACILITIES; (IV} MULTI-FUNCTION SPACE AND PHARMACY PROPOSED AT GROUND
LEVEL: (B) CONSTRUCTION OF 60 ONE BED INDEPENDENT LIVING UNITS IN 3 BLOCKS AS
FOLLOWS: (1) BLOCK A, A 4 STOREY BUILDING COMPRISING 11 ONE-BED UNITS; (2) BLOCK B, APART
4/PART 5 STOREY BUILDING COMPRISING 35 ONE-BED UNITS; AND (3) BLOCK C, A 5 STOREY
BUILDING COMPRISING 14 ONE-BED UNIT. EACH UNIT WILL BE PROVIDED WITH A PRIVATE CPEN
SPACE IN THE FORM OF A BALCONY TERRACE (6SQM.) (C) THE DEVELOPMENT WiLL INCLUDE
COMMUNAL OPEN SPACE AND LANDSCAPING (INCLUDING NEW TREE PLANTING AND TREE
RETENTION), 30 CAR PARK SPACES (INCLUDING 3 LIMITED MOBILITY PARKING SPACES: 3 EV
PARKING AND 1 CAR SHARING SPACES), AND 52 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES (D) THE DEVELOPMENT
WILL BE SERVED BY A NEW PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR ACCESS FROM OLD GREENHILLS ROAD
THROUGH EXISTING BOUNDARY WALL [ETC]

Location of development. AT LANDS WITHIN ST MARYS PRIORY, OLD GREENHILLS ROAD,
TALLAGHT, DUBLIN 24,

Name of planning authority: SOUTH DUBLIN COUNTY COUNCIL,
Planning autherity register reference number: REG. REF. SD22A/0035.

Attach, in full, the grounds for objection and the reasons, considerations and arguments on which
they are based. ATTACHED IN FULL IN PLANNING OBJECTION REPORT.

Enclose/Pay the correct fee for the THIRD party Objection: E20 PAID BY PHONE CALL TO THE SDCC
CASH DESK. RECEIPT ATTACHED.

Ensure that the OBJECTION is received by South Dublin County Councilin the correct manner and in
time. THIS PLANNING APPLICATION WAS SUBMITTED ON THE 7/2/2022. THE FINAL DATE FOR THE
SUBMISSION OF OBJECTIONS IS THE 14/03/2022 THIS PLANNING OBJECTION IS LODGED ON OR
BEFORE THE 14/03/2022
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Third Party Planning Objection Report in respect of South Dublin County Council
planning application, reg. ref SD22A/0035. The proposed development comprises
of “@) Construction of a 4 storey nursing home building consisting of: (i) 106
bedrooms (with ensuite); (i) associated residents welfare facilities; (jii administration
areas and staff facilities: (iv} multi-function space and pharmacy proposed at
ground level: (b) construction of 60 one bed independent living units in 3 blocks as
follows: (1) Block A. a 4 storey building comprising 11 one-bed units; (2) Block B, a
part 4/part 5 storey building comprising 35 one-bed units; and (3) Block C, a 5
storey building comprising 14 one-bed unit. Each unit will be provided with a private
open space in the form of a balcony terrace (6sq.m.) (c) The development will
include communal open space and landscaping (including new tree planting and
tree retention), 30 car park spaces (including 3 limited mobitity parking spaces; 3 EV
parking and 1 car sharing spaces); and 52 bicycle parking spaces (d) The
development will be served by a new pedestrian and vehicular access from Old
Greenhills Road through existing boundary wall [etc)] at Lands within St Marys
Priory. Old Greenhills Road, Tallaght, Dublin 24.

This Planning Objection Report has been produced by BPS Planning Consultants
Ltd. for and on behalf of Tallaght Community Council, C/O Bolbrook Enterprise
Centre, Avonmore Road, Tallaght, Dublin 24.
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Nursing home's siting is poor & the east wing should be setback & its height reduced to 3 storeys
Siting of the east wing would impact on existing trees & no credible mitigating tree planting
Block Bis too tall. bulky, and over-scaled adjoining The Priory

Boundary treatments and tree retention cannot mitigate the top 2 storeys of Block B

Issue 4: The scheme is unacceptable when viewed in its entirety from Old Greenhills Road
The proposed design appears to have been reduced in quality

The scheme would not improve the Qld Greenhills Road

The scheme would impact on the setting of St. Basil's Training Centre (SDCC RPS. Ref. 268)

The maximum building heights adjoining Old Greenhills Road should be 3 and 4 storeys

Building heights should stagger downward from the rear of the site to the Old Greenhills Road
Submitted cross sections from the south include a non-existent building - this is not acceptable
The cumulative height. bulk and massing of the east elevation is excessive

The removal of the top 2 storeys of Block B would reduce the cumulative massing of the scheme
Conclusion - buildings' heights and scales at the proposed location

Issue 5: No independent visual impact assessment of this scheme is provided
No independent CGl images or Landscape Visual Impact Assessment are submitted
BPS opinion as to the likely Landscape Visual Impact Assessment of the scheme

Issue B: Tree removal to the east of the site is contrary to the area's character

Approx, 14 young trees to be planted which will grow to 3m to 6m tall - the 23 Poplars are 22m tall
The removal of the Poplar trees means the site can support only lower height buildings

The existing 23 {22m tall) Poplar trees are also columnar trees

Issue 7: The scheme's entrance & related proposals are unacceptable

The proposed entrance should be refused, and an internal entrance provided

The proposed entrance would cause the loss of on street car parking

Existing entrance is to be used during construction phase - why not the operational phase?
Knocking a large hole in the histonic stone wall will remove screening, not create "good views™
The bin collection area should be relocated out of view of the Old Greenhills Road

Issue 8: Canservation and heritage objections (read with Sections 7.1 to 7.7)

Proposed density. scale & height would not be visually subordinate to The Priory buildings
There is little evidence that this revised scheme is “conservation-led*

Proposal would impact negatively on the Tallaght Village Architectural Conservation Area
Applications. reg. refs. SD20A/0250 & SD21A/0139 refused due to impact on The Priory

Issue g: Environmental concerns
The loss of the poplar trees on the eastern boundary is contrary to planning policy
The updated appropriate assessment screening report continues to require review

Issue 10: Parking and trip figures provided raise planning and transport planning concerns
The scheme offers 30 car parking spaces for 108 unil nursing home & 60 apariments

Refused planning application. reg ref SD21A/0139 provided insufficient car parking

Scheme's parking provision is non-compliant with Tables 11.23 & 11.24 of the CDP 2016-2022
scheme is 40 car parking spaces short & this will cause overflow parking into adjoining reads, ste
Measures proposed to justify reduced car parking provision are not credible

Issue 11: Issues of concern over the Qutline Construction Waste Management Plan
Working hours should be revised. fixed and not subject to revision for any reason

A complaints procedure & an independent complaints process is required

Measures to reduce impacts on the adjoining Old Greenhills Road footpath should be agreed
Workers' vehicles should not be parked in adjoining roads such as Old Greenhills Road
Queuing and convoying of HGVs on Old Greenhills Road should be avoided:

Construction phase noise management proposals need to be carefully reviewed

Dust impacts on the area need to be controlled and managed

Proposed phasing of the construction works should be agreed at planning stage

Issue 11: The proposed development would set poor precedents

Conclusion
Performance-based planning risk assessment conclusions

Recommendation
Recommended reasons for refusal
Revisions required in the event of a request for further information
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1.0

Introduction

BPS Planning Consultants - a firm of Irish Planning Institute! accredited town planning and development consullants -
have been appointed by Tallaght Community Council, ¢/o Bolbrook Enterprise Cenltre. Avenmore Road. Tallaght,
Dublin 24 to make a planning objeclion on ils behalf Ihereafter referred to as ‘they or ‘client] in respect of South
Dublin County Council Ihereafter referred to as 'SDCC') planning application, reg. ref SD22A/0035. which proposes the
following proposed developmenl at 5L Mary's Priory prolected structure. Old Greenhills Road, Tallaght, Dublin 24.

Construction of @ 4 and g storey nursing home consisting of 106 bedrooms {with ensuite), associated residents
welfare facilities; administration areas and staff facilities: multi-function space and pharmacy proposed at
ground level: construction of 60 one bed independent living units in 3 blocks.

Clarification_on the proposed development's description: BPS noles how Block A is 4 storeys. Block B is 4 and 5
storeys while Block C is 5 storeys. This is primarily a 5 slorey planning application.

11

1.2

13

This planning application was submitted on the 7/2/2022. The final dale for the submission of objections is the
14/03/2022. This planning cbjection is lodged on or before the 14/03/2022.

For the convenience of the planning authority, this Planning Objection Report sets oul the rationale for this Tallaght
Community Council objecting (Section 2.0) sets out the site location and description (Section 3.0): reviews the site's
zoning and designations (Section 4.0); sets oul the proposed development (Section §.0). sels out pre-planning issues
raised. the sile’s planning hislory and a relevant planning application in the vicinity {Section 60} and sets oul our
client’s objections to the proposed developmenl (Section 7.0). Finally, Sections 8.0 and 90 sel out our client's
conclusions and recommendations following Lhis BPS planning assessmenL

No consultation with and/or permissions given from Tallaght Community Council

Our clienl wishes to note that neither Tallaght Community Council or any of ils members who are represented by this
Planning Objection Report have been consulted by the Applicant in respect of the proposed developmenl. Al no point

have they given any indication thal the proposed developmenl, as now submilted, would be acceptable lo them This
includes:

Deirdre and Frank Peggs, 2 Main Street, Taltaght Village:

David, Paula and Darragh Nugent, 45 Main Street. Tallaght village;
Paddy. John and Paul Kenny. 1 Main Streel, Tallaght village:

Paul Kelly. 5 Main Streel, Tallaght village;

Enda O'Toote, 22 Main Road. Tallaght village; and

Joe Peggs. 6 Newtown Park, Tallaght village.

Given the decision made by SDCC lo refuse the previous proposal for a nursing home on this site under planning
decision. reg. ref. SD21A/0136. a meeting with Tallaght Cormmunity Council could have addressed some if nol all the
group’s concerns. Given this, lodging an objeclion is the onty route lefl open to our client to take parl in the
development and planning process for this site.

Our client is opposed to this scheme. as submitled. for the reasons sel outin this Planning Objection Report.

Pre-planning meeting with South Dublin Co. Co. was held 'without prejudice’

Our client is concerned that pre-planning meelings look place between the Applicant and South Dublin County
Council. under pre-planning. reg. ref. reg ref. PP112/21). The Applicant Planning Report sets oul the issues discussed
and BPS has reviewed the feedback provided to the Applicant,

Our client considers thal their inpul into the proper planning of this sile, i e. with the besl interests of the Tallaght
community in mind has been excluded to date from the Applicant's design proposals. They are concerned that the
Applicant Planning Report suggests the submitted planning applicalion represents a fait accompli when. in fact. it fails
lo address many of the concerns that resulted in the refusal of the previous planning application.

BPS has advised our clienl thal pre-planning meetings are held ‘without prejudice’, that the conlent of this planning
objection will be considered by SDCC in its planning assessmenl and that there would nol have existed any
developer/council "agreement’ prior lo the lodgement of this planning applicalion. We trusl this is correct.

BPS has reviewed the pre-planning issues discussed and the primary planning concerns arising in this case Our
client’s position on these points is sel out below.

Recent refusals provide the planning context for the current planning application

Our client considers that each of the two planning applications and recent SDCC planning decisions confirm
individual planning concerns with each planning application. but they also raise cumulative planning concerns

regarding Lheir respeclive proposed densilies heights. scales, and bulk of development near to or on Old Greenhills
Road.

Yhitps / Aarww ipie/
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These planning applications and decisions should reasonably be reviewed at the same time as the current proposal
to understand why our client is concerned al the growing threat these planning applications pose Lo the established
character and patlern of development al the Old Greenhills Road.

Critically, the two planning applications each either try or continue to try (via appeal) to increase the allowable
plot ratio density in this area provided for under the LAP. Concerns arise at the growing pressure to create a
precedent to allow unacceptably high densities on the Old Greenhill Road, within and outside The Priory lands,
within the Architectural Canservation Area, and within this historic area of Tallaght Village.

131 Refused planning application, req. ref. SD21A/0136. for a nursing home on this site

Our client wishes to note how they recently objected in respect of a planning application, reg. ref. SD21A/0136. for
the development of a § storey nursing home on this site. The scheme proposed

{a) Construction of a 5 storey nursing home building consisting of (i} 112 bedroom (with en-suite) (i} associated
resident’s welfare facilities: {iii) administration areas and staff facilities. (v} with day centre and pharmacy
proposed at ground floor level: b construction of a part 5/part 6 storey building consisting of (i} 108 one-
bedroom/two-person independent tiving units for older people; (i) social and activity areas, (ifi) management
office and (i) § guest bedrooms. each unit will be provided with privale open space in the form of a
balconysterrace (ranging from 5sgm to 12sqm); (¢) communal open space and landscaping Gncluding new
lree pianting and tree relention). 36 car parking spaces and 86 bicycle parking spaces, (d) the development will
be served by o new pedestrian and vehicular access from Old Greenhills Road through existing boundary wall,
fe) landscaping. boundary treatments (including walls and railings to southern and western boundaries), an
ESB Substation, 5uDS drainoge; road infrastructure and all anciliary site works necessary lo facilitate the
development.

The reasons for refusal issued by SDCC are set out below, This decision made on 19/07/20a1 was not appealed by
the Applicant. Qur client dees not consider thal the foltowing reasons for refusal have been addressed in this new
planning application:

1 The proposed design and layout tries o address the issue of a contemporary design within a historic site with the
use of contemporary malerials and building elements found within the existing bulding stocks Having regard to
the building height, mass and dense form of the proposed blocks. the overall impact on the protected structures
cannot be negated by the design elements and finishes alore. It is considered that the proposed development fails
to be sensitive within its proposed location and does not reflect the most suitable layout or design for the intended
use on the subject site as the new build will completely dominate this part of the site due o its praposed. height
scale and mass which will be visible within The Priory Demesne and along Old Greenhills Road The proposed
developmen! would impact on the Protecled Structures and result in a diminished quality of character at this
sensitive location which would be conlrary o the policies for development within the curtitage of a Protected
Structure and New Developmen! in ACA in the Tallaght Town Centre Local Area Plan, including Objective HC1 and
VLE. which states ‘Protect the character and integrity of the Priory. including its parkland selting. and provide for
greater public occess and usage'.

2 The proposed plot ratio of c1.4 is contrary to the plot ratio range standards in Section 3.4 of the Tallaght Town
Centre Local Area Plan 2020 - 2026 and exceeds the 20% flexibility for planning gain outlined in Section 261 Plot
Ratio. The development would constitute overdevelopment and as such would. by itself and by the precedent it
would create. be serously injurious to the redevelopment of the village centre and the devetopment of a site within
the curtifoge of a protected structure

3 The propozed building height is contrary lo the Tollaght Town Centre Local Area Plan 2020 - 2026 and the South
Dublin County Council Development Plan. The site is not identified for tatler buildings in the LAP and as such, the
proposed development is contrary to Folicy UC6 Objective 3 of the Development Plan which seeks lo direct tail
buidings that exceed five storeys in height to strategic and landmark locations in Town Centres. Mixed Use zonies
and Strategic Development Zones. and subject to an approved Locat Area Plan or Planning Scheme The Taltaght
LAP specifies heights of 3-4 storeys for ‘other frontages' {the subject sile is neither designated as a primary or
secondary frontage) Under Section 3.4 ‘The Village' and particularly Objectives VL6 and VL8, the Tallaght LAP
requires development to be responsive lo the local context. and seek to protect and enhance the selting of
protected structures and the ACA The proposed development is contrary io the proper planning and sustainable
development of the area

4 The buildings would be located in close proximily to the boundary walls, particularly on the eastern side of the site.
which coupled with the height proposed would result in a poor and cramped layout. There are also concerns from
a heritage perspective regarding the proposed new entrance and the impact that this would have on the selling
and characler of the prolected structure. The public open space is poorly localed away from the majority of the
Nursing Home and Apartment block and does not encourage public usage The existing trees along the east
boundary would be compromised by the proximity of the eastemn block and tall trees al this location would
significantly impact on light to the apartments For these reasons the propased development would not be in
accordance with the Talloght Town Centre Local Area Plan and the proper planning and sustainable development
of the area.

5 The proposed parking provision of 30 car parking spaces would serously under provide for the proposed
development, which the SDCC Roads Department has recommended would require 43 cor parking spaces,
inclusive of 7 spaces for complementary uses which would be better provided separately (50 spaces in lotal) The

m
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proposed provision would have knock on impacts in terms of illegal parking on the site and on the surrounding
road networke.

The applicant has provided a Conservation Statement only in respect of the proposed development. Under Section
621 of the Tallaght Town Centre Local Area Plan. a detailed Conservation Plan must be prepared for the overall
Priory site in advance of any significant development being considered. In the absence of such a plan led

approach, the application is considered to be contrary to the proper planning end sustainable development of the
areq.

The applicant has not submitted any form of Ecological Assessment in support of the proposal Given the presence
of mature trees and older buildings which could support bat Comhairle Chontae Atha Cliath Theas Record of
Executive Business and Chief Execulives Order Pg. 2g roosts, this is a significant concern The proposed
development would therefore be contrary to Policy HCL15 of the South Dublin County Council Development Plan
2016 - 2022 The applicant has not oddressed Objective VL9 of the LAP which seeks lo protect and preserve the
heronry located within the site. and the propesed development would therefore be contrary to that objective

Refused planning application. reg. ref. SD21A/013g for development on Old Greenhills Rd, etc.

Our client wishes 10 nole how they objecled in respect of a planning application. reg. ref. SD21A/013g. which has also
been lodged in the close vicinity of the proposed nursing home. This planning application has been refused because.
inter alia. it proposed a 4 storey building on Qld Greenhills Road and 5 and & storey buildings on Greentills Road This
planning application proposed the following development;

The demalilion of three existing apartment units (c. 239sq.m) and bin store (c.18sq.m) and the construction of a
residentiol development arranged in two building blocks (Block A & Block B ranging from 3 to 6 storeys in
height over basement level (c 3.728sq.m. including basement). Block A comprises 11 residential apartments (¢
1256sq.m} in @ 5 to 6 storey building and including a ground floor level cafe (c 93sq.m) at the buildings south
eastern corner. Block B comprises 15 residential apariments (c.1393sq.m) in a 3 to 5 storey building, The
proposed development will comprise 26 new residentiof units (5 studio apartments, 6 1-bedroom apariments, 7
2-bedroom oportments & 8 3-bedroom apartments) with associated balconies and terraces The proposed
development will comprise a lotal of 40 apartment units derived from 26 new apartments and 14 existing
apartments; relocation of existing basement access on Old Greenhills Road lelc)

The reasons for refusal issued by SDCC are sel out below. Our client considers Lhis new nursing home planning
application to raise many of the same planning concerns as those which resulted in the refusal by SDCC of planning
application, reg. ref. SD21A/0139 Primarily. Block B on the Old Greenhills Road - at 4 storeys following Further
Information slage - remained too lall. This decision has now been appealed Lo An Bord Pleanala and our client has
responded to this appeal. The SDCC reasons for refusal are:

1

The propased plot ratio of 1521 exceeds the maximum plot ratio of 11 contained in Section 3.4 of the Tallaght Town
Centre Local Area Plan 2020 - 2026 for this area The development does not qualify for additional 20% as per the
criteria taid down in the Local Area Plan. and regardiess. it exceeds the upper maximum limit of 121 provided for
under such criteria The proposed development would therefore materiolly contravene the Local Area Plan in relation
lo intensity of development and would constitute overdevelopment and as such would. by itself and by the precedent
it would create. be seriously mjurious to the village centre and more generally the lands designaled under the Local
Area Plan. The proposal is contrary o the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Due to the height and mass and treatment of Block B. the proposed development fails to respond to the specific
tocal fustoric context of the block location. The submission from the applicant fails to demonstrote that the overall
visual impact of Block B at the proposed scale and height will not adversely impact on the adjacent Protected
Structure (5t Basils Training Centre. RPS Ref 2681 the Tallaght Architectural Conservation Area (ACA) and «
Protected Structure Site. 'The Priory. the proposed development due to its close proximity. scale and height will
directy impact on the visual quality adjoining Protected Structure site. 5t Basits Training Centre Block A will be highly
visible at @ prominent and sensitive location and will have an overail negative impact on the character of Tatlaght
Village Architectural Conservation Area. given its height and mass at this location Block A will visuol dominate and
would be highly visible on approach from Main Street and The Priory Demesne. Overall, the proposed development
would result in a diminished quality of character in Tallaght. which faits lo address and adhere to existing policies for
new development within or in close proximily to an Architectural Conservation Area in line with SDCC County
Development Plan (2016-2022) and Chapter 6 of the Tallaght Local Area Plan 2020 As such. the proposed
development is contrary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

The prowision of only 15 spaces to serve the existing and proposed development will result in increased parking along
Old Greenhills Road, causing a traffic hazard The Planning Authorily does not agree with the assumptions made in
relation to the level of private parking that can be offset with the provision of 2 ‘Go Car' spaces A greater ratio of car
parking spaces lo unils is required al this site The proposed development is not in accordance with the proper
planning and sustainable developrent of the area

Rationale for Tallaght Community Council's objection

In making this objection. our client wishes to raise three planning issues that can be addressed by way of the South
Dublin County Councit planning assessmenl. including by way of refusal. a request for Further information (revised
drawings. etc.) and/or by way of condition:
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The principle of development is conditionally supported

Our client accepls the principle of a nursing home at the proposed location By nursing home our clienl means a
nursing home for older persons, Nursing homes are a defined land use as understood by the HSE’ (public sector)
and by Nursing Homes Ireland? (private sector). Our client understands a nursing home to be "a pubtic or private
residential facility providing a high level of long-term personal er nursing care for persons {such as the aged or the
chronically ill) who are unable to care for themselves properly”.

Our client asks that the use of the proposed building as a nursing home for older people and people unable to
care for themselves property due 1o age or chronic illness, be made a condition of any planning decision made in
this case and lLhat exempled developmenl righls regarding further and/or alternative uses of the building be
removed

If exempled developmenl rights are relained then those defined by Class g of Part 4. Exempted development -
Classes of Use of Arlicle 10 of the Planning and Developmenl Regulations 2001 (as amended) would apply and
would include;

CLASS g

Use—

{a) for the provision of residential accommodation and care to people in need of care (but not the use of o
house for that purpose).

{b) as a hospital or nursing home.,

{e) as aresidential school. residential college or residential training centre

Our client 1s Lherefore concerned thal if exempted development rights are not removed then the building could
be used to provide residenlial accommodation Lo people other than older persons or chromcally ill persons.

In making this point, aur client is asking that there be a community balance in accommodation provision in Lhis
area. There Is a need for a nursing home for older people, bul there is no further need in our client's view. for
private emergency accommodalion, supported temporary accommodation emergency accommodalion. ete. for
the wide range of groups who require homelessness supports, etc. Our client noles how Focus Ireland already
leases all of Greenhills Courl which offers services to those nol in need of specific nursing home care designed
here for older persons,

Al pre-planning, SDCC's Planning Deparlment asked the Applicant team for its "Definition of Elderty”, The
Applicant Planning Report responds by stating. “Older people over 65 who are registered on the Councils
Housing Lisl’. However, the Applicant Design Statement refers to "Older People over 55" Our client does not
understand this definilion and asks that this be clarified. This nursing home scheme should be only for older
people over 65 who need nursing home care only. Whether an older person pays privately or is state funded
should make no difference,

Siting density, scale, height & bulk of the propesed nursing home scheme requires down-sizing:

Our client is concermned over the density. scale. height. and bulk of the proposed nursing home. The Applicant
site is localed on the Old Greenhills Road which 1s arguably the most sensitive road in Tallaght regarding ils
character and heritage. The Applicant sile is located to the east and within the curlilage of St. Mary's Priory
protected structure which is a prolected struciure ‘and’ the site is localed within the Tallaght Village
Architeclural Conservation Area (in accordance with Part IV of the Planning and Development Act (2000},

The Applicant is seeling 1o bulld 10166 7sqm of floor area The previous planning application proposed
14.3255qm of floor area The site is just 0 gaha. This new planning application proposes a scheme reduced by
4158.3s.m bul which remains significant in size. The plot ratio densily of the scheme is 1.026. This remains very
high for this site location

Our client asks that SDCC consider the following revisions to the scheme (see also Section g.2)

- The layout of the scheme requires revision Tallaght Community Council considers that the sile of Block A
should be a publicly accessible area of open space A pocket park for the community. The areas of open space
lo the north of the site are not publicly accessible. This requires the full removal of Block A which would. in any
case. cause negative visual and visual overbearing impacts onto Old Greenhils Road.

- A building line is needed to Old Greenhills Road, the existing trees inside the site boundary and from the
existing boundary wall: Tallaght Community Council considers that a new building line shown in dashed blue line

shouild be required This would mean setling back Block C and re-designing the end of the nursing home. If Block A is
retained. it should be setback

- The building heights of each block need to be reduced and/or amended: Tallaght Community Council
conziders that Block A should be removed or reduced to 2-3 storeys {3 setback) Block B should be 3-4 sloreys. Block
C 3-a storeys (with the 4th setback from Old Greenhills Road and the nursing home should be 3 and 4 storeys with the
easl wing dropping to 3 storeys

hitps //www hseie/eng/services/list/4/olderpeople/residentialcare/
htips / /nhiie/
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This Planning Cbjection Report focuses on highlighting why these revisions to the scheme are required such
that it respects The Priory, Old Greenhills Road, existing trees on the site and the area,

Qur client’s objections, set out in this repart, are each aimed at addressing the above points, but a range of other
planning concerns are also noted,

3.0 Site location & description

The Applicant greenfield site comprising of institutional lands to the east and within the curtilage of St. Mary's Priory
protected structure and Lhe sile is localed within an Architectural Conservalion Area Development across the Old
Greenhills Road/Greenhills Road from the Applicant site 1s all single and two stareys in nature The Old Greenhills
Road is therefore accepted by all parties as being an area which is sensilive lo new development As things stand.
the Applicant site - beyond the existing 2m tall stone wall - appears as parkland and contribules lo the characler and
setting of the Old Greenhills Road and to The Priory protected struciure. There are malure trees along the full
boundary of the Applicant site shared with the Old Greenhills Road and with Greenhills Road (the site has street
frontage of approx gsm on Cld Greenhilts Road and 50m on Greenhills Road)

Views north along the Old Greenhills Road toward the Applicant site (see Figs 2 & 4} suggest the site conlains
malure Poplar trees and appears much like parkland. Views south down Greenhills Road and the Old Greenhills Road
toward the site also show the Applicant site as maintaining a parkland type appearance The Applicant sile's current
appearance contribules to and respects the setling of lhe Old Greenhills Road

i

Tallaght Community Council is concerned to
protect the established characler and pattern
of development of the Old Greenhills Road
which adjoins the eastern boundary of the
Applicant site While the Applicant sile
adjoins approx one half of the Old Greenhitls
Road. ils exisling appearance serves lo
significantly benefit the visual setling of this
historic  road Cur client is therefore
concemed to ensure that any development
of these priory protected structure lands
which currently appear as tree-filled parkland
as views from the Old Greenhills Road is
respectful and sympathetic to the road

L] 7 ain NDAD

Fig. 1: Excerpt from applicant site location map

The existing and eslablished paitern of development along the east side of the Old Greenhills Road is of single
storey structures including dwellings and St Basil's {old schoolhouse) - this structure is listed on Lthe National
Invenlory of Architecturat Herilage On the other side of Greenhills Road and to the northeast of the Applicant site are
5t Mary's Nalional School and The Priory Youthreach Centre

The wesl side of the upper part of Old Greenhills Road and beyond its junclion with Greenhills Road is fully visually
defined by 5t. Mary's Priory prolected struclure's existing parkland type appearance St Mary's Priory protected
structure’'s buildings reach 4 storeys in height but are considerably setback from the Applicant site and/or the

closest building within The Priory protected slructure's cluster of buildings presents ils gable end only loward the
Applicant sile

The Applicant site and the Old Greenhills Road maintain approx. the same ground levels so there is no possibility of
the proposed development benefilling from any slope or of any new buildings being set inlo the site

—



Old Greenhills Road in
Tallaght Village. in the

Architectural Conversation
Area. and adjoining The
Prioty lands
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Existing mature trees line the Applicant site
(within its 2m tall stone wall boundary) as it
adjoins the Old Greenhills Road.

Fig. 3: The locations of existing mature trees inside the Old Greenhills Rd site boundary
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Old Greenhills Road in
Tallaght Village. in the
Architectural Conversation
Area, and adjoining The
Priory lands.

Old Greenhills Road in
Tallaght Village. in the
Asrchitectural Conversation
Area and adjoining The
Priory lands

S i

Fig. 5: View south along Greenhiils & Old Greenhills Rd toward the sit {Google Earth photogru}

= . Old Greenhills Road in Tallaght Village. in the

Architectural Conversalion Area and adjoining
4 The Priory lands

oy

e iy

g. 6: ingle storey scale of existing development on the adjoining Old Greenhilis Road (Google Streetview)
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ansapé within the existi;i_c; prt;ﬁé;fy-prdiected structure entrance

The Priary’s existing boundary wall - included
in the current planning application as a
boundary wall to the subject sile

Old Greenhills Road in Tallaght Village, in the
@81 Architectural Conversation Area. and adjoining
: The Priory lands

L]

Fig. 7c: Priory wall bordering Old Greenhills Road & its footpath
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31 Established building heights in the vicinity of the Applicant site

The Applicant Design Report provides an analysis of adjoining and nearby bu Iding heights that requires objeclive
analysis. BPS has reviewed Fig. B and we note the following

1 The only 5 storey building claimed by the Applicant Design Report to be in the vicinily of the sile is the Retreat
House shown in Fig. g below. This is a 4 storey building set within very significant grounds and setback long
distances from the boundaries of The Priory protected structure.

2. The Priory protected structure buildings offer no precedent for the Applicant scheme as they are sel within a

vast eslale-bke environment setback from adjoining boundaries.

The largest buildings in the vicinity, even those of The Priory prolected slructure. are 3and 4 storeys in height.

Most buildings to the north east and southeast are 1 and 2 sloreys.

The site area shaded in yellow is not a building. It may only achieve 4 storeys

The bulding height transition in this planning application should be from west to east with taller structures

adjoining the closesl 4 storey priory protected structure building and then reducing Lo 3 storeys at the easl side

of the sile and then 1 and 2 sloreys on Lhe other side of Old Greenhills Road/Greenhills Road.

@O bW

The Planning Report refers on page g to the Retreat House having a recessed 5th storey - where is this?

It is not clear to our client how the Applicant has interpreted from thelr own building heights analysis that this
site can accommodate 5 and 6 storey buildings in a manner that could assimilate them Into the site and this area,

The analysis suggests the scheme should be 3 and 4 storeys in height with the taller structures located to the
west side of the site.

4 storeys with a flat roof

Fig. 9: The Applicant’s indicated 5 storey building is a 4 storey build!g with a flat roof

32 Scale & massing of The Priory buildings set within massive graunds offer no precedent

The Applicant Design Statement and the Architectural Heritage Impact Assessmenl for the previous refusal each
argued thal the proposals were wholly in line with the scale and massing of The Priory's building Both now argue

12
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thal the previous planning application was somewhat over-scaled and that ‘Designs for the proposed development
have significantly changed’. Bolh conlinue to argue thal “the land parcel is peripheral and separate to the wider
campus even though any person walking or driving inlo The Priory is unlikely lo see il this way.

Our client submils that it is nol in any way appropriate for the Applicant scheme 1o be of a scale and massing similar
to buildings that were buit within a de faclo massive estale with vast setbacks to adjoining boundaries. etc.

The Applicant buildings should be visually subordinate Lo The Priory prolected struclure buildings and not of a scale
thal once built would detract from the setling of those buildings. etc The proposal's siting, density. scale, and
heighls should be defined by what can be achieved in an appropriate manner relative Lo The Priery buildings and not
with trying to produce buildings of a similar scale and massing

Zoning and site designations

Under the South Dublin County Development Plan 2016-2022, the site is zoned Objective "VC' with the following
objeclive “To protect. improve and provide for the fulure development of village centres” (site outlined in yellow in
Fig 10}

The site is located within the attendant grounds of St Mary's Priory protected structure. bul is located proximate to no
less than 5 designaled protecled struclures (SDCC refs 268 269, 270, 271 & 273 listed on Page 8 of the submitted
Architectural Hentage Impact Assessment) and mosl of the sile is localed within an Architectural Conservation Area
According to the National Inventory of Architectural Heritage. there are no tess than five buildings of architectural
merit (lhese are lisled in Table 1 of the submitied Architectural Heritage Impact Assessment).

The site is located within lands designated as an area of archacological potentiat (wilhin the blue line in Fig. 10),

i
Fig. 10: Excerpt from SDCC CDP 2016-2022 zoning map

The proposed development
The proposed development provides for

fa) Construction of a 4 storey nursing home building consisting of 106 bedrooms {with ensuite) associated
residents welfare focilities. administration areas and staff facilities. mulli-function space and pharmacy
proposed at ground level;

(b} Construction of 60 one bed independent living units in 3 blocks as follows

(1) Block A, a 4 storey building comprising 11 one-bed unils,

(2) Block B, a part 4/part 5 storey building corprising 35 one-bed units. and

(3) Block C. a 5 storey building comprising 14 one-bed unit. Each unit will be provided with g private open
space in the form of a balcony terrace (6sg.m.)

The development will include communal open space and landscaping fincluding new tree planting and tree
relention), 30 car park spaces (including 3 limited mobility parhing spaces. 3 EV parking and 1 car sharing
spaces): and 52 bicycle parking spaces

The development will be served by a new pedesirian and vehicular access from Old Greenhills Road through
existing boundary wall lelc.

Technical issues with the planning application as submitted

511 Public notices do not refer to the site’s location maostly in an Architectural Conservation Area (ACA)

Our client is concerned that while the Applicant's public notices refer to the site's localion as within the curtilage of a
protected structure they fail again to refer to the facl Lhat the site is also localed within an Architecturai Conservation
Area

“
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512 The north point on the Proposed Site Layout Plan is misleading

The Applicant’s Proposed Site Layout Plan is oriented such thal the top of the drawing is not north This is permitled

bul it makes the drawing more difficult for Lhird parties to review. The type of Norlhpoint used by the Applicant does
not help. It makes it seem like north s south

The Applicanl should be requested to provide revised drawings on a north-south axis with Northpoints which are

clear
] % FedTay
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Fig. 11: The proposed Site Layout Plan includes a misleading Northpoint

513 Plot ratio proposed is marginally over the maximum permitted - but it is a maximum: not a target

The appropriate measure of density on this site is plot ratio and the proposed plot ratio of 1027 exceeds thal
permitled under Lhe Tallaght Town Centre Local Area Plan 2020 {see Section 7.2 g of this Planning Objeclion Report).

Our client's concern is that rather than consider the allowable plot ratio on Lhis site as a range, the Applicanl has ance
again. soughl lo maximise the quantum of floor area within the developable areas of the sile As some areas are
undevelopable, the resull is parcels of overdevelopment by way of over-sized blocks.

6.0 Pre-planning feedback for the current scheme & relevant planning history

61 Pre-planning feedback for the current scheme raises concerns over non-compliance

BPS has reviewed all the Section 247 pre-planning feedback (reg ref. PP112/21} issued to the Applicant and the
Applicant's Planning Report which refers lo how they have atlempled lo address Lhis feedback. Tallaght Community
Council has discussed this and considers the following concerns Lo arise

1 The definition of older persons: The Applicant has suggesled a definition of older persons as those over "85 and
on the SDCC Housing List” and also “above the age of §5° - which is it? Over 55 is not old These people would
have cars and need car parking. Our clienl asks that any part of this scheme which is proposed o be used as de
faclo social housing be slated as such. This area 1s already one which offers considerable facilities and
accommodalion for those receiving council supports. Clanty is required

2 The number of blocks: Our clienl acknowledges that they recommended 4 blocks be sited within these lands to
break up the refused scheme’s cumulative massing. They did not however anticipate Block B and the nursing
home being so massively scaled wilh long elevations. They consider thal if these two buildings are 1o be retained
then Block A needs o be removed from the scheme to address the excessive clustering of over scaled buildings
proposed. This would also provide a public open space inside the entrance to Lhe scheme which would benefit

1
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the communty in line with retaining the character of institutional lands and ensunng the wider community
benefits from the scheme.

Building heights: Our client notes the pre-planning discussions over building heights and the revisions made
during the pre-planning process to the submitled scheme. They consider thal each block should be revised to be
and 4 storeys with the 3 storey sections facing Otd Greenhills Road and The Priory This would altow a slepping
down in building heights particularly to Old Greenhills Road. The Applicant Planning Report refers to 4 siorey
building heights on Greenhills Road - these are not on Old Greenhills Read Planning application. reg. ref
5D21A/0139. was recently refused by SDCC (now on appeal) and il pravided for one 4 storey building on Qld
Greenhills Road which was considered visually dominant. ete. The Applicant proposes 3 no. 4 and § slorey
buildings along the more sensilive north end of Old Greenhills Road This does not add up. The Applicant
Planning Report claims 4 and 5 sioreys can be “easily absorbed” along Old Greenhills Road. BPS has reviewed
this entire planning application and stood on the road oulside the site - we canniol agree. Blocks A and C and the
east wing of the nursing home would be visually dominant and obtrusive They would overbear onto the road and
onto St. Basil's protecled struciure.

The blocks need to be stepped back from the eastern boundary and the Poplar trees retained: For
consistency across planming decisions, 1o relain mature screening of the sile lo protect bat and bird nests, ete
the local landmark Poplar trees should be retained Page 7 of the Planning Application Repert refers to a
“stepped approach”. Where is this slepping? Block C. for example.isa 5 slorey block with a tall triangular cone on
top How does it step? The buildings should be slepped back 15m from the easlern boundary to protect the
Poplar trees and then staggered from 3 storeys up Lo 4 storeys. Page 8 of the Planning Application Report states.
‘the revised layoul is such thal the impacl on the eastern boundary is reduced Let us review The scheme
proposes the removat of a wide seclion of The Priory Wall which removes existing screening The scheme
rernoves 23 x 22m lall Poplar lress removing screening. 3 no. new 4 and 5 starey buildings are to be sited as close
as 3.7m from the easlern boundary with mosl screening removed How are these revisions more sensitive io the
eastern boundary?

The scheme's heights, scale, bulk and massing are not subservient or subordinate to The Priory buildings:
The scheme needs o be cut back in height and cumulative bulk and massing Lo ensure it appears as subservient
to The Priory

No publicly accessible open space is provided: SDCC slated al pre-planning that all users including lhe public
should be comiortable using the public open space. Despite this and national and local planming policy requiring
the provision of public open space available to the wider community to be provided alongside the development
of institutional lands. lhe Applicant continues to site all open space beyond any reasonable accessibility for the
wider communily Page 8 of the Planning Application Report accepls this staling: “The public open space . Is
accessed by way of a circuitous walking roule around the site .. This access would not be used by the public.
Block A needs to be replaced with a public area of open space Previous reason for refusal No 4 s nol
addressed

The scheme entrance: Our client does nol accept the proposal to break open The Priory Wall. The Priory should
either give permission lo use ils entrance {lo creale ethe purported ‘carmpus” style developmenl so cfien
claimed by the AHIA) or no developmenl proceeds. The Priory wall is unbroken to the north of the existing
entrance and is a unique feature of the area and provides screening. This should be retained. The AHIA offers no
justification for the: entrance and merely stales thal it s acceptable.

Parking provision: While the Applicant has met with SDCC and has apparently agreed a reduced parking
provisian. our client notes the proposed loss of on-street car parking along Oid Greenhills Road to facilitale this
scheme's new entrance and also considers that the under-provision of parking for the aparlments and visitors will
cause overflow and fly parking on Old Greenhills Road It 1s recommended Lhat parking be increased lo 45
spaces. If Block A is removed and converted to a public open space. a small car park providing approx. 10 spaces
could be sited in this area to benefit the scheme and the wider area

The ecological assessment: The assessment suggests mitigation measures for the loss of bird and bats nests in
the Poptar trees which do nol sland up ta scrutiny Our client asks Lhat the 23 x 22m 1all Poplars which contain
bird and bal nests be retained. The report needs to be carefully reviewed by the SDCC Biodiversity Officer as it
reads as poorly put together and contains errors

For the reasons set out above and in the remainder of this Planning Objection Report, our client does not support
this scheme as submitted. The scheme needs to be revised and/or amended. Recommendations for revisions are

set out in Section 9.2 of this Planning Objection Report.

62 Relevant planning histary of the Applicant site

There have been multiple previous planning applications made for this site which forms part of The Priory prolected
struclure Our client wishes 1o note how they recenlly objected in respect of a planning application. reg. ref

SD21A/0135. for the development of a 5 storey nursing home on this site The scheme proposed:

fa} Construction of a 5 storey nursing home building consisting of (i) 112 bedroom (with en-suite) (i) associated
restdent's welfare facilities. it administration areas and staff facitities. (v) with day centre, and pharmacy
proposed at ground floor level. (bl construction of a part 5/part 6 storey building consisting of (i} 108 one-
bedroom/two-persan independent living units for older people. (n) social and activity areas: (i) management
office and (iv} 5 guest bedrooms. each unit will be provided with private open space in the form of a

m
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6.3

6.4

balcony/terrace (ranging from 5sqm to 12sgm. (c! communal open space and landscaping fincluding new
tree planting and tree retention!. 30 car parking spaces and 86 bicycle parking spaces. id} the development will
be served by a new pedestrian and vehicular access from Ofd Greenhills Road through existing boundary wall
(e} landscaping. boundary treatments (including walls and railings to southern and western boundaries). an
ES8 Substation. SuDS drainage. road infrastructure and all ancillary site works necessary to facilitate the
development.

The reasons for refusal issued by SDCC are set out in Section 13 of this Planning Objection Reporl. This decision
made on 19/07/2021 was not appealed by lhe Applicani. Cur client does not consider that the reasons for refusal
have been addressed in this new planning application.

None of the remaining previous planning applications made within The Priory grounds are relevant to the current
planning applicalion's assessment.

Whal the planning history of the sile confirms is thal there has been no previcus allempt Lo deveiop these lands and

as such consullation with groups such as Tallaght Community Council regarding the appropriale development
approach for this site should reasonabty have been carried out.

Further. in the absence of any previous significant development proposal for these lands. it is not clear on whal basis
the Applicant has decided that a scheme of 4 and 5 storey buildings would be acceplable at this location within the

boundary of an existing prolected structure. adjoining Old Greenhills Road and wilhin an area covered by an
Architeciural Conservation Area.

Our clients consider the starting point for this planning applicalion Lo represent overdevelopmenl of these areas of the
site on which buildings are proposed.

Refused ptanning application, reg. ref. SD21A/013g for development on Old Greenhills Rd, etc.

Our client wishes to nole how they objected in respect of a planning application. reg. rel. SD21A/0139 which has also
been lodged in the close vicinily of the proposed nursing home. This planning application has been refused because,
inter alia. it proposed a 4 storey building on Old Greenhills Road and 5 and & storey buildings on Greenhills Road This
planning application proposed the following development:

The demolition of three existing apartment units ic. 2395q.m) end bin store (¢ 18sq.m} and the construction of o
residential development arranged in two building blocks (Block A & Block B) ranging from 3 Lo 6 storeys i
height over basement level (c. 3.728sq.m. including basement). Block A comprises 11 residential apartments (c
1256sq.mi in a 5 to 6 storey building and including a ground floor level cafe c g3sqm) at the buildings south
eastern corner. Block B comprises 15 residential apartments (c1393sq.m) in a 3 to 5 storey building. The
proposed development will comprise 26 new residential units (5 studio apartments. 6 1-bedroom aparlments, 7
2-bedroom apartments & 8 3-bedroom apartments! with associated balconies and terraces The proposed
development will comprise a total of 40 apartment units derived from 26 new gpartments and 14 existing
apartments. relocation of existing basement access on Old Greenhills Road [ele)

The reasons for refusal issued by SDCC are sel oul in Section 1.3 of this Planning Objection Report Our client
considers this new nursing home planning application Lo raise many of the same planning concerns as lhose which
resulled in the refusal by SDCC of planning application reg. ref SDz1A/0139. Primarily Block B on the Old Greenhills
Road - al 4 storeys following Further Information stage - remained oo tall. This decision has now been appealed to
An Berd Pleanala and our client has responded to this appeal

Precedent planning refusal at Greenhilts Road, Tallaght, Dublin 24 under. reg. ref. SD20A /0250

Our client notes how they recenlly objected to planning application, reg. ref SD20A/0250, which refers lo a large-
scale. mixed use. 5 lo B slorey development at the Esso site on Main Slreet (it is not primarily on Old Greenhills Road)
This was refused by SDCC on the 25/11/2020 This planning application was refused for similar reasons Lo those our
client recommends be applied in the currenl case. including the following reason

The proposed development, by reason of the excessive density. plot ratio and height proposed as well as the
poor design. would foil to integrate and respond to the site. surrounding context. the Priory Frotecled Structure
and the Architectural Conservation Area. and would result in an incongruous feature that would significantty
detract from the wisual armenity and character of the area Thus. the proposed development would contravene
the Tallaght Town Centre LAP (2020-2026) the South Dublin County Development Plan (2016-2022). the VC
Zoning objective which seeks To protect. improve and provide for the future development of Village Centres
and the proper planning and suslainable development of the area. The proposed development. by virtue of its
scale and layoul, would represent overdevelopment of the site and would result in piecemeal development
which would be out of keeping with the character and pattern of development in the area it would also result
in an overbearing form of development which would be injurious lo residential amenities and would fail to
respect the established building line in the area The proposed development would therefore be contrary to
Section 1132 of the South Dublin County Development Plan 2016-2022 which relates lo residentiol
consolidation and would materially contravene the ‘RES' zoning objective. as set out in the South Dublin County
Development Plan 20-16-2022. which seeks 'To prolect andor improve residential amenily’.

Our client considers that the same concerns arise In the current planning application and, as such, this planning
application should be refused. Our clients note that the Applicant architect is the same and each of the submitted
expert reports all argued that the scheme was acceptable on all grounds despite significant concems arising. This
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scheme Is located across the road and some distance from The Priory protected structure yet was found to
impact on the protected structure. It also Impacted on the ACA.

Fig. 12: Site luyouf - landscaping plan - for refused planning application, reg. ref. SD20A/0250

Grounds for objection

BPS has been asked by our clienl o assess the planning application from its perspeclive and the perspective of the
area into which It is proposed. BPS has identified the following concerns with the submilted plarining application We
note that these points have been discussed in detal with our client

Issue 1: The principle of development is conditionally supported

Our client accepts the principle of a nursing home at the proposed location. By nursing home our client means a
nursing home for older persons. Nursing homes are a defined land use as understood by Lhe HSE* {public sector! and
by Nursing Homes Ireland® (private seclor) Qur client understands a nursing home to be:“a public or privale
residenlial facility providing a high levet of long-term personal or nursing care for persans (such as the aged or the
chronically il who are unable to care for themselves properly”

Our client asks that Lhe use of the proposed building as a nursing home for older people and people unable to care for
hemselves properly due to age or chronic illness be made a condition of any planning decision made in this case and
that exempled development rights regarding further and.or alternative uses of the bu lding be removed.

If exempled development righls are retained then those defined by Class 9 of Parl a, Exempted development -
Classes of Use of Article 10 of the Planning and Development Regulations 2001 (as amended) would apply and would
nclude:

CLASS g Use— (a} for the provision of residential accommodation and care to peopie in need of care thut not
the use of a house for that purpose. (b} as a hospital or nursing home (c) as a residential school. residenticl
callege or residential training centre

Our clienl is therefore concerned that il exemnpled development righls are not removed then the building could be
used lo provide residential accommodalion to people olher than older persons or chronically ill persons

In making this point. our client is asking that there be a community balance in accommodation provision in this area.
There is a need for a nursing home for older people but there is no further need in our clienl’s view. for private
emergency accommodation, supperted temporary accommodation, emergency accommodation. etc for the wide
range of groups who require homelessness supports. etc. Our clienl notes how Focus Ireland already leases all of
Greenhills Court which offers services to those not in need of specific nursing hame care designed here for older
persons.

At pre-planning, SDCC's Planning Department asked the Applicant team for its “Definition of Elderly”. The
Applicant responded by stating “Older people over 65 who are registered on the Councils Housing List”. Our
client does not understand this definition and asks that this be clarified. This nursing home scheme should be for
people over 65 who need nursing home care only, Whether an older person pays privately or Is state funded
should make no difference.

Issue 2: The submitted proposal is contrary to national, regional & local planning policy

1 Proposal's density, scale. height & massing is contrary to the NPF

National Policy Objective 33 of the National Planning Framework priarilises the provision of residential development at
appropriate scales within sustainable locations. This sile is localed 2km from the LUAS and is served only by bus. This
is not an unduly sustainable site location It is a site comprising of windfall lands proposed 1o be excised from lands

* https://www hse.iefeng/services/list/4/olderpeaple/residentialcare/
* https://nhi.ie/

“
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owned by The Priory protected struclure. Concerns arise given the sensitivity of this site which comprises of lands
serving an existing protecled structure, lands located within an Architectural Conservation Area and lands adjoining
the historic Oid Greenhills Road. The site cannot accommodate this super-sized scheme without causing the negative
impacts as sel out in this Planning Objection Report.

This scheme. as submilted, is not at an appropriate density, heighl, or scale - the overall quantum of development is
excessive for institutional lands whose open character js_meant to be retained The scheme CoOmprises
overdevelopment of the site. Up to 5 storeys of over-scaled buildings extremely close lo boundaries. including that
shared with the Old Greenhills Road and in the layout proposed (especially on the eastern side and at the south end)
would impact negatively on The Priory protected struclure and on the Old Greenhills Road/Greenhills Road. would
negatively impact on the established pattern of development. would cause the loss of the apen character of these
institutionat protected structure lands, and would cause the loss of Poplar trees along the Old Greenhills Road whose
prolection is an objective of the LAP and the CDP,

The proposed building heights rise to 17.75m for Blocks B and C and the blocks are densely packed into this site such
that, as viewed from Greenhills Road. Old Greenhills Road, The Priory prolected struclure and the entrance to
Technological University Dublin, Tallaghl Campus. this scheme would appear as an unrelenting mass of tall and over-
scaled buildings whose cumulative negative impacts would be significant. This is exacerbaled by the proposal Lo
remove Lhe existing 23 x 22m tall Poplar Lrees.

Our client has read the NPF and is unable o identily any reference therein to the need to disregard the existing LAPs
and CDPs of planning autherities and existing building heighls policies and 1o require overdevelopment of sites; Lo
impose up Lo 5 slorey and over-scaled buildings onto existing communities al densilies which are extreme. in relalive
lerms. lo adjoining development,

The Applicant Planning Report lisls National Policy Objectives 3a. 3b and 3¢ which seek addilionat housing via
increased residenlial densily on appropriate infill sites lo achieve compact growth. There is no reason why a scheme
of 3 and 4 storeys al a reduced scale and better sited to retain the open characler of these lands could not achieve
lhese objectives without causing each of the negative impacts set oul in this Planning Objection Reporl. The current
scheme speculates that SDCC and/or An Bord Pleanala may decide on this planning application which our client
would find inexplicable,

Our client objects to how the Applicant Planning Stalement refers lo this scheme as lhough the allernative is an
‘undeveloped”. "emply”, ‘under-utilised” infill sile - that this scheme represents the only developmenl oplion for Lhis
site This is nol the case. The allernaltive is an appropriately scaled scheme which better respecls its conlext and local
planning policy pertaining to these lands

This is a scheme which is at odds with this site's own constraints, with adjoining properties {ending The Priory
prolected structure} and with national. regional. and local planning policy The NPF paints lo “Performance-Based
Design Standards” and these are used by the Applicant to justify this scheme - thal is, to justify taking Lhe tallest
building on the sile up to 5 sloreys. In fact. the NPF clearly wishes 1o avoid the mistakes of the past wherein ad hoe,
unplanned, developments - especially residential schemes - were granted without their being fully in line with
national. regional, and local planning policies.

The Applicant asks SDCC to disregard crilical policies within the LAP and the CDP such Lhat the proposal can be
assessed without an overall masterplan for The Priory protected structure lands Concerns arise over whether this
scheme remains an ad hoc and priecemeal addition within the attendanl grounds of the protected structure. A more
carelully designed and scaled scheme could more respectfully be provided within this site.

The current scheme vaslly exceeds what our client considers acceptable in density terms and ils buildings are far
larger in scale, heighl, massing, and bulk terms than what Tallaght Community Council could have anticipated might
be proposed in The Priory protecied structure lands.

This scheme needs to be reduced substantially in scale to ensure national planning policy is seen lo be being
implemented consistently. Our client understands that the allowable and appropriate building height for these lands
would be 3 to 4 storeys.

The Nalional Planning Framework (NPF) seeks ‘Compact Growth The NPF states

Alf our urban settlements conlain many potential development areas. centrally located and frequently publicly
owned, that are suilable and capable of re-use to provide housing jobs, amenities and services. bul which
need a streamiined and co-ordinated approach to their development. with investment in enabling
infrastructure and supporting amenities, to realise their potential Activating these strategic areas and
achieving effective density and consolidation. rather than more sprawl of urban development. is a lop priority
lernphasis added|.

Our client acknowledges that this sile is suitable for a nursing home residential scheme for over 65s. Our clienl does
not object lo the principle of development bul Lo the scale and siting of this scheme. For this scheme to be credible -
at the densily. scale. height. and massing proposed - il would need to be located elsewhere in the LAP area such as
appropriate parts of Cookstown or Broomhall, in an area specially designated for building height in the LAP and/or
located on a LUAS slop or wilhin 100m of one Despite the Applicanl's prolestations thal Lhis site is suilably localed
with respect, our client notes how the same arguments are being made for much better localed sites which are
suitable for higher densities and heights
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BPS notes how in recenl years applicants have successfutly argued that LAPs and CDPs are out of date arising from
the publication of the NPF and statutory guidance on building heighls. elc. In this case. the Tallaght Town Centre Plan
was adopled in 2020, It post-dates the NPF, ete. and its policies for plot ratio and building heights applicable to this
planning application do not support heights of 5 storeys. The LAP also seeks the retention of the open nature of lhese
lands which is not achieved by no less than 3 blocks being siled within metres of Old Greenhills Road

It 1s reasonable to point out that this scheme. while it would provide nursing home hous ng (with negative impacts
arising as sel out in this Objection Report). fails to comply with planning policies thal are not oul of date. but whose
implementalion during planning assessments such as this one is crilical to ensuring that the public finds the planning
framework and planning process credible The Applicant scheme is nol credible when assessed against planning
policies on any basis except the need for housing. This planning applicalion does nol “perform’ Chapler & of the NPF
entitled "People. Homes and Communities’ sets out that place is intrinsic Lo achieving good qualty of life - our client
submuts that Lhis scheme would impact negatively on the community inte which It is proposed to be located. The
scheme needs to be reduced to 3 and 4 storeys in height. the blocks broken up and the scheme's site layout re-
considered {as recommended in Seclion 9.2 of this Planning Objection Report),

National Policy Objeclive 11 states “In meeting urban development requirements. there will be a presumption in
favour of development that can encourage more people and generate more jobs and aclivity within exisling cities
lowns and villages. sublect to development meeting_appropriate planping standards and achieving targeted
growth” lemphasis added]. Our client is concerned at how the Applicant appears to have picked and chosen which
planning policies to comply with and which not. There must be consistency in the application of planning standards

National Planning Ohjective 13 provides thal:

- in urban areas. planning and related standards. including in particular, height and car parking will be
based on performance critena that seek lo achieve well -designed high-quality oulcomes in order to achieve
largeted growth These standards will be subject to a range of tolerance that enables oiternative solutions to
be proposed to achieve stated outcomes. provided public safety is not compromised and the environment is
suitably protected [emphasts added).

Our client submils thal the proposed scheme’s density. scale. heighl, and massing fail when assessed against national
and local planning policies in a consistent fashion. This scheme falls to meet performance criteria that woutd offer a
high-quality outcome for the area. The impact of the scheme on adjoining areas, including on The Priory
protected structure, the ACA, the old Greenhills Road, etc., would compromise the local environment.

National Policy Objective 33 seeks to “priorilise the provision of new homes al locations that can supporl sustainable
development and at an appropriate scale of provision relative to location® lemphasis added]. Our client considars

that the Applicant scherme as submitted is not at an appropriate scale of provision relative to location, The scheme

s, as submilted, excessively Lall. over-scaled and inappropriately sited and designed for this location

National Policy Objective 35 seeks “to increase residential density in seltlements, through a range of measures
including restrictions in vacancy re-use of existing buildings. infill development schemes. area or site-based
regeneration and increased building heighls” The Applicant site faces multiple acknowledged site constraints
including adjoining The Priory protected structure. being within an ACA adjoining the historic Old Greenhills Road
needing 1o retain the open character of inslitutional lands. etc and the zkm distance to high quality public transport.
The Applicant response has been to treal this site as just another site and to propose excessive scale and density

There i1s an exisling relalionship between The Priory protected struclure lands and the surrounding area wiich
benefils the whole of Tallaght The Applicanl scheme seeks to aller this and Lo introduce a scheme whose density
scale. height. bulk. and massing would aller this relationship in a substantially negative manner {as sel out in Sections
7 3 to 7.7 of this Planning Objeclion Reporl) Qur chent submits that this site is nol suitable for the scale and height of
the scheme proposed

Qur client notes how. having reviewed SDCC's pre-planning feedback. the Applicant was made fully aware lhal this
scheme raised significant concerns regarding ils scale. siting and the development of priory protected structure lands
in an unplanned manner The Applicant has already recelved_one refusal and needed to fully address these
concerns in the submitted scheme. The Applicant has failed to reduce the scheme such that if offers heights,
scales and a cumulative scale that can be considered acceptable. The Applicant has proven unwilling to cut this
scheme back to an acceptable scale. The overall quantum of development proposed in this scheme - and the
manner by which it has been sited - cannot be permitted,

This proposal does not fully comply with the relevant guidetines 1ssued by the Minister under Section 28 of the
Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) It is also considered that the proposals are not. as submitled, in
compliance with the relevant objeclives of the SDCC County Developmenl Plan 2016-2022

Our client submits that SDCC should substantially revise and/or refuse planning permission on the basis that the
Applicant scheme would set a poor precedent for similar schemes tc be developed at excessive scales in
institutional locations across the county where these would have significant impacts on surrounding areas. This
planning application if permitted, would set a negative precedent for encouraging developers to submit ad hoc
and piecemeal schemes for institutional lands which impact negatively on adjoining areas, on existing protected
structures, on ACAs and on adjoining properties and public areas.

m
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7.2.2 The principle of development under Project Ireland 2040 National Development Plan 2018-2027

Our client agrees that nursing home accommodation is required and is acceplable in principle. They do not agree
however that il is required to be of the scale proposed in Lhis planning application Merely proposing a nursing home
does nol in itself justify causing negative impacts on the existing environment and/or significantly deparling from Lhe
established character and pattern of development in this area.

723 The principle of development under Action Plan for Housing and Homelessness (July, 2016)

Our client agrees Lhal nursing home accommadalion is required and is acceplable in principle. They do not agree
however that il is required to be of the scale proposed in this planning application Merely proposing a nursing home
does not in itsell juslify causing negalive impacts on the exisbing environment and/or significantly deparling from the
established character and patlern of development in this area

Any nursing home at this location should be restricted to those over 65 years who need nursing care.
724 Review under the Regional Spatial & Economic Strategy for The Eastern & Midlands Region

Our client has reviewed the Regional Spatial and Economic Strategy (or RSES) for the East and Midland Regional
Assembly was adopted on z8th June 2019 and referred Lo in the Applicant's Planning Report. This stralegy document
like the SDCC CDP 2016-2022 and the Tallaght Town Centre LAP 2020, was subject to consultation with residents of
the region.

Our client can identify no designation or policy therein which would indicate the Applicant site is of strategic or
national importance. The RSES also supports high density development on high frequency public transport corridors -
this scheme is localed 2km walk from the LUAS. There is nothing pointing to this institutional parkland protected
structure site as being a strategic prionty side for development.

The guidelines do not propose that existing LAPs or Development Plan policies be over-ruled and/or materially
contravened o allow increases in residential density. taller and over-scaled buildings, ete. to be developed at
unsuitable locations. What Lhe stralegy seeks is for the local planning framework to idenlify where rejuvenation
priorities should lie. Local autherities. through Development Plan and Local Area Plan policies, are meant lo identify
appropriale areas for focused development

The guidelines require that all large developments be plan-led and infrastructure-led The Applicant scheme - which
vastly increases the quantum of development on a sile which is currently a de facto institutional parkland selting - 1s
developer-led and offers nothing new 1o this area except the addition of a massive valume of building which are
packed into the scheme in a manner which impacts negalively on the area and on adjoining properties by way of its
scale. height. and poor siting of buildings

The overarching vision stalement of the RSES is “lo create a sustainable and competitive region that supports the
health and wellbeing of our people and places, from urban to rural, with access to quality housing, Lravel and
employment oppartunilies for all”. Our clienl submils thal the siting density, heighl, and scale of this scheme is
incompatible with supporting the health and wellbeing of the people and places that adjoin this scheme. It is simply
out of scale with its adjoining and surrounding environment 1o an extent thal conslilutes overdevelopment.

The current planning application seeks to circumvent Lhe existing planning framework. The planning application is rot
in accordance with the LAP and or with regional planning policy. Revisions are required

Our client nole that the regional guidelines conlain multiple policies which all refer to the need for infill development
increased densily, appropriate building heights. consolidated growth. reducing commuting, building near public
transport. elc. Each of the arguments made by the Applicant apply to - and more closely align with - a less tall. better

designed. and siled scheme which properly integrates into the existing characler and patlern of development in this
area

The Applicant argues that developments should be located at the right locations - the RSES agree with this. Our
client submits that this sensitive site within Institutional lands serving a protected structure and with an ACA
designation is not appropriate for the density and scale of the scheme proposed.

728 Contrary to the Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas Guidelines

For the following reasons, the proposed developmenl is conlrary to the Guidelines for Planning Authorities on
Suslainable Residential Development in Urban Areas, DEHLG (2009}

1. Section 4.20 of the guidelines slales:

in institutional tands and 'windfall' sites which are often characterised by a large private or institutional
building set in substantial open londs and which in some cases may be accessible as an amenity o the
wider communily, any proposals for higher density residential development must take into account the
objective of retaining the “open character” of these lands. while at the same time ensuring that an
efficient use is made of the tand. in these cases. a minimum requirement of 20% of site area should be
specified; however, this should be assessed in the context of the quality and provision of existing or
proposed open space in the wider area [emphasis added],
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For the reasons given in Sections 7.3 to 7.9 of this Planning Objection Report, our client does not consider the
preposed development to adequately retain the open character of these lands and they consider the
provision of open space which appears to be privately accessible only not to be in accordance with the
Guidelines for Planning Authorities on Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas, DEHLG (200g)

Section 510 {e) Institutional Lands’ of the guidelines slales

A considerable amount of developable land in suburban locations is in institutional use and/or ownership
Such lands are often characterised by large buildings set in substantial open lands which in sorme cases
may offer a necessary recreational or amenity open space opportunity required by the wider community In
the event that planning authorilies permit the development of such lands for residential purposes, it should
then be an objective to retain some of the open character of the lands. but this should be assessed in
the context of the quality and provision of existing or proposed open space in the area generally. In the
development of such lands. average net densities at least in the range of 35-50 dwellings per hectare
should prevail and the objective of retaining the open character of the lands achieved by concentrating
increased densities in selected ports (say up to 70 dph) The preparation of local area plans setting out
targets for density yields. recreational uses and urban form should be considered in advance of
development. In the absence of an LAP. any application for develapment of institutional tands should
be accompanied by a masterplan outlining proposals for the entire fandholding lemphasis added)

Our client submits that the LAF does not offer sufficient detall regarding the development of The Priory
protected structure lands in a manner which would retain their open character and ensure coordinated
development, etc. The proposal would appear to be premature pending the subrnission and/or agreement
of a masterplan pertaining to the whote development of The Pricry protected structure lands in a manner
which Is best for Tallaght, for The Priory protected structure and for the future of this area.

Section 21 slates: The scale, location and nature of major new residential development will be determined
by_the_development plan, including both the settlement strateqy and the housing strateqy” lemphasis
added] This planming applicalion seeks undermine the CDP and the LAP within the process of assessing the
suitability of this scheme for this site The Applicant is seeking to undermine the LAP planning policies set oul in
Seclion 729 of this Planning Objection Report and to decide for themselves that this site is suitable for an
increase in building heighl and scale with up to 5 slorey buildings al a density far above any adjoining
development. This is not how the guidelines encourage planning 1o be undertaken. This is nol a plan-led
scheme and no masterplan for The Priory prolecled structure lands has been submitled. A plan-led scheme
would be 3-4 sloreys tall and betier sited. Ploi ratio is not the only consideration and achieving the maximum
ptol ratio is not meant 1o be a target (it is a maxirmum if all other planning crileria are achieved}.

Seclion 22 requires "Adequate existing public transporl capacity available or likely to be available within a
reasonable developmenl timescale”. This site is served by the same transport infrastructure that has existed for
years. Al pre-planning, SDCC emphasised that this site is not located close to the LUAS, It is almost 2km away
The site is not located ‘on’ a public transport corridor.

The proposed development, being proposed in a manner non-compliant with the Local Area Plan and
Development Plan, and causing significant, negative and permanent impacts on this area is not, when considered
on balance, in compliance with the DEHLG's 'Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas’ (2004).

7251

Non-Compliance with the Urban Design Manual (2007)

The 'Urban Design Manual - a Best Practice Guide' {May 2009) i1s a companion document to the ‘Guidelines for
Planning Authorities on Sustainable Residenlial Development in Urban Areas Contrary to the Applicants claims Lo
comply with the Urban Design manual, numerous concerns arise. Severat examples are provided below. The manual
sets oul 12 crileria with indicators for designers to follow

1

The very first indicator is ‘Context’ and asks: "How does the development respond Lo its surroundings?®” and
provides guidance on how this can be achieved:

The starting point for the design of any (residentiall development is an assessment of ils surroundings
This covers existing landscape and buildings. as well as the social and economic needs of the existing
communities. Widening out the assessment of the context in this way will help o ensure thot the
development is of its place and time - ond informed by more than just its physical surroundings (p 15)

Any departure in massing should be informed by a consideration of how the amenity of others will be
offected, especially views, privacy and rights of light Where there are existing buildings. newer ones
should connect gracefully and if the massing is more intense. show respect for the existing by
gradualing the change in steps {p 16} lemphasis added]

A new development has to make the most positive contribution possible to its neighbourhood or
landscape. The aim of those planning for, designing or building schemes should be to ensure that
the development in some way improves on or enhances the existing situation. (p. 18) lemphasis
added]

The following poinls confirm that the proposed development does nol comply with the above guidance:
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The development seems to have evolved naturally as part of its surroundings: The proposed development
cannot reasonably be considered lo have evolved naturally tis 4 no. monolithic blocks are up to 5 storeys in
height and extend extremely close to all shared boundaries That the scheme conlains area of open space Lo
the northeast and northwest bul it does not address ils proposed negalive relationship with adjoining areas
and properties. It is a high-density residential scheme that would bear: (i) No posilive visual relationship
whatsoever to the surrounding urban design of the area as it adjoins all of its boundaries (it would cause an
abrupt change in building heights. scale and massing as viewed from the Old Greenhils Road. from
Greenhills Road, from The Priory protected structure from Tallaghi College. etc) and (i) Little visual
relationship to single storey developmenls on the Old Greenhills Road. from Greenhills Road Rather than
appear a natural addition to the area. this scheme would, if buill appear as excessively tall with excessive
massing. It would be viewed as overdevelopment of Lhe site it would visually dominate the area,

Our client has reviewed the Applicant's building designs and Design Statement with regard to claims made
that blocks are ‘stepped’ to minimise visual and other impacts, As Sections 7.3 to 7.9 of this Planning
Objection Repert confirms, these limited design elements fail te prevent negative impacts on the area, The
blocks rise to 5 storeys. The etevations of the nursing horme and Block B are toc wide while Blocks A, C and
the nursing home are sited too close lo Old Greenhills Road

The proposed blocks are too large and oo close to adjoining site boundaries The scheme has been
designed as though the Applicant site is located in a wholly differenl context such as 100m from a LUAS

Stop. The Applicant's proposals to mitigate the visual impact of this scherme are minimal and do not achieve
any meaningful level of mitigation

- No stepping of the buildings_to the eastern and southem boundaries; A few metres of setback from
the eastern or southern boundaries does nol prevenl the overall scale of up to § storey buildings from
looming above an adjoining properties and public areas. The blocks should stagger down in height to the
boundaries and certainly to the easlern boundary with single storey Si. Basil's sited opposite.

- Excessive Buildings sited along the eastern boundary: The Applicant's new design provides for 3 no
blocks lo Old Greenhills Road (the east wing of the nursing home appears as a block altached 1o the
wider building} with Block B sited above and between these blocks Views of the scheme from along Old
Greenhills Road in either direclion or from SL Basil's would show a congesled scheme of large scale and
lightly clustered buildings that do not retain the open characler of these instilulional lands

- _Angling Blocks A and C means two_elevations impact on Old Greenhills Road, Our client cannot
understand why the Applicanl has angled Blocks A and C to Old Greenhills Road This has resulted in
two and nol one of the building's elevations impacling on the adjeining area. etc

Appropriate increases in density respect the form of buildings and landscape around the site’s edges and
the amenity enjoyed by neighbouring users: The proposed abrupt increase in height. scale and massing of
built form relative to the Old Greenhills Road and Greenhills Road with their nearby 1 and 2 slorey
developments provides for no adequate visual integration of the scheme with adjoining development. This
proposed density. as manifesied through the Applicanl's proposed design. fails to respect the form of
adjoining public areas and privale properties including the remainder of The Priory protected struclure and
the tight knil eslablished community landscape around the site's edges. The proposal faits to respecl the
density and form of the adjoining area.

The proposal would cause all the negative impacls thal are sel out in Sections 7.3 to 7.9 of this Planning
Objection Report. Our client does not expect this scheme to provide two storeys - and a nursing home
scheme is nol opposed - whal is opposed is the sheer height, scale, and cumulative massing of this scheme
as il would be viewed from the surrounding area, The heights must be reduced to 3 and 4 storeys and
blocks setback from Old Greenhills Read.

Formn, architecture and landscaping have been informed by the development's place and time: This
scheme’s scale and height is out of keeping with the established character and paltern of development
surrounding the full circumference of this site. The proposed butky and over-scaled, blocks are not informed
by the developmenl’s place and lime, This scheme may appear appropriale in a city or major lown centre
bul within lhe parkland context of The Priory prolected slructure’s institutional lands it is out of place The
scheme represents overdevelopment of the site. See Seclions 7.3 to 7.9 of this Planning Objection Report for
our clienl’s delailed objections on the incompatibility of the scheme's proposed heighl, scale, and layoul
relative to the adjoining area.

The development positively contributes to the character and identity of the neighbourhood: The proposed
development would: wholly dominate the characler and identity of all public areas and the various
properties surrounding the site; would visually dominale ils Old Greenhills Road/Greenhills Road frontage
with an abrupl increase in height and scale: and would visually dominate the setting of the protecled
structure and the adjoining Tallaght Coltege. The proposals could also compromise the future development
potential of adjoining lands. It would be highly visible io the surrounding area. A development of over-scaled
buildings. The existing identity of this area would be compromised by overdevelopment and excessively and
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poorly siled tall blocks thal are too close to adjoining boundaries. The scheme aims to sacrifice the existing
character of the area 1o provide a development whose scale and heighls are far above those of any
adjoining developmenl The Priory protected struclure’s buildings are extremely low density given their
overalt sile area and are setback from any adjoining development and cannot be used as a justification for
up lo 5 storey buildings. The scheme, as submitted. would negalively alter the established residential and
visual amenities of an entire residential community.

- Appropriate responses are made to the nature of specific boundary conditions: The proposed development
has been designed as though it does not immediately adioin and/or is nol located very close to adjoining
public areas. to 1 and 2 storey developments to the east and to other sensilive properties and areas. The
Applicant refers to how efforts have been made to respect adjoining areas and The Priory protecled
structure. Our client cannol. howaver, idenlify much evidence of this. Qur client objects to these proposals
that are at odds with the sile’s sensitive location and contexl. Even the Poplar trees conlinue to be propsoed
for removal. The sile's conslraints mean thal it has not been possible Lo adequately miligate the proposed
negative impacts on surrounding properties and areas.

The next indicalor refers lo “Connections’. The following points such non-compliance;

Parking: This scheme’s parking proposals are inadequale and contrary lo the SDCC CDP 2016-2022. The
Applican! offers 30 parking spaces which is based on no objective evidence-based assessment of likety
parking demand. The Applicant should be using Zone 1 parking requirements which apply to the entire
county. This means providing 1 parking space per 4 residents for the nursing home, 075 spaces per
apartments (many of the bedrooms are in older person apartments where cars may be owned and used?, 1
space per 255gm for day cenire areas and 1 space per 25sqm for any retail. The scheme is al least 40
parking spaces short of meeting CDP requirements even if only the nursing home and apartmenis are
considered. There are too few parking spaces proposed which will cause overflow parking and visilor
parking on adjoining roads especially into the Old Greenhills Road. There is already 1o be a loss of on street
parking arising from the propsoed new entrance. The scheme proposes no measures Lo manage predictable
internal parking Our client notes that the Applicant scheme has carried out lilile credible parking demand
analysis for the scheme but instead just hopes that residents and staff will not own and/or travel by cars and
all visitors wilt walk. cycle. or take the bus. This scheme is located zkm from the LUAS. Overflow and
nuisance parking into adjoining roads and streets and fly parking in lhe scheme is likely bul the Applicant has
singularly ignored these concerns. In the event of overflow parking there is nothing SDCC or the Applicant
would do about it. This is “close your eyes and hope for the besl” planning. It is not acceptable.

Connections and proximity to services: This site is nol located adjoining a major public transport corridor. It
is & sile set wilhin lhe lands of a historic institution located zkm from Lhe nearest LUAS Slop. As it stands. this
scheme would represent anolher experiment in which insufficient car parking is forced on residents, staff,
and visitors - most of whom will never own bikes and cannot walk or take the bus. The response Lo this from
the developer is that if a car space is not offered then only those without cars will access the scheme This is
not true Those with cars would simply park in surrounding roads and streets.

The next indicator refers to “inclusivity™. The following points indicate non-compliance:

Design and layout enable easy access by all: The scheme's design effectively creates a galed community

which is closed off to the public and offers no future pedestrian connections through The Priory protected
structure lands, etc

New buildings present a positive aspect to passers-by: The schemes height. scale and posiioning of
blocks mean it will visually dominate this immediate area including the Old Greenhills Road/Greenhills
Road frontage and also impact on views toward the sile (see Sections 73 to 7.9 of this Planning Objection
Report).

The next indicator refers {o *Variety™: “facilities and services that complement those already available in the
neighbourhood” are meant to be provided The scheme offers no facilites that would be used by exisling
residents of this area The area of open space is nol designed and/or accessible such Lhal il would encourage
surrounding residents to walk into the scheme This 1s a scheme which is inward focused in terms of its facilities
and services. The scheme offers nothing to the surrounding area

The next indicator is ‘Efficiency’: "How does the development make appropriale use of resources. including
land?” This point must be assessed in light of the LAP 2020 and the SDCC CDP 2016-2022 vision of “appropriate”
development that prolects existing areas and residents. while providing for new sustainable development

The proposed developmenl fails Lo address this indicalor as the scale and heights of the schente exceed what a
suslainable balanced development would include al lhis sile. The scheme would result in sigrificant and
negative impacts on the surrounding area The Applicant proposes to over-develop the site with building whose
height and scale would be highly wvisible from surrounding properlies and the wider area. This is conlrary to the
appropriale urban design of this area

The nexl indicator is 'Distinctiveness'. “How do Llhe propesals creale a sense of place? The proposed
development would be distinctive but in an overly. and cumulatively, dominanl. and visually obtrusive manner
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which is contrary to the Urban Design Guide. it would provide fer excessive building heighls and scales of blocks
Lhal would impact negatively on the site. the surrounding area and on adjoining properties (see also Sections 73
to 7 9 of thus Planning Objection Report).

7. The nextindicalor is Privacy / Amenity: Our clienl iz concerned that the scheme's scale is such that it would
impact on the privacy and amenity of the surrounding area. Visual overbearing and overshadowing are not
addressed The solution is to reduce the scale and height of lhe scheme and 1o re-design iLs relationship(s) with
the adjoining area and adjsining properlies.

8 The nexl indicator is ‘Parking”. 'How will the parking be secure and atiractive? The Applicant scheme's parking
proposals are. in our client’s view, predicated on many residents. staff and visilors parking their vehicles within
adjoining roads and streets. The Applicant is hoping that SDCC will turn a blind eye lo the obvious overflow

parking impacts that this scheme would have on the surrounding area. services for therm to be able to function
without a car

9 The next indicator is 'Detailed Design’. 'How well thought through is the building and landscape design? The
Applicant scheme seeks to massively over-develop all areas of the scheme excepting the northwest area of
open space The Applicant is unconcerned by the extent of negative impacts. especially visual impact impacts.
ansing for adjoining areas and properties arising from the tightly clustered up to 5 sterey blocks, The resultis a
scheme in which the buildings would wholly dominate the visual environment in all directions and all views from
the ground upwards The landscape plan submilted with this scheme cannot address the wider shorlcomings of
the overall design. Overdevelopments cannot be hidden by some new “juvenile” boundary tree planting. This is
not a scheme that has been designed to fit into its conlext but one that has been designed to present an entirely
new context thal bears no relationship 1o the exisling area. as such. the delailed design cannot be comfortably

absorbed inlo the sile. bul will appear visually obtrusive and injurious to the exisling visual environment enjoyed
by residents of the area

The Applicant scheme - see the Design Report - picks and chooses those parls of the ‘Urban Design Manual' to try to
comply with. This is not appropriate. The scheme is. on balance non-compliant, on the basis that it represents over-
development of the site This is an overdeveloped primarily apariment scherne Adjoining areas are to be impacted on,
but this area will recerve no benefit at all from this scheme.

BPS notes how there are signs of overdevelopment throughout the scheme's urban design. The developer's brief
appears to have been simply too much for this site. Despite the tactic of proposing an extremely high-density
scheme at pre-planning expecting to walk this back, the actual brief of what the developer hopes to achieve here
remains far more than what the site can take. The consequences of over development arising from the extreme
density proposed are chvious from any detailed review of the submitted scheme. The building heights need to be
reduced to 3 and 4 storeys (4" storeys setback from all boundaries).

726  National Standards for Residential Care Settings For Older People In Ireland (2016)

Our clienl agrees that nursing home accommodation is required and is acceplable in principle They do not agree
however that it is required Lo be of the scale proposed in this planning applicalion. Merely proposing a nursing home
does not in ilself justify causing negative impacis on the existing environmenl and/or significantly deparling from the
established character and patiern of development in this area.

Any nursing home at this location should be resiricted to those over 65 years who need nursing care

727  Contrary to the Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines

This planning application is located within the atlendant grounds of SL Mary's priory protected slructure which
includes. inter alia, the eriginal priory. the remains of Tallaght Caslle (lhe Tower) a church a library extension
administration buildings and a Retreal House. This is one of the most significant histeric groupings of buiidings in the
counly. Placing the Applicant scheme into its de facto front garden requires great care

Qur client considers that this scheme represents an unlikely and inappropriate addition to 1hese histeric lands. They do
not consider the current scheme justifies developing this sensitive sile with ils significant heritage and conservation
value. Fig. 13 shows how farring this scheme will be alongside The Priory Institule. the Retreat House, the 18" Century
Walted Garden. It is much like dropping an office building into Dublin Zoo.

The Department of the Environment’s ‘Architectural Heritage Prolection Guidelines for Planning Authorities’, which are
a material consideration in the determination of planning applications. set out guidelines with respect lo development
in Archilectural Conservation Areas (see: Chapter 3. The Development Plan, Architeclural Conservation Areas)

The Guidelines note how the boundaries of an ACA should make physical. visual. and planning-control sense The
planning aulhority was very deliberate in including the applicalion site within the ACA.

Section 37 'Development Control in Architectural Conservalion Areas’ of the Guidelines states. “The processes of
change - development. dereliction or widespread replacemenl of original elements or finishes - 1hal may pose a
lhreat 1o the character of the area should be clearly analysed and documented Indeed, the very slements thal
characterise the area may make it vulnerable™.

24



The Applicant site - part of the lands of The Priory protected structure - due to its size, makes it vulnerable to
development. A development on tha site is inevitable; however, any development proposed should respect the
site and its environs. The proposed development has failed to do this.

Fig. 13: The scheme would appear as an unlikely visual addition to The Priory protected structlure

728  Contrary to SDCC Development Plan 2016-2022 policy

7281 s.2.12 'Housing for Older People’ & the principle of a nursing home at this location

Seclion 212 of the SDCC CDP 2016-2022 sels out that the counly needs nursing home accommodation Our client
agrees thal nursing home accommodation is required and is acceptable in principle They do not agree however that
it is required Lo be of the scale proposed in this planning applicalion Merely proposing a nursing home does nol in
itself justify causing negative impacts on Lhe existing envirenment and/or significantly deparling from Lhe established

character and patlern of development in Lhis area. Having reviewed Section 2.1.2. our clienl also offers the following
comments:

1 To address the negative impacls arising for the surrounding area. the nursing home scheme should be reduced
o 3 and 4 storeys.

2. Any nursing home at this location should be restricted to those over 65 years who need nursing care.

3. The site is nol well located relative 1o public transporl and car parking needs to be carefully reviewed to avoid
overflow parking and/or fly parking into surrounding areas such as the Old Greenhills Road As submilled. our
client considers the parking provision to be inadequate

4. Consideration should be given to ensuring thal the ste is publicly accessible including Lo ils proposed open
space area (pockel park).

7282 Contrary to the zoning of the site

Under the South Dublin County Developmenl Plan 2016-2022, the site is zoned Objective VC' with the objeclive. To
prolect. improve and provide for the future development of village centres”. Section 5.1.2 'Traditional Villages' of the
CDP explains the Objective VC zoning and stales

South Dublin County has grown around the nine traditional villages of Clondalkin. Lucan, Newcasife,
Pailmerstown, Rathcoole, Rathfarnham, Saggart. Tallaght end Templeogue Each of the villages has a unique
character and offers a diverse range of professional and retail services. in recognition of the unique historic
character of each village and the opportunities offered, particularly in relation to local and niche
retailing, tourism and as a focal point for community evenis and festivals, a Village Centre zoning
objective is appiied to the nine troditional viliages lemphasis added),

The Village Centre zoning will support the protection and conservation of the special character of the
traditional villages and provide for enhanced retail and retail services, {ourism. residential, commercial,
cultural and other uses that are appropriate to the village context lemphasis added|,

For the reasons given in Section 7.3 to 7.9 of this Planning Objection Report, our client does not consider the
proposed development to provide for a scheme whose siting, density, scale, height, massing, and bulk relative to
adjoining public and private lands is acceptable. Tallaght Community Council considers that the proposed
development, as submitted, would impact negatively on the unique histaric character of this site and Tallaght
Village and would not protect and conserve the special character of the area and the village. The proposed
development is not appropriate to the village context.

7283 Proposalis contrary to s. 51.2 'Urban Centres (UC) Policy 3 Village Centres' of the CDP

The proposal is contrary to Section 5.1.2 'URBAN CENTRES (UC) Policy 3 Village Centres’ of the CDP which stales: "It is
the policy of the Council Lo strengthen the tradilional villages of the Counly by improving the public realm. suslainable
transporl bnkages. commercial viability and promoting tourism and heritage value™. The following specific concerns
anise regarding the proposal’s compliance with the following CDP objectives
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- UC3 Objective 1 of the CDP ams ‘To protect and conserve the special character of the historic core of the
traditional villages and ensure that a full understanding of the archaeological, architectural, urban design
and landscape heritage of the villages informs the design approach to new development and renewal, in
particular in Architectural Conservation Areas (ACAs)" [emphasis added]

For the reasons set out in Sections 7.3 to 7.9 of this Planning Objection Report, our client considers the
proposed development does not provide for a scheme whose siting, scale, height, massing, and bulk
relative to adjoining public and private lands is acceptable. The proposal would fail to protect and conserve
the special character of the historic core of Tallaght Village because the proposal fails lo respond
appropriately to the architectural, urban design and landscape heritage setting of this site, The design
approach proposed In this new development fails to respect the Architectural Conservation Area, the
protected structure, and the surrounding areas of Tallaght Village.

UC3 Objeclive 2 of the CDP ams “To promote design standards and densities in traditional v llage centres that
are informed by the surrounding village and hisloric context and enhance the specific characlerislics of each
Lown or village in terms of design. scale and external finishes” lemphasis added].

For the reasons set out in Sections 7.3 to 7.9 of this Planning Objection Report, our client considers the
proposed development does not provide for a scheme whose siting, density, scale, height, massing and bulk
relative to adjoining public and private lands is acceptable. The proposal is contrary to the design standards
and densities set out in the Tallaght Village LAP in respect of the neighbourhood in which this site is located
{see Section 7.2.9 of this Planning Objection Report). The proposal fails to properly address its village and
historic context and enhance the specific characteristics of Tallaght Village in terms of design, scale, and
extemnal finishes.

For the reasons given in Sections 7.3, 7.4 and 7.5 of this Planning Objection Report, our client does not consider the
proposed development to provide for a scheme whose siting, density, scale, height, massing, and bulk relative to
adjoining public and private lands is acceptable, Tallaght Community Council considers that the proposed
development, as submitted, would impact negatively on the unique historic character of this site and Tallaght
Village and would not protect and conserve the special character of the area and the village, The proposed
development is not appropriate to the village context. The proposal is contrary to Section 5.1.2 'URBAN CENTRES
{UC) Policy 3 Village Centres’ of the CDP.

7.284 Contrary to H8 Ohjective 3

HB Objeclive 3 of the SDCC CDP 2016-2022 aims. "To encourage the development of institutional lands subject to
the retention of their open character and the provision of quality public open space in accordance with the
Guidelines for Planning Authorities on Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas, DEHLG {200g)™.

For the reasons given In Sections 7.3 to 7.9 of this Planning Objection Report, our client does not consider the
proposed development to adequately retain the open character of these lands and they consider the provision of
open space which appears to be privately accessible only not to be in accordance with the Guidelines for
Planning Authorities on Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas, DEHLG (2009}

7285 Concerns over non compliance with public open space Housing Policy 12 & H12 Objectives 1 & 2

Gur clienl notes how the Applicanl's Design Report and Planning Reporl claims Lhat the scheme offers open space
thal is compliant with Seclions 313 and B 3 of the SDCC COP 2016-2022 Thal is. the scheme is claimed to offer public
open space Concerns arise regarding the siting and design of the Applicant scheme as it addresses the issue of
public open space.

Our client asks that SDCC consider whether - realistically - any person who is not a resident, visitor or member of
staff would enter this site given how its entrance area is designed (see Figs. 14A and B). it is difficult to envisage a
member of the public then walking as far as the proposed open space area at the northwest end of the site which
would not even be visible from the Old Greenhills Road or from Greenhills Road. This area of open space would
not enhance the identity and amenity of an area.

There s also no clear definition belween public. communal and semi-privale corporate private type space within this
scheme which would allow any member of the community to undersland that they could walk into the scheme and
use the open space Seclion 775 of the Applicanl Planning Report slates A total of 5,019 has been provided
through the scheme” lemphasis added) |t is im ible to know what i lic and what is communal The submitted
Design Statement makes it clear that what is proposed is not public open space at all - it 1s communal. secure serni-
private. incidental, etc The Applicant Planning Report has fudged this issue to make non-public open space sound
iike public open space

Qur client submils that the Applicant's public open space proposals are not Lherefore compliant with

Seclion 232 ‘Public Open Space of the SDCC which states: "The provision of public open space thal is
appropriately designed propery located and well maintained 1s a key elemenl of high-quality residential
environments. Public open space should have aclive and passive recreational value and should enhance the

identity and amenity of an area Refer to also policies and objeclives set out under Seclion 313 and B.3 of this
Plan” [emphasis added|
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HOUSING (H) Policy 12 Public Open Space of the SDCC CDDP 2016-2022 which states. "Il is the policy of the
Council lo ensure that all residential development is served by a clear hierarchy and network of high quality public
open spaces thal provides for active and passive recreation and enhances the visual character, identity and
amenity of the area” lemphasis added]

Hiz Objeclive 1 which aims “To ensure that public open space in new residential developments complies with the
quantitative standards set out in Chapter 11 Implementation and the qualitative slandards set out in Chapter 11 and
Chapter 4 of the Guidelnes for Planning Authonties on Sustanable Residential Development in Urban Areas,
DEHLG (2009). together with the design eriteria illustraled under the Urban Design Manual - A Best Praclhice Guide,
DEHLG {2009)

- Hiz Objective 2 which aims “Te ensure that there is a clear definition between public, semi-private and private
apen space at a local and district level and thal all such open spaces benefit from passive surveillance from
nearby residential development” lemphasis added).

For the reasons given above and within the remainder of this Planning Objection Report, our client does not
consider the “public Open Space” provision to be clearly articulated, to be accessible to the public, to retain the
open character of these lands and to represent a benefit to the aroa. The proposal is contrary to Sections 3.13 and
8.3 of the SDCC CDP 2016-2022 and the above listed objectives pertaining to these sections.

No member of the public is going to
walk into the proposed entrance via a
cluster of 3 no heavily developed
blocks to access open spaces at the
north end of the site

The pedestrian pathway is poorly
designed within the site

Block A needs to be replaced with
public open space which is
accessible to and open to the public
‘and to residents of the scheme

Fig. 14B: Appearance of the entrance area - would a member of the public walh to the open space area?
7286 Contrary to Objective UF4
Objective UF4 of the SDCC CDP 2016-2022 ams “To ensure Lhat development is laid out in a series of blocks and plols

thal are legible. permeable and appropriale in land use scale. building heighl, street widths, urban grain and streel
frontages”.
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For the reasons given in Section 7.3 of this Planning Objection Report, our client does not consider the proposed

development to be laid out in building heights that are acceptable at the Applicant site location adjoining the Old
Greenhills Road,

7.287 Contrary to Objective UF6

Objective UF6 of the SDCC CDP 2016-2022 aims: "To provide attractive. interesting and well used public realm and

open spaces using place making and urban design principles, creating a pedestrian centred environment with aclive
inviting public spaces and parks".

The Applicant proposal provides for the creation of a private park within the scheme. This is achieved by stacking
two monolithic buildings with heights of up to 5 and 6 storeys close to boundaries, including to the eastern site
boundary shared with the Old Greenhills Road. Qur client considers that the scheme's layout should better
respect the Old Greenhills Road and considerations should be given to making the proposed park available to the
public as open space.

729  Contrary to the Tallaght Town Centre Local Area Plan 2020

7291 The principle of a nursing home development and objectives RE g & RE 10 of the LAP

Our client agrees that nursing home accommeodalion is required and is acceptable in principle. Objectives RE g and
RE 10 of the LAP merely also confirm that the principle of development is acceptable. Our client does not agree
however that any nursing home development is required to be of the scale proposed in this planning application
Merely proposing a nursing home does not in itself justify causing negalive impacls on the exisling environment
and/or significantly departing from the eslablished character and pattern of development in this area.

Any nursing home al this location should be restricted lo those over 65 years who need nursing care.

7292 Thescheme is out of line with s. 3.4 lap objectives for ‘The Village":

Our client subrits that the Applicant proposal is out of line wilth Seclion 3.4 ‘The Village of the LAP which sets out how
this ‘Neighbourhood' of Tallaght Village. which includes the Applicant site should be developed Section 3.0 notes
how “This Chapter provides a vision and guidance for each of Lhe neighbourhood areas; Lhe change in character. if
any envisaged” The proposal is also wholly out of line with similar ‘Neighbourhood plans for adjoining lands al
Greenhills and for Tallaght Campus. The following concerns arise:

1. The plot ratio is slightly over the maximum permitted in The Village: The Applicant scheme's plol ralio is
slightly over the maximum allowed within The Village The maximum plol ratio is now however a target It is
meant lo be a range which varies depending on the context The proposed development continues o
overdevelop the sile in qualitative terms and the maximum plot ralio allowable is not acceplable

2. Building Height is required "To respond to local context, particularly the Architectural Conservation Area
{ACAJ™: The proposed building heights of up to 5 storeys on lands adjoining The Priory protected structure and

Old Greenhills Road are too high and insensitive to the ACA (see also Seclion 73 of this Planning Objection
Report)

3 Figure 3.10 'Overall Urban Structure (The Village)' of the LAP sets out clearly where increased building
heights will be permitted. The Applicant site is not indicated as being appropriate for any building heighls. It is
significant that every other sile suilable for increased building heighl is indicated Had SDCC anticipaled these
lands being developed for up to 5 sloreys this would have been indicated The Applicant argues thal in the
absence of a specific building height objeclive for The Priory protected structure lands then a defaull of 5 storeys
should apply. but this makes no sense in lght of every other planning policy for “The Village™ The building
hexghis should be 3 and 4 storeys in line with achieving the lower plot ratio. relaining the open nalure of these
lands. providing public open space, etc.

4  Open Space is required to “Consclidate and enhance existing provision™ Despile offering future residents a
large area of open space, this s inaccessible to the public and is nol public open space. The scheme conlributes
nothing to exisling provision of open space in this area despite the ‘opening up’ of The Priory protected structure
lands to development allows an opportunity to do so. The open character of these lands as Lhey adjoin Old
Greenhills Road and Greenhills Road should be retained with a revised design of a lower density and scale

5  Figure 3.9 Mixed use frontage (The Village) requires mixed use frontage only an the lower part of Old
Greenhills Road (see Fig. 16 Our client reads Fig. 16 below as seeking a hard mixed-use edge lo the southern
seclion of Oid Greenhills Road and that this does not apply and/or is nol desired at the north end where il was
anticipated that The Priory protected structure would retain ils open parkland character. elc. The Applicant
scheme seeks a hard edge al the upper end of Old Greenhills Road that would wholly alter the positive visual
relationship between this historic road and the historic priory protected structure grounds

&  Objective VL5 requires the Applicant to: ‘Facililate green infrastructure along public sireels” The Applicant
Planning Repor! argues Lhat this is achieved by culting down all the mature Poplar trees thal currently benefil the
visual amenity of The Priory protecled struclure's shared boundary with the Old Greenhilis Road/Greenhills Road
and replacing them with young Oak trees thal are fewer in number and will take decades lo grow lo any
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reasonably large size comparable to the existing Poplars. The Applicant proposal is non-compliant with the LAP's
aim lo protect existing trees.

Objective VL6 requires the Applicant to: *Protect and enhance setting of protected structures and qualities
of the ACA™ Qur client dees not consider this up 1o 5 storey scheme of 4 no. monolithic scale buildings dropped
into whal are currently park land style institutional lands Lo represenit a scheme which protects and/or enhances
the setting of the protected structure and qualities of the ACA.

Objective VL8 requires the Applicant to: “Protect the character and integrity of The Priory protected
structure, including its parkland setting, and provide for greater public access and usage™. For the reasons
given in Section 7.3 of this Planning Objection Report and due 1o the scale. siting. and design of the proposed
development within these lands. our client does not consider that the proposed development would protect the
character and integrity of The Priory protected structure, including ils parkland setting

The proposal does not provide for grealer public access and usage. The scheme sites its open space far away
from the sile entrance and the scheme design would prevent any public access to the open space. This is not the
way to develop these lands if the aim is for there to be public access and usage.

Qbjective VL9 requires the Applicant to: "Prolect and preserve Heronry located on Priory protecled struciure
lands and extending into TUD lands”, Our client has reviewed the full planning application and the submilled
ecological impact assessment. Concerns arise over this reporl which reads as cul and pasted from a report for a
different scheme.

Objective VL10 requires the Applicant to: “Provide for some residential or mixed-use development on lands
to the east of The Priory protected structure, subject to the above key objectives™. The emphasis here is on
“some” and on “subject 1o the above key objectives”. There is little sense given in the LAP thal it was anlicipated
thal a scheme of the scale of the Applicant's was anticipaled for these lands Indeed. the scheme fails to address
the key objectives as ils plot ratio. building heighls and open space provision are not in line with the requirements
of the LAP,

Objective VL11 states that "Any proposals for the future significant development of The Priory protected
structure or St Maelruan's shall be accompanied by a detailed conservation plan which will assess the
impact of any development and how it will contribute to the conservation of historically significant
structures and landscape elements’. Our clienl has reviewed the submitted Applicant report which assesses the
likely impact of the proposals on. inter alia, The Priory protected structure. They are not satisfied that this report
offers the necessary reassurances that this scheme would not negalively impact on The Priory protected
struclure and its associated lands and on the ACA (see also Section 7.3 of this Plann ng Objection Report).

The issue of access to public transport: Section 34 acknowledges that despite being in 'The Village™ The Priory
protectled structure lands are not especiaily well connected to public iransport. They are served only by bus and
the walking distances to services are considerable It is nol clear that this site could be primarily served by public
transporl, walking. or cycling as is claimed by the Applicant.

Our client submits that the Applicant proposal is wholly out of line with Section 3.4 'The Viltage' of the LAP which
sets out how this ‘Neighbourhood' of Tallaght Village, which includes the Applicant site, should be developed.

3.4 The Village

Consolidate existing mixed use residential neighbourhood within & high quallty
place of intimate scale and character.

A 11 plol ratio is the maximum
allowed if all other planning criteria
are met. Our client considers these
other criteria are not me! and the plot

Land Use Mix/ Mix of uses in accordance with the County Development ratio rermains loo high
Urban Function Plan zoning objactive for 'VC - Village Centre', including

rasidential. appropriate retall, walk to services, cultural, dvic,  Building heights should respond to
recreational, community and other uses which support the |43 context and this means 3 and 4

o pcopom, sloreys and not 4 and 5 sloreys
Plot Ratio Range 0.75:1 (Low) Building heights should stagger down
K (High) to the eastem boundary
Bullding Halght To respond to local context, particularty the Architectural
(Sew Figurs 3.10) Conservation Area (ACA).
Open Space Consolidate and enhance existing provision

Fig. 15: The key aljectives for ‘the village' - the scheme is mostly non-compliant (1)
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Fig. 16: The hey objectives for ‘the village' - the scheme is mostly non-compliant (2)
7293 Applicant Planning Report treats the maximum plot ratio as a target

The Applicant Planning Reporl states that Section 2.6.1 of the Tallaghl LAP refers to plot ralio it does. It slates thal the
minimum to maximum plot ratio for the 'Village' is 075 to 1.0 {see Fig. 17). The scheme is described as being compliant
with Seclion 261 of the LAP because il is slightly over the maximum plot ratio This aside, our client's concern 15 that
the Applicant treals the maximum plot ratio as a target rather than the upper end of a range,

The Applicant Planning Report argues in effect thal the maximum plol ralio is assumed lo be acceptable when
qualitatively the scheme remains problematic and planning non-compliant on other areas. Our client does not
consider that the current scheme justifies being permitled to devetop at the maximum plot ralic

Given that The Priory prolected structure lands are nol indicated as being developed at all within the LAP and as such
there is no indication of predicted intensity of development. our client submits that a lower plol ratio should apply

2.6.1 Plot Ratio

Plot ratio is determined by dividing the gross floor area of a building (GFA) by the site
area. The gross fioor area is the sum of all fioor space within the externa! walls of the
bulidings, excluding plant, tank rooms and car parking areas. This Plan outlines a plot ratio
range for each Neighbourhood, including a breakdown for the regeneration of Cookstown

neighbourhood.
Nelghbourhood Min - Max Plot Ratlo
Village 075-10

Fig. 17: Maximum plot ratio for sites within the village
7294 Contrary to Section 2.6 'Intensity of Development'

Gur clienl considers thal. as submitled, the proposal is contrary to Section 2.6 ‘Intensity of Development” of the LAP
2020. The following concerns arise

- Section 2.6 slates regarding intensity of development. *Higher and medium intensity areas should be located
primarily around the existing retail and administration centre, that is, The Centre and the Luas Stations on the
Cookstown and Belgard Roads. Higher density of residential development in the form of mixed-use
developments are desirable in these locations for reasons of their centrality, location proximate to transport

nodes and/or the range of facilities currently available, subject to compliance with the concepts of this plan
and the relevanl Guidelines” lemphasis added)|.

The Applicant scheme is a higher density residential development which is not in an area designated as
appropriate for high or medium intensity development. The site is not central, is not proximate to a transport
node or to a range of facilities in the immediate vicinity.

- Seclion 2.6 slates regarding height and buill form “Plot Ratio, Height and Built Form will be used to determine
and assess the intensity, scale and bulk of development in the Plan lands This approach promotes an urban
design qualily-led approach to achieving sustainable urban densities where the focus will be on achieving a high-
quality urban environmenl. The design and layout of each plot will need to take account of its context and be
designed accordingly” lemphasis added]

For the reasons given in sections 7.3 to 7.9 of this Planning Objection Report, our client does not consider the
design and layout of praposal to take adequate account of its context. The scheme has sited its densest part
immediately adjoining the Old Greenhills Road which is characterised by single storey development.

Q
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Section 26 stales "To reflect the importance of placemaking at key public transport stops and key public spaces,
flexibility in relalion to the plot ratio range and the potential for higher buildings {2-4 storey increase on typical
levels set In the LAP} may be considered at certain locations which are considered to be key or landmark
sites. subject lo exceptional design which creales a feature of archilectural interest a significant contribution Lo
the public realm at these localions These requirements are subject to criteria for taller buildings set out In
Section 262 This provision may apply where the site Is directly adjacent to the following: « High capacity
public transport stops (i.e. a Luas stop or high frequency bus stop (i.e. 10-minute peak hour frequency) on a
dedicated bus lane); - The proposed ‘New Urban Square’ nerth of Belgard Square North in the Caentre
nelghbourhood; + The proposed 'New Urban Square' within the Cookstown neighbourhood; and *+ The
proposed Transport Interchange and adjacent proposed 'Urban Space’ in the Centra neighbourhood. This
provision will anly apply to the extent of a site which is within 100m walking distance of the above locations
and will only be considered where the Planning Authority is satisfied that pravision of the above facilities wilt
be achieved’ lemphasis added]

The Applicant site is not a key or landmark site, is not located adjacent ta {within a 200m) a high-capacity
public transport stops, is not located in any designated ‘New Urban Square’ or ‘Urban Space’ and is
unsuitable for a scheme of up 1o 5 storeys in helght (see Section 7.3 of this Planning Objection Report).

Fig. 1BA: The site is located outside of the z00m and 500m Luas catchments

7285 Contrary to Section 2.6.2 'Height and Built Form'

At pre-planning and in the submilted Planning Application Reporl. the Applicant argues that there is some way for the
proposed up to 5 slorey buitding heighls lo be considered complaint with the LAP's building height policy Our client
submits that. for the following reasons. this is not the case

1

There is nothing specific in the LAP which suggests thal the Applicant site is suitable for up to 5 slorey buildings.
Figure 310 "Overall Urban Structure (The Village) of the LAP sels out clearly where increased building heights
will be permitled. The Applicant site is not indicated as being appropriale fer any building heights. It is significant
thal every other site suilable for increased building heighl is indicated Had SDCC anticipated these lands being
developed for up 1o § storeys this would have been indicated The Applicant argues that in the absence of a
specific building height objective for The Priory prolected struclure lands then a defaull of § sloreys should
apply. but this makes no sense in light of every olher planning policy for “The Village™. The building heighis
should be 3 and 4 storeys in hne with achieving the lower plot ratio. retaining the open nature of these lands
providing public open space. etc.

Fig. 28 "Height Stralegy’ of the LAP (s also quite specific as it pertains 1o where 13-4, 4-6 and 6-7 storey buldings
should be located. The Applicant site 1s shown as a green field serving The Priory prolected structure and that is
all it is a sensitive site context and should be treated as such

Where the LAP considers 4-6 storeys acceptable at the southern end of the Old Greenhilis Road this is
specifically noted (see Fig. 13B). The Applicant Planning Report argues that their site should be treated the
same as that located at the south end of the Old Greenhills Road, but this would make no sense and would
not be plan-led. Our client considers that the lower range of 3-4 storeys adjoining the Greenhills Road is
appropriate in this case (with the 4'" storeys sethack).

D e B e e e T —

BPS Town Planning & Development Consultants | www bpsplanning ie

1



LY S R 2 !
S _ 3 LaPOUNDARY ERSTNGOUONG [N .7 STOREYS RESIOENTIAL ORLS-6 STOREYS COMSMERCIAL
—0— s [ 4.4 STOREYS RESIODNTIAL OR 3-5 STOREYS COMMERCIAL
I oousmonc o 144 STOREYS - COMMERCIAL OR RESIDENTIAL
Figure 2.8 - Height Strategy

Flg. 188: Excerpt from Fig. 2.8 of the LAP

Section 262 Height and Built Form states: "Building heighls will also be evaluated against topography, culture
context, key landmarks and key views as required by Building Height Guidelines. To ensure that building
heights respect the surrounding context, new developments immediately adjsining existing one and two
storey housing. in particular Colberl's Fort and at the edges of the Plan area shall incorparate a gradual
change in building height. In these instances, new development can be below the minimum range as
specified in the Height Strategy” [emphasts added]

Our client submits that existing development on the Old Greenhills Road and Greenhills Road located
opposite the Applicant site is single and two storeys in nature. As set out in Section 7.3 of this Planning
Objection Report, the Applicant has not offered any gradual change in building height down to the Old
Greenhills Road in particular. In fact, bullding heights in the scheme rise to § no. storeys adjoining the Old
Greenhills Road. The building heights proposed should be in the minimum range specified,

The proposed development should. in our client's view. be viewed, as adjoining the Old Greenhills Road
secondary route (see Fig. 19) Part of the site adjoins the Greenhiils Road. but this is notl ils primary focus. Section
262 stales. “In general terms . Building height and scale on secondary routes/frontages is lesser but still within
an urban scale {4-6 storeys residential. 3-5 storeys non-residential)”

Our client submits that, as noted above, this site’s context (opposite single storey dwellings on the Old
Greenhills Road) is such that the maximum building height achievable on Old Greenhills Road should be a
maximum of 4 storeys (which is the lower end of the range) and a lower height of 3 storeys could be justified
opposite one and two storey houses. The Applicant has opted to argue for the maximum permissible
building heights, and this has resulted in a scheme that is overdeveloped and overbearing as it adjoins the
Old Greenhills Road.

It must also be noted that this is a mixed-use scheme and as such It may be appropriate, as our client has

suggesied in this Planning Objection Report, that parts of the buildings closest to the Old Greenhills Road
should be reduced to 3 storeys.

P 2.6.2 Hoight and Built Form

To ensure that bullding heights respect the
surrounding context, new developments
immediately adjoining existing one and

two storey housing, in particular Colberts
Fort and at the edges of the Plan area, shall
incorporate a gradual change in building
height. in these instances, new develcpment
« can be helow the minimum range as
spacified in the Height Strategy.

' —

E—— EXISTING/IMPROVED PRIMARY ROUTE

R

EXISTING/IMPROVED SECONDARY ROUTE

Fig. 19: The location of the site opposite single storey development = gradual increase in heights

The Applicanl Planning Report argues thal “The proposed heights are .. Below the heights of the existing row of
Poplar trees fronling Cld Greenhills Road’

Our client is not clear what relevance this point has. A park has tall trees, but one would not argue that if the
trees were replaced by buildings of the same height that the park would continue to provide positive visual
amenity to adjoining areas. That the Applicant is comparing the heights of the proposed buildings to the
existing very tall Poplar trees is especially concerning.

m
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5 The Applicanl Planning Report and Buill Herilage Assesstmenl argue that the buildings will be screened by trees
from surrounding develapment. and this will mitigate building heights

This is not the case, all the existing Poplar trees along Old Greenhills Road are proposed to be removed and
will offer no screening. Young Oak trees proposed to be planted inside the eastern site boundary {which
apparently will not undermine the stone wall, but the Poplars will?) will take decades to grow to any scale
that could offer any effective screening. The Landscape Report refers to a mature height of 6m. In any case,
as Fig. 20 illustrates, the number of proposed trees appears to be far below the 23 no. existing Poplar trees.

Taltaght Community Council is concerned o
protect the established character and pattem
of development of the Otd Greenhills Road

I the previous and cument planning
application the Applicant referred/refers to
how the proposed heights are below the
heights of the existing row of Poplar trees
fronting Old Greenhills Road This approach
continues in the current planning application

At 22m tall, the existing Poplar trees are
very tall, but they contribute to a parkland
appearance. Up to 5 storey buildings
cannot be compared to trees. These trees
are 10 be removed In full and all sereening
will be removed. Proposed tree planting
will one day rise to a maximum of 6m (see
Landscape Plan).

slorey) and is commensurate with height of nearby existing Retrest House. The proposed

heights are in keeping with heights of other buildings in the Priory campus and below the heights
of the existing row of Poptar trees fronting Old Greenhills Road and do not interfere with views
towards the existing buildings within the Priory lands. Heights are also compliant with the LAP
requirements.

Fig. 20: Excerpt from Page g of the Applicant Planning Report for the current planning application

£ Seclion 262 Height and Built Form' refer o the ‘Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines for
Planning Authorities' (2018) and nole how urban design studies indicate that develapments of belween four and
six {loors are viable 1o build and that all proposals which involve building heighls shouid be “evaluated againsi
topography. culture contexl. key landmarks and key views as required by Building Heighl Guidelines™ The
conlext presented by Lhis site is 4 storeys in The Priory protecled structure and 1 and 2 storeys Lo the east.

Our client considers that there Is no basis for this site to propose buitdings above 4 storeys in height. Four

storeys Is viable under the guidelines and the appropriate height in the context presented by adjeining
development.

7286 Proposal is contrary to the lap's public access to institutional lands policy

Qur client considers that if The Priory protected struclure lands are lo be ‘opened up lo development. then this
should be managed in a way Lhal provides for public access. offers public pathways through the lands and retains the
open character of those lands wilh publicly accessible parks/public open spaces There is a need for public corndors
lhrough these tands which join up open spaces lo provide green infrastructure in the Plan area

This view is also that of the LAP which conlains Objectives CC4 and CCs. IL is an objective of the LAP to provide new
areas of public space so they provide highly amenable spaces for existing and fulure residents {Objective CC 4} It 5
an objective of the LAP 1o ensure access to all areas of public space and institutional lands is maximised. and majer
spaces are linked via amenable pedestrian routes. (Objective CC 5)

Our client cannot see how this standalone scheme offers any public access. any public open space and/or offers any
public pedestnian roule that could in the future ink up to other pedeslrian routes This is contrary lo LAP policy and
conlradicts the approach adopted throughout the Dublin Region for the past 30 years regarding lhe deveiopment of
institutional lands

72961 Institutional lands should be consolidated while protecting their parkland settings

Our client's reading of the LAP is that instilutional lands should gradually be allowed to consolidale so long as this
development protects Lhe parkland setling and provides for greater public access and usage This approach is clearly
set out in respect of the adjoining neighbourhood plan for Technological Universily Dublin/Tallaght Campus
(TUD/TC) and references to The Priory protecied structure echo this.

m
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The Applicant scheme would not retain the parkland setting of these lands and would wholly alter how these lands
would be viewed from Greenhills Road and Old Greenhills Road. The Applicant is trying to capitalise on the fact that
SDCC clearly did not expect these lands to become available for development and 1s hoping lo sel the agenda This is
nol acceplable The scheme should provide for lower density buildings properly sted within the parkland setting with
public access footpaths provided through the scheme and a public park also provided

7.2.9.6.2 Proposal constitutes unplanned, ad hoc. and piecemeal overdevelopment of institutional land

The scheme s scale and height are oul of keeping with the established character and pattern of development
surrounding the full circumference of this site. The proposed monolithic, bulky and over-scaled. blocks are not
infarmed by the development s place and time or by any agreed masterplan for these lands. This schere may appear
appropriale in a city or major town cenltre. bul within the parkland context of The Priory protected structure's
institutional lands if is oul of place. The scheme represents overdevelopment of institulional lands. See Section 73 and
7.4 of this Planning Objection Repori for our clienl’s detailled objections on the incompalibility of the scheme's
proposed height. scale. and layout relalive to the adjoining area.

7.2.0.6.3 Proposal is premature pending a masterplan for the priory protected structure lands

73

The Applicant planning application reports are sprinkled with “just trust us’ type comments For example the
Applicanl sets oul how: (1) There will be no more need for new entrances off the Old Greenhills Road (if only the
proposed new one is permitled! (2) Consideration has been given Lo how other priory protected structure lands will
be developed and this scheme is compatible with those plans; and (3) Consideration has been given lo pedestrian
and vehicular circulation in The Priory protected structure lands and this is the best approach.

None of these claims - and others made in this planning application is based on any agreed masterplan for the
development of The Priory protected structure lands.

While the LAP sets out general planning policies for ‘The Village' and this area includes The Priory protected
structure lands, the LAP does not provide specific largels for density vields, recreational uses. and urban form for
these lands. Our clent submils that these should be considered and agreed by SDCC in advance of any
development of The Priory protecled struclure lands.

This planning application for development of one part of The Priory protected structure's institutional lands
should have been accompanied by a masterplan outlining propesals for the entire landholding. In the absence of
such a masterplan, this is an ad hoc and piecemeal planning application and could impact negatively on the

eventual development of other parts of The Priory protected structure lands and/or on The Priory protected
structure itself,

Issue 3: Siting, scale, height. bulk & massing is unacceptable relative to Old Greenhills Rd

731 Siting of buildings on the site is unbalanced and impacts heavily on the Old Greenhills Road

Tallaght Community Council is concerned to protect the established character and pattern of development of the Old
Greenhills Road. It is now clear to our client as to why the Applicant has needed to propose such heavy development
on the east side and in the southwest of the site. This is because there is a group of trees in the northwest area of the
sile which must be retained. The result of this is nol for the scheme's density to be reduced, but instead this new

scheme of 4 blocks sites 3 of lhem close to Old Greenhills Road with the 4* setback within Lhe sile but contributing to
the overall massing of the scheme

The scheme should be reconsidered to achieve a better balance and distribution of development across the site
and to offer a public open space area which the entire community can benefit from. We can see no reason why a
proposed area of open space could not be sited in a manner that gifts this area a small park. We can also see no
reason why the buildings need to be pushed so close to the Old Greenhills Road when there is so much land
available in which to push the building backwards into the site,

Our client asks that SDCC consider the following revisions to the scheme (see Fig. 22):
1. The layout of the scheme requires revision:
Tallaght Community Council considers that Lhe site of Block A should be a publicly accessible area of open
space. A pocket park for the community. The areas of open space to the north of the site are not publicly
accessible. This requires the full rernoval of Block A which would. in any case, cause negative visual and visual

overbearing impacts onto Old Greenhills Road.

2. A building line Is needed to Old Greenhills Road, the existing trees inside the site boundary and from the
existing boundary wall:

Tallaght Community Councit considers that a new building line shown in dashed blue line should be required. This

would mean setting back Block C and re-designing the end of the nursing home If Block A is retained. it should be
setback.

3. The building heights of each block need to be reduced and/or amended:
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Taltaght Community Council considers that Block A should be removed or reduced to 2-3 stareys (39 setback), Block B
should be 3-4 storeys. Block C 3-4 storeys {with the ath setback from Old Greenhills Road) and the nursing home shouid
be 3 and 4 storeys with the east wing dropping 1o 3 storeys

This Planning Objection Report focuses on highlighting why these revisions to the scheme are required such that
it respects The Priory, Old Greenhills Road, existing trees on the site and the area.

Open space areas are
inaccessible to the
community

Field of view from Old Greenhills Road would
be dominated by Blacks A. C and the nursing
home with Biock B filling in any visual gaps

NFW GREENHILLS ROAD et

Tallaght Community Council is concerned to protect the established character and pattern of development of the Old
Greerhilis Road It is nol clear {o them as to why the Applicant has needed to propose such heavy development on the
eas! side and in the southwest of the site when this leaves a significant area of the site undevelocped That is. all the
negative impacts of the scheme are pushed up to boundaries wilhout the adjoining cammunity receiving any benefit
such as the creation of a pocket public park The scheme should be reconsidered to achiove a better balance and
distribution of development across the site.

Fig. 21: The applicant’s siting of 3 no. buildings along Old Greenhills Road with another bloch behind

e, Tallaght Community Council considers that Block A should
- .L_] be removed or reduced to 2-3 stareys (4" setback} Block B
I should be 3-4 storeys Block C 3-4 storeys (with the ath
setback from Ofd Greenhills Road and the nursing home
should be 3 and 4 storeys with the east wing dropping to 3
stareys
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OZ; Tallaght Community Council considers that a

new building line shown in dashed blue line
should be required to prolect existing trees
This would mean setting back Block C and re-
designing the end of the nursing home If
L i Block A is retained. it should be setback

Tallaght Community Council considers that
the site of Block A should be a publicly
accessible area of open space A pocket park
for the community The areas of open space to
the north of the site are not publicly
accessible Block A should be removed

MEW GREENHILLS ROAD
Fig. 22 Tallaght Community Council's requested revisions {o the scheme
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732  Siting & heights of the monolithic forms & scales of the buildings needs to be reconsidered

Cur client has reviewed the submilted drawings fincluding contiguous elevalicns and the lmited photomontage views
offered and considers that these illustrate buildings which are siled too close o and are too 1all relative to Old
Greenhilis Road and wilhin The Priory. They are also concerned thal exisling trees will be lost in the areas between
Block Cand the nursing home and the west side boundary of the sile.

The primary concern arising for our client is how the scheme would be viewed from Oid Greenhills Road and whether
the site is being overdeveloped in @ manner which detracts from the characler of the area (The Priory extstng lrees
etc)

7321 Block A should be removed from the scheme & replaced with a publicly accessible open space

Our client has reviewsd the Applicant's siting of Block A and its 4 storey height. They do nol consider the Applicant
scheme to contribule anything lo this area while Block A is very close o Old Greenhills Road at a height which has
recently been refused on Old Greenhills Read by SDCC under planning file, reg. ref SD21A/0139.

Block A rises to 126m and 14.95m in height arising from its part flal and part pitched roof design At its closest point,
the building is setback just 4 5m from the sile boundary

Both the east elevalion and the south elevation of the building would - due to how the building is sited at an angle to
the road - be highly visible from Old Greanhills Road.

This building is sited between the existing historic Priory entrance and the proposed ‘Main Entrance’ to the site
Buildings along the east side of Old Greenhills Road sited opposite Block A are single storey only

It is the informed opinion of Tallaght Community Council that Block A would have a negative and visually
overbearing and visually obtrusive impact on a sensitive area of Old Greenhills Road and on The Priory’s existing
entrance. At minimum, the block needs to be reduced to 2 and 3 storeys, with the 3™ storey setback, and the
entire building setback further from the Old Greenhills Road. As submitted, Block A is sited too close to Old
Greenhills Road, to the existing site boundary and to existing trees sited within the Applicant site boundary.

However, in developing this site, the Applicant should be required to provide public open space. The open space
provided within this scheme is not publicly accessible. Indeed, Block A is sited and designed such that it marks
the entrance to what would appear as a very private development. Tallaght Community Council considers that
Block A should be removed in its entirety and replaced with a public park accessed from Old Greenhills Road
which can be used by both residents of the scheme and residents of the area,

I I R = e = = |

I Tallaght Community Council considers that Block A should be o [ I {
removed to creale a public open space at this location An area . i

| of open space is already proposed which should be increased in oo

I size This would mitigale the impact of the scheme ST
L O 4.l w1190 g

Fig. 23 The siting of Block A within an area of the site which should be a public open space
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Tallaght Community Councit considers that a
new building line shown in dashed blue line
should be required to protect existing troes
This would mean setting back Block C and re-
designing the end of the nursing home If
Block A is retained. it should be selback
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Tallaght Community Council considers that if Block A is to be
retained it should be 2 storeys to Old Greenhills Road with a 3
storey selback as shown This allows a step down to the eastern
boundary at a sensitive location along the road

BLOCK A EAST ELEVARON SCALE 1:100 BLOCK A SOUTH E..EVATDNSCALEI:ICE!

ey e ] = =
Fig. 25: Bloch A's south and east elevations to adjoin Old Greenhills Road and The Priory's entrance/driveway

Lomn )

o
Fig. 26: Approx. location of Block A alongside Old Greenhills Road and The Priory's entrance/driveway
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Fig. 27: Approx, lacti of Block A alongside Old Greenhiils Road and The Priory's entrance/driveway

73211 Siting of Block A would impact on existing trees & no credible mitigating tree planting is proposed

The Applicanl site maintains a line of Lombardy Poplar trees close Lo its boundary with Old Greenhills Road These
were obviously planled in some time past to protect The Priory from the visual Impact of development laking place to
the east. These trees should be able 1o screen much of Block A were Block A sensilively sited regarding therr exlents
and Root Protection Areas

This is not the case The Applicant proposes the removal of this line of trees and the relention of only several low
height trees. Excerpts from the Arborist's drawings are provided in Figs. 28 and 29, Block A's east and south elevations
would nol be screened by exisling trees The submilied Landscape Plan includes the small number of trees to be
retained and proposed a small number of new lrees be planted in the setback area from Block A to Old Greenhills
Road and The Prionty entrance This minimal planting will offer no adequate screening of Block A.

The proposal for Block A's siling would convert the sylvan environmenl of the site of Block A with large scale trees 1o
the southeast corner and east to an open elevalion setback as little as 5.5m from the sile boundary The block would
wilhout screening. be wholly unmitigated as to its negative visual impact on Old Greenhills Road.

LEGEND

Catogory A (Tree sam
0 ard Cancpy Sptwed) }

Tallaght Community Council is concerned to protect the
4,__' 1'4 existing screening rees which contribute to the character l
of the area

Fll———————-——ﬂ!—l

Fig. 28: Existing trees and RPAs adjoining the area in which Block A is proposed to be site -

B
BPS Town Planning & Development Consultants | www bpsplanning is 3



LEGEND

Fig. 29: Proposed areus of tree removal relative to Block A

g
Remainng and proposed trees |
number approx 4 to the east of Block |
A This offers no adequate screening

u_'lh.._ -
Fig. 30: Landscape Plan shows significant screening trees re

moved and minimal trees remaining/proposed

7322 Block C should be setback & reduced to 3 and 4 storeys in height (with the 4™ storey setback)

Our clent has reviewed the Applicant's siting of Block C and s 5 storey height They consider Block C to be very close
to Old Greenhills Road at more than a storey above a building height which has recently been refused by SDCC on
Oid Greenhilis Road under planning file reg. ref. SD21A/0130

Block C rises Lo 156m and 17.75m in height arising from its part flat and part pilched roof design Al its closest paint
the building is setback just 37m from the site boundary

Both the east elevation and the south elevation of the building would - due to how the building is sited at an angle to
the road - be highly wisible from Old Greenhills Road

This building is siled as close lo the east site boundary as many of the exiling Lombardy Poplar {rees are and these
lrees lower above Old Greenhills Road whiie creating a sylvan parkland lype appearance along the road

e
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The building on the east side of Old Greenhills Road sited opposite Block C is single storey only

It is the informed opinion of Tallaght Community Council that Block C would have a negative and visually
overbearing and visually cbtrusive impact on both a sensitive area of Old Greenhills Road. At minimum, the block
needs to be reduced o 3 and 4 storeys, with the 4' storey setback, and the entire building setback further from
the Old Greenhills Road. As submitted, Block C is sited too close to Old Greenhills Road, to the existing site
boundary and to existing trees sited within the Applicant site boundary (many of which need to be removed to
facilitate this block).

Tallaght Community Council is not asking for tha removal of this block as the group considers that it is not
unreasonable for this site to be developed and the previous block sited at this location under the last planning
application has been broken up. However, Block C is too tall and over-scaled relative to Old Greenhills Road and
revisions are required. At minimum, the closest half of the building to Old Greenhills Road needs to be reduced to
3storeys.

B
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BLOCK C

{BUILDING FOOTPRINT)
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Tallaght Community Council considers that a
new building line shown in dashed blue line
should be required to protect existing trees
This would mean setting back Block C

A

Tallaght Community Council considets that
Block C should be 3 storeys to Old Greenhills
Road with a 4" storey setback as shown. This
allows a step down to the eastern boundary

o) BUOCY, C SOUTH BLEVATION SCALE 1100

BLOCK C EAST ELEVATION SCALE 1:
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Fig. 32: Bloch C's south and east elevations to adjoin Old Greenhills Road
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Fig. 34: Approx. location of Block C alongside Old Greenhills Road

7.3.2.21 Siting of Block C would impact on existing trees & no credible mitigating tree planting is proposed

The Applicant site maintains a line of Lombardy Poplar lrees close Lo ils boundary with Old Greenhills Road These
were cbviously planled in some time past to prolecl The Priory from the visual impact of development talung place to
the east. These trees should be able lo screen much of Block C were Block C sensitively sited regarding their extents
and Root Proteclion Areas

This s nat the case The Applicant proposes the removal of this line of trees as Block C is to be built on top of the Roof
Protection Areas. Excerpts from lhe Arborist's drawings are provided in Figs. 35 and 36 Block C's east and south
elevations would nol be screened by existing trees.

The submitled Landscape Plan proposes a small number of new trees be planied in the setback area from Block C to
Otd Greenhills Road. This minimal planting will offer no adequale screening of Block C's up Lo 17 75m Lall elevations,

The proposal for Block C's siting would converl the sylvan environment of the site of Block C with targe scale trees to

the east to an open elevation setback as little as 3.7m from Lhe site boundary The block would. without screening. be
wholly unmitigated as to its negative visual impact on Oid Greenhills Road.

m
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Fig. 37: Landscope Plan shows significant Screening trees remnoved and minimal trees remaining/proposed
7323 Nursing home's siting is poor & the east wing should be setback & its height reduced to 3 storeys

Tallaght Community Council has no objection in principle te the nursing hame or to the submitled building design. however
on a site wide review of the scheme concerns arise that the main open space areas proposed lo serve the scheme are sited
lo the east and west of the main nursing home building such that they are - in practical terms ~ not publicly accessible and
visually cut off from the rest of the scheme While B8PS has discussed the siting of the nursing home with our client and
explained the stated reasons for this design. our client is not convinced The nursing home is sited such that it cuts off the rest

of the scherne and the existing community from the proposed open space areas The building could be broken up and/or re-
sited to avoid this.

If the nursing home is Lo be sited as proposed and the large spaces to the northwest and nartheast of the sile are to remain
publicly inaccessible, then our client considers this to provide even more reason why Block A should be removed and
replaced with a small public park for use by the community It could contain a playground. etc

Our client understands that SDCC will make its own design: they merely ask thal the proposed siting of the nursing home be
reconsidered and reimagined by way of a Further Information request

In terms of specific revisions needed to address the nursing horme s propsoed relationship 10 Old Greenhilis Road and
Greenhills Road, our has reviewed the Applicant's siting of the proposed nursing home and they consider that the east

wing of the building should be setback. As proposed. the building extends 1o within § 15m of Old Greenhils Road and
lo a height of 13.2m

It is the informed opinion of Tallaght Community Council that, as submitted, the east wing of the nursing home
would have a negative and visually overbearing and visually obtrusive impact on a sensitive area of Old
Greenhilts Road. At minimum, the east wing of the nursing home should be setback 15m from the eastern
boundary of the site and reduced to 3 storeys as shown in Figs. 41 and 42. This would step the building down
towards Old Greenhills Road. At present, the nursing home Is sited too close to Old Greenhills Road, to the

existing site boundary and to existing trees sited within the Applicant site boundary {many of which need to be
removed to facilitate this schemae).

Tallaght Community Council is not asking for unduly significant revisions to the nursing home, They consider the
massing of the scheme to have been broken up at the north end (though the nursing home is a large building) and
only the suggested revisions to the east wing are needed to provide for integration of the scheme with the area.
Concerns remain however that the proposed siting of the nursing home would be a missed opportunity in terms of
community integration with its open space areas, etc.
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Fig. 38: The siting of open space areas to the northeast and northwest of the site behind the nursing home
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The nursing home is siled such that it cuts off the
rest of the scheme and the existing community
from the proposed open space areas

Block A should be removed to create a public
open space to the southeast of the site which can
be used by the community,
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Fig. 39: The siting of open space areas to the northeast and northwest of the site behind the nursing home

BPS Town Planning & Development Consultants | www bpsplanning.ie

44

—



NURSING HOME
DG

4 SIOREY

“F—'-""-“ -— .
Tallaght Community Council considers that a
new building line shown in dashed blue line |
should be required to protect existing trees
This would mean setting back the nursing
home's east wing

Fig. The siting of te nuing home alongside a;.a;eenhiﬂs Road

L gt T;“— — e — - _I
r r ~ 7
I 118 I a1
itk ey
- _,,!_.,__ — Tallaght Communlty Council considers that the east wing |
I of the nursing home should be setback 15m from the
- eastern boundary of the site and reduced to 3 storeys as 1
shown This would step the building down towards Old |
bt Greenhills Road
]

"
EAST ELEVATICH

Fig. 41: The height of the nursing home alongside Old Greenhills Road (1)
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Fig. 42: The siting of the nursing home alongside Old Greenhills Road (2)
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73231 Siting of the east wing would impact on existing trees & no credible mitigating tree planting

The Applicant site maintains a line of Lombardy Poplar trees close o s boundary with Old Greenhills Road. These
extend to where the southeast comer of the nursing home is proposed to be bulll Setting back the nursing home
would allow these trees to be retained It is nol entirely clear whether Tree Nos. g to 12 1o the northeast of the

proposed nursing home are to be removed bul the RPAs of at least two of these trees - Nos, g and 10 - suggest they
will not survive the build

The submilted Landscape Plan proposes a small numbar of new trees be planted to the east of the nursing heme

This mirimat planting will offer no adequate screening of the east wing of the nursing home given its close proxirmity
to the eastern site boundary

The proposal for Block C's siling would convert the sylvan environment of the site of Block C with large scale trees to
the east Lo an open elevation setback as little as 3.7m from the site boundary. The block would, wilthout screening, be
wholly unmitigated as to its negative visual impact on Old Greenhills Road

I -—n e - .
) Tallaght Community Council s
| concemed to protect the existing
I screening rees which contribute to the
character of the area
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Fig. 43: Existing trees and RPAs adjoining the area in which the nursing home
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Fig. 44: Existing trees to be removed to facilitate the nursing home
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Remaining and proposed trees number approx 7 to the east of the entire
nursing home This offers no adequate screening to Old Greenhills Road or
Greenhills Road The existing Lombardy Poplar trees should be retained
and new lrees to a height of 10m planted along the entire length of the east
boundary of the site to screen lhe nursing home

Fig. 45: Landscape Plan shows significant screening trees removed a mm‘mal trees remaining/proposed

7324 Block Bis too tall. bulky, and over-scaled adijoining The Priory

Qur clienl has reviewed the Applicant's sting of Block B and its 4 and 5 storey heights They consider Block B 1o be
very close Lo The Priory al 1 storey taller than the closest Priory building. There is a need to respect the protected
struclure and Block B continues to fail to achieve this as it did in the previously refused planning application

Block B is a massively bulky and heavily scaled building relative 1o its context. Its easl and west elevalions extend to
36.8m wide and the south elevalion is 28.405m wide To put this into contexl. the recently refused (currently on
appeal) Block 8 of SDCC planning application. reg. ref SD21A/0139. was 2595m as its primary front elevation faced

Old Greenhills Road. The current Block B s side elevation is 25m wider and its east and wesl elevations are nearly 11m
wider

Block B is also very lall given ds sensilive context. s 4 storey sections rise to 12.6m while the 5 slorey sections rise to
156m This is parlly because each storey is 3m Lall The closest Priory building is 4 storeys and less bulky and massive
- 15 gable elevation addresses the Applicant sile

The Applicant offers little by way of setbacks to mitigate the scale of the building. The closest balcony to the site
boundary is 35m while the closest elevation is 4 85m These setbacks are madequate to mitigate any visual impacts
that would arise from Block B

Block B's south elevation would be visually daminant relative lo The Priory's driveway and areas to the south, while
the west etevation is nol compalible with those areas of The Priory sited in thal direction. The Priory presents a
sympalhelic and sensilive edge to the Applicant site which Is not returned in kind

it is the informed opinion of Tallaght Community Council that Block B needs to be broken into two buildings and
these should be 3 storeys relative to The Priory and its access driveway. The building should read as subservient
to The Priory buildings. As submitted, Block B would have a negative visual impact en The Priory, would detract
from the setting and driveway of The Priory and would set a poor precedent for development within these and
other protected structure lands in the SDCC area.

e e e s P
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Tallaght Community Council
considers that The Priory
should be protected from
Block B's height. bulk and
scale

Tallaght Community Council considers that Block B needs lo be broken into two
buildings and these should be 3 storeys relative to The Priory and ils access driveway
The building should read as subservient to The Priory buildings
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Fig. 48: Bloch B's south and west elevations to adjoin The Priory

7.3.2.41 Boundary treatments and tree retention cannot mitigate the top 2 storeys of Block B

Our client acknowledges how the Applicant proposes Lo relain existing trees La the south and west boundaries iwhere
these arise as there are gaps! and that boundary walls are to be installed However, they are concerned that the
proposed visual relalionship between The Priory and the scheme would be poor

8
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The Priory clearly wants to try to visually delineate itself from this proposal insofar as 1s possible To the south a 105m
lall with 1225m of railings on top is proposed. That's a boundary treatmenl of 2.3m in height which 15 substantial To the
wesl, The Priory wanls a z.44m high rendered block work wall and piers. Agan. that's a massively substantial
boundary treatment

The praposal is therefore to wall off this scheme from The Priory such that the original relationship between the two is
mostly removed

Our client submils that this would not be Lheir choice. They would prefer to see a more visually permeable
relationship between the site and The Priory. This does not seem possible

Notwithstanding, there is a need to ensure that the scheme at least appears as visually subservient to The Priary.
This means reducing the height of the scheme such that trees and these tall boundary treatments can mitigate
the visual impact of Block B. These trees and boundary treatments extend to under 1 storey and up to 3 storeys in
height. The 4" and 5 storeys would be highly visible from The Priory and, as such, they should be removed,

7.4 Issue 4: The scheme is unacceptable when viewed in its entirety from Old Greenhills Road
741 The proposed design appears to have been reduced in quality

Our client is concerned that the Applicant’s proposed building designs appear to have been reduced in quality. Blocks
A B and C appear somewhal outdated and not especially contemporary The roof 1op cones are hard to understand.
The blocks do not offer much in terms of high quality detailing to break up Lhe scale of the elevations.

The nursing home block appears like something out of 19505 Ireland when large horizontal buildings were built by

institutions. Again. the building dees not appear unduly contemporary It appears institulional and outdaled It would
be a poor addiion Lo the area

Concerns arise Lhat this scheme's design may have been rushed following the previous refusal on the site Our client
has discussed this with the local community. and they do not consider the proposals to be of an appropriate
archilectural quality for such a sensitive site localion.

Notwithslanding ils refusal for wholly correct reasons. our client considers the archilectural quality (when viewed in
isalation) to have been better in the previous scheme. The subnmilted drawings are not of the same high quality
despile the same architect being respansible for them

742  The scheme would not improve the Old Greenhills Road

The Applicant Design Slalement repeatedly makes the claim lhat the scheme creates an enlivenment lo Old
Greenhills Road both day and night which enhances this particular location Our clienl does not understand this claim
al all The Applicanl is proposing no tess than 3 no 4/5 slorey buildings rising to as tall as 17.75m which are setback as
little az 37m from the eastern sile boundary shared with Old Greenhills Road {this is the setback to Block € which is
the lallest building sited to Lhe easl of the ste)

The scheme is also going to remove all the existing Poplar trees and punch a large hole in the existing Priory
boundary wall. How 1s this "enlivening the streel?

The Old Greenhills Road currently adjoins a lree filled parkland selting and this is to be replaced by a massive
monolithic perimeter block bulding that is in single use as older persons accommodalion. Again, how is this building
and its adjoining nursing home building going lo “enliven” the road?

The buildings’ scales are such that in the aflernoons and evenings throughout the year they will reduce sunlight to the
0Old Greenhills Road. they will overbear onto the road they will cause righi-time light spillage into the road. elc Cur
client submits that the Applicant Design Statement’s claims have no basis

Roads adjoining green spaces and tree filled areas are nol enlivened when Lhose areas are developed inlo 4 and 5
storey buildings which visually overwhelm what were the previcusly attractive lands.

743  The scheme would impact on the setting of St. Basil's Training Centre {(SDCC RPS, Ref. 268)

Qur client considers thal the development will give rise to significant impacls on the setting of SI. Basil's Training
Cenlre (SDCC RPS. Ref. 268). Blacks A and € and lhe new entrance 1o this scheme are all sited opposite this prolected
structure and will be highly visible from its front elevation and curtilage These blocks are 4 and 5 sloreys tall within
minimal setbacks Lo the eastern boundary St Basils would be overlooked. overshadowed and overbeared upon by
visually dorminant structures while being impacted by the visual changes created by the new entrance and by all the
traffic ansing St Basil's would. in our client s view. be significantly impacted

The proposed Zone of Visibility of the scheme from the fronl elevation and curtilage of St. Basil's would be wholly
dominaled by the scheme's blocks (see Figs 49. 50 and 51} -

The blocks opposite St. Basil's need to be reduced to 3 and 4 storeys, The 4™ storeys should be setback, The
buildings themselves each need to be setback at least 15m from the eastern site boundary,
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Fig. 49: The proposed development within the Zone of Visibility from St. Basil's protected structure
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Fig. 50: The proposed development within the Zone of Visibility from St. Basil's protected structure
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Fig. 51: The proposed view from St. Basil's

7.4.4 The maximum buitding heights adjoining Cld Greenhills Road should be 3 and 4 storeys:

Our client is nol opposed in principle to a nursing home development on this sile, but this must respect ils context and
provide for reasonable building heights, Our client does not agree with any proposal for building heights of above 3
and 4 storeys adjoining the Old Greenhills Road. The 4™ storeys should be setback. The buildings themselves each
need to be setback at least 15m from the eastern site boundary.

Cur client asks lhat it be borne in mind that the Applicant proposals are kocaled on a site within the beunds of an
existing protected structure and are also localed within an Archilectural Conservation Area The proposed
development must prove il can integrate inlo Lhe existing conlext and should nol itself damage Lhal context

745 Building heights should stagger downward from the rear of the site to the Old Greenhills Road

Cur client is not opposed o bulding heights where those heights can be inlegrated and assimilated appropriately into
a site withoul impacting on adjoining areas. In this case, a 4 slorey building heighl is acceptable further into Lhe sile Gf
SDCC considers thal these heighls can be successfully integrated in with the adjoining Prioty prolected structure
buildings which are 4 storeys!

Our client is concerned thal Lhe Applcant has laken the opposite approach and has staggered building heights
upward toward the Old Greenhiils Road especially at the site of Block C

Our client submits that the proposed buildings on the east side of the site - those most visible from the Old

Greenhills Road - should be reduced in height to 3 and 4 storeys to provide for a stagger downwards in height
within the site down to the Old Greenhills Road.

h
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Scheme should stagger down from The Priory's 4 storeys to the single stoorey of Old Greenhills
| 1 Road This means a maximum of 3 storeys adjoining the eastern boundary {with a setback 4'")
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Fig. 5.2: Exce_r::t from submitted Topograph;‘é [ Survey
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Fig. 53: Contiguous elevation showing the height and scale of the scheme along Old Greenhills Road

7.4.6 Submitted cross sections from the south include a non-existent building - this is not acceptable
Our clienl objects to how lhe cumulative massing and height of the scheme cannct be properly assessed as the
Applicanl has decided to include whal they refer Lo as "LAP PROPOSED 5 STOREY BUILDING Gwven that a 4 slorey

building was recently refused 1o the southeast of the site (see Section 13 of this reporl). it is not clear why the
Applicant would choose 1o include this non-existent structure

The Applicant should be required to provide a contiguous elevation taken from the south which only shows

existing buildings and the proposed development.
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.| Thereisno existing building. proposed or planned building adjoining
'_I the southeast comer of this site which needs lo be included in this
W' contiguous elevation It prevents Blocks A and C from being shown

l'.—-——-—--————-—-——

EE S I S S . .
Planning permission  recently
refused by SDCC for a 4 storey |
buitding at this location (see |
Section 13 of this Planning
] Objection Reporty |
—

Tallaght Community
Council obrected to
refused planning
application. reg ref
5D21A/0139. which

propased 5 storeys at the

location shown by the E
Applicant in the contiguous E
elevation o

e T

Frg 55: Original scale of proposed Block 8 under refused planning application reg. ref. SD21A/ 0139
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proposed 5 storeys at the
location shown by the
Applicant in the contiguous
elevation

Fig. 56: Scale of Bloch B at Further Information stage of refused application, reg. ref. SD21A/0139

747  The cumulative height, bulk and massing of the east elevation is excessive

Tallaght Community Council wants to ensure the cumulative heighl, massing, and bulk of this scheme. as viewed from
The Priory. Old Greenhills Road and Greenhills Road is minimised. While the nursing home has been re-designed to
maintain an excessively single heighl horizontal appearance and would represent an unbroken line of building as
viewed from Old Greenhills Road. this pales into comparison when one considers standing mside the scheme's
proposed new entrance and looking west or northwest. . This area of the scheme is overdeveloped and needs 1o be

revised

Fig. 57 offers an excerpt from the Applicant Design Slatement's arguments in favour of the massing of this scheme
Our client noles these the trees are nol to be planted anywhere near the scale and heighl shown (see Seclion 761 of
this report} The result is an over-sized cluster of buildings in too small an area

RESIDENTIAL CARE CENTRE

Fig. 57: The cumulative massing of the scheme as it addresses Old Greenhills Road

7471 The removal of the Lop 2 storeys of Block B would reduce the cumulative massing of the scheme

As it stands, Block B's height. scale and bulk rising up belween and/or above the other proposed buitdings serves to

cause the overall cumulative massing of the scheme to be excessive

This is not a business park, a town centre. or a docklands site where many new blocks can be inserted nito a site with
little curmulative visual change Blocks A B. C and the nursing home create a visually congested scheme whose
negative impacts on the area need to be miligaled: however the Applicant claims to have exhausled all mitigation

options. All thal is left is to reduce heights. Qur client asks that Block B be reduced to 3 storeys in height
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748  Conclusion - buildings' heights and scales at the proposed location

The proposal includes 4 blocks with heights of four and five storeys respectively The Tallaght LAP has been prepared
in respecl of and is consistent with the Building Height Guidelines (2018} as well as best practice urban design
principles. The LAR includes a height strategy (Fig 2 8) that identifies the site as being on a secondary route/frontage.
capable of accommodating heights of 4-6 storeys residential or 3-5 storeys commercial,

These are maximum heighls and are not targets. The previous scheme was refused for being too tall and over-scaled
and some of these concerns remain.

The site context and surrounding area is an importanl consideration in the assessment of the proposal, The west and
south of the sie is characterised by the open and historical nature of The Priory, To the east the site adjeins the Old
Greenhills Road and Greenhills Road which contain 1 and 2 slorey developments There is no change in lopography
which lessens the impact of the height of these buildings.

Generally. lhe predominant character of the area in the immediate vicinity of the sile in lerms of height is one lo three
storeys with some limited four storey buildings. The tallest part of the bullding proposed would be five storeys which
is significantly above the heights in the areas surrounding the application site to the east Blocks A, C and the nursing
home, would due lo therr siting at the fronl of the sile. be highly visually prominent and dominant. This is particularly
evident when viewing the CGIs provided by the Applicant which highlight the significant height differences between
the proposal and the surrounding area. These structures would be highly visible on all approaches to the site and from
the surrounding area

The Application site is located within lands that are subject to VC zoning objective which seeks to ‘protect,
improve, and provide for the future development of Village Centres’. The height proposed Is contrary to that
objective, the objectives of the Tallaght LAP and would be visually harmful in the context of the site and
surrounding area. The building height policy set out in the LAP is not a target and other planning considerations
must be considered. Our client considers that the proposed buildings on the east side of the site - those most
visible from the Old Greenhills Road - should be reduced in height to 3 and 4 storeys to provide for a stagger
downwards in helght within the site down to the Old Greenhills Road. The 4" storeys should be setback behind
the 3™ storeys. The blocks should also be stepped back at least 15m from the eastern boundary to allow the
retention of the Poplar trees,

7.5 Issue 5: No independent visual impact assessment of this scheme is provided
751 Mo independent CGl images or Landscape Visual Impact Assessment are submitted

Taltaght Community Council submits that a scheme of this size in such a sensitive localion should be subject to a
Landscape Visual Impacl Assessment which is based on CGl/photomonlages showing how the scheme would
appear along Old Greenhills Road from the south and north and nol only from directly opposile the entrance and/or a
long way away on Greenhills Road}. It should not be left to the project architect Lo argue that the scheme would or
would not negatively visually impact on Old Greenhills Road.

The lack of an adequate number of CGI/pholomontages derived from locations agreed with SDCC 15 a significant
shortcoming of this planning application. Mosl of the images are taken from within the scheme and do nol show
context They are more ke brochure advertisements for the scheme. BPS asks thal the photomontages be checked
for scale elc.

This is emphasised and iilustrated by how the Design Statement incorrecily uses images and CGl images of Greenhills
Road and not Old Greenhills Road (see Fig. 58). The two roads are wholly different, Old Greenhills Road is mostly
single storey at present and contains 51 Basil's protected structure across the road from Blocks A and C and the
scheme enlrance The clear culling of the exisling 23 Poplar trees which nse to 22m in height and screen Old
Greenhills Road from the applicant site are not clear in the Applicant s base photo as they are so far away

CGls are required which show the actual visual impact of the scheme on Old Greenhitts Road
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3D Views Old Greenhilis Rd
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Fig. 58: The Design Statement assesses the visual impact on Greenhil Road NOT Old Greenhills Rd
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BPS opinion as to the likely Landscape Visual Impact Assessment of the scheme

BPS is a firm which carries out Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment and Landscape and Visual Impacl
Assessment and we have assessed the likely visual impact of the proposed scheme on Old Greenhills Road and St
Basil's protecled structure

Beginning wilh the context for this assessment. we nole the following points.

1

Lad

There is no exising planning permission within these lands which have formed part of The Priory for over 100
years That the lands form part of The Priory's attendanl grounds is taken as proven by how The Priory wall
makes up the eastern boundary

There are no existing buildings wilhin the Applicant lands which are being re-developed. etc It s a greenfield site
within what has hislorically been an institutional landholding

The primary building height on Old Greenhilis Road al presenl is single storey St Basil's protected struciure is
single storey

4. Old Greenhills Road'’s visual sensilivity is emphasised by its sibng within an Archilectural Conservation Area, the
fact that il contains 5L Basi's and because it is siled opposite The Priory prolected structure
5  The Appticanl lands are moslly screened from Old Greenhills Road at present by The Priory boundary wall and
by 23 x 22m tall Lombardy Poplar trees. it 1s nol possible to obtain an unrestricted view into the lands from Old
Greenhills Road.
_— e —_— SR it tm——
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6 There s no emerging pattern of development along Old Greenhills Road for tall blocks. A recent planning
applicalion to the south and on the other side of Oid Greenhills Road was refused at four storeys adicining an
exisling single storey dwelling.

7. There has been no new enlranice created in The Priory boundary wall lo Old Greenhills Road ever insafar as BPS
can see from walking up and down the road. ‘The wall is unbroken excepting the existing entrance to The Priory

BPS offers the following Visual Impacl Assessment of the proposed roof:

- We consider the townscape and landscape Susceptibility to change at thus (ocalion to be Medium. Thal is. this is
a developed area capable of accommadating tolerating degree of change

The townscape and landscape Sensitivity is Medium and is lolerant of some degree of change.

The proposed magnitude of change is High because the removal of all 23 of the 22m lall Poplar trees. the
breaking open of a section of The Priory Wall and the siting of 3 buildings rising Lo a maximum of 17.75m tall under
5m from the Old Greenhills Road boundary will result in a very intensive change over a limiled area St. Basils a
protected structure relies on Old Greenhills Road and The Priory as its primary landscape and lowniscape setting

- The Architeclural Conservalion Area St. Basil's and Old Greenhills Road have a High level of susceptibility to
visual change. Views toward the Applicant site are of primary impertance al this location and even a minor
change would be noliced St Basil's is focused on the view west for its primary visual amenily. Visitors to and
residents of Old Greenhills Road recognise The Priory Wall and the Poplar lrees as local landmarks.

- The Magnitude of visual change s High as all receptors on Old Greenhills Road including at St. Basil's prolecied
struclure experience a highly valued. impressive. and well composed sylvan parkland view loward Llhe Applicant

site which 1s comprised of a husloric wall with 23 x 22m {all Poplar trees provided a lree lined avenue along the
road

- The Duration of the visual impact would be Permanent.

The Nature of the effect will be Negative (Adverse} as the removal of a section of wall, the removal of the 23 x
22m lali bne of Lombardy Poplar trees and the introduction of 4/5 storey buildings where none exist at present
and sites very close to Old Greenhills Road and opposite St Basil's would have an adverse effect on the existing
landscape characler and on views up and down Old Greenhills Road and from directly spposile

- The Significance of the effect will be Moderate-Major and s deemed 1o be significant

- The proposed development would have a Moderate Adverse Effect as lhe projecl would conflicl with the
character {including quality and value) of the landscape. have an adverse impact on charactenstic fealures or
elements: diminish a sense of place. and cause a noticeable delerioration in the existing view

BPS submits that the proposed development cannot be permitted as submitted. Revisions are required to
mitigate the Moderate Adverse Effect this scheme would have on the visual landscape at this location, The
proposed tree planting which will grow one day to a maximum of 6m tall and offer approx. 14 trees along inside
the eastemn boundary of the site cannot mitigate these negative visual impacts. Revisions to the scheme are
required as set out in Section 9.2 of this Planning Objection Report.

7.6 Issue 6: Tree removal to the east of the site is contrary to the area's character
Cur client is concerned to protect the established character and pattern of development of the Old Greenhills Road is
respectful and sympathetic to the road This means relaining the malture trees thal line the inside of the Applicanl site

boundary shared with the Old Greenhills Road. There have always been lrees at this localion historically - trees
appear to feature al this location on the submitted 'Historic Sile Location Map (see Fig 59)

e ———————,EE——_—_—_——
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Fig. 59: The existing trees appear to be shown on the submitted 'Historic Site Location Map’

The current planning application has changed its position on the Poplar trees sited on the inside of the boundary to
Old Greenhills Road.

Pravioys planning applicalion’s referen the Poplar trees.

The Applicant Design Stalemenl acknowledges how: “The exisling Poplar lrees along the sites eastern boundary at
Old Greenhills Road 1s a distinctive feature in the locality” The Appropnate Assessment Screening Report refers to
how "Cld Greenhills Road is characterised by a tall Lreeline - WLz composed of non-native Lombardy Poplar Populus
higra var, ltalica”. Para. 21 of the Arborist’s Reparl slales that these Poplar rees are “in fair condition and currently
offer mature canopy cover and visual amenity from Greenhills Road" lemphasis added] Our clent agreed with
these statements. 1e. that the lrees are in fair condition. distinctive and their eanopy is defining in this area along Old
Greenhills Road and thal they offer visual amenity to the area

In the previous planning application. the Applicant proposes 1o remove these trees and to replace them wilh a smaller
number of slow growing young Columnar Qak trees. which will lake decades lo grow such that they provide any
screening.

Fig. 6o: The proposed siting of the east elevation would likely impact on the existing trees
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2.15. The linear feature of Lombardy poplar along the eastern boundary were chserved to be in fir
condition and currently offer mature canopy cover and visual amenity from Greenhills Road. In
a0 uITan enVIrONMent, LOMDAITY are generally regarden 2s a shOrt kvea speaes thal Is
susceptible to windthrow and stem fallure in older age and therefore, these trees have been
identified as category C trees of low arboricultural quality with a minimum useful life expectancy

of 10 years.
Fig. 61: Excerpt from the submitted Arborist report for the refused planning application
Trees and Development

3.1. Trees provide a multitude of economic, environmental and social benefits to individuals and
communities induding {but not limited) 1o visual amenity and landscape value, ecosystem
services and habitats for local wildlife, Trees can aiso hold historic and cultural importance by
providing links to the past that creste a sense of place and belonging.

Fig. 62: Excerpt from the submitted Arborist report for the refused planning application

rrent planning application s referenc the Poplar trees.

The current Arborist Report's survey assesses the 23 Poplars which rise 1o 22m in height as being in a “Far
physiological and struclural condition The trees are found to “provide cancpy cover in local landscape and offer
mature screening, shelter and enclosure Lo site” All of this would suggest these lrees should be retained One would
that is. expect the Arborist to make clear thal these trees should be protected

In facl. the recommendation and the Arborist report s narrative do not fil the assessment. The recommendation 1s “Fell
to facililate development proposal’. The current Arberist Report stales on page 17 "The group of trees (G13) have a
shorl life expectancy in an urban environment with Umited biodiversity value” IBPS is unclear on what this even means
given these trees are currently sited within open parkland type grounds - if the biodversity 1s bad here where on
Tallaght village is it good?l The Arborist then slates “The replacement of lhese low quality trees will have a positive
impact on the sile” lagain, whal does ttus even mean? The very fact of culting down malure trees will be of benefit?
That the sile being developed into this scheme is better for il than remaining under grass and trees?] Finally. the
Arborist writes “A diverse mix of new trees will significiantly improve species dversity .. and significantly increase
fulure canopy cover in the local landscape™ Our client has reviewed the proposed extenl of tree planting to the
eastern site boundary and it does nol introduce a significant increase in new trees and so no new canopy will arise 1o
prolect Old Greenhills Road and certainly none that rises lo 4 and 5 sloreys in height.

In the current planning applicalion. the Applicant proposes to remove these trees and claims Lo be replacing them
wilh a mixture of trees that will grow in the “future”

Mitigation & Improvemesits

5.16. The aim has been to Indude those arboricultural features that are capable of providing a
substantial future contribution in terms of their amenity, landscape and ecological value,
Fig. 63: Excerpt from the current submitted Arborist report despite ail the Poplars being removed

Ungar group of 23n0. along site boundary o
Greenhitls Road that provide cancpy cover in loca!
landscape and offer mature screening, shelter and

. e e
Fig. 64: Excerpt from the current submitted Arborist report — Poplars are in "Fair® concdition

e e e e e ey
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Despite no adequate justification for doing so, the Poplar trees are proposed for clear felling:

On viewing the submilted proposed site layout plan. our client could not envisage how these atiractive existing trees
could survive the construction of the Applicant buildings. The east elevations extend inlo the Roct Proteclion Zones
for these trees and project into where the branches of the existing trees currently exist.

Fig. 66 shows Lhat the existing trees offer more screening than would the proposed trees leven if they are planted to
the scale shown which BPS considers unlikely)

The Applicant reperts each refer lo the Poplars as of low ecological value. yet they are valued by local people and
offer a parkland quality to the Old Greenhills Road. The Applicant Planning Report and Design Slalement refers to
their being replaced by "2 more appropriate species’ or ‘more appropriale planting” {as though mature trees can just
be disregarded! and “reaching the end of their normal lifespan’, however. in the absence of this scheme or if the
apartment block were re-sited, these trees could be retained and Lthey would be in place for decades (the Arbarist
gives a slandard lifespan of 10 years but this is typical of such reports). The Applicant reports argue that the Poplars
are underlining the stone boundary wall This appears disingenuous given that most of the new trees would need o
be even closer 1o the boundary walkt.

The Arborist assesses the Arboricultural impact of the loss of the Poplars which are a local landmark as medium:

The praject Arborist finds that the totat clear cul loss of the local landmark Poplars which can be seen from a long
distance away and are a well-known fealure of Old Greenhills Road as well as offering screening to The Priory. would
only cause a ‘parbial loss or alleration to the main Arboricultural features or charactenistics of he site”. With all due
respecl lo Mr Morris our client cannol understand how Lhis assessment resull was reached Tallaght Community
Council considers that the loss of the Poplar trees will be a "Major loss or alteration to the main Arboriculiural features
of this sile that will resutl in a post -development situation which is significantly different.

One could nol look at the significanl group of trees to the south of The Priory's entrance and think that the loss of

these trees would be anything except a "Major” loss so why would the total clear felling of the Poplars be only a partial
loss?

Tabde 4. M e of srbericuitiarsl impact (Sobn i C: ey,

‘Mejor loxs or siteration tntha main bk P

l or
characteristics of the st that will result in m post -eweloprment

Manor icss or siteration 1o the main arboricuitural fastures or
characteristics of the alte that will result i 8 post o«

situation that b shmilar 1o before.

Very rminor koas o siteration to the maln arberiasi
that will resuit in 8 pest-development siustion thae by
undanged.

O ows o alteration to stboricuitural festures.

5.20. The proposad lsyout will require part removal of a main srboricultural festures of

characteristics of the site and a3 3uch the magnitude of impact will range within the crtegory of

madiuem.

Tallaght Community  Council

situstion that bs significantly cifferent, ihondd be considers that the loss of the

——= : that Poplar trees will be a "Major loss or
m-ihnum-? ral:ll;,.—: ¢ .m:u" - '?:m: alteration to the main
situation that (s partiaity different. within 2 v-n:‘}-h: Arboricullural features of this site

that will result in a post
development situation which is
significantly different’

Fig. 65: The removal of the existing Poplar trees would maoke a “significant” difference

Tallaght Community Council considers that the loss of the Poplar trees will be a *Major
loss or alteration {o the main Arboricultural features of this site that will result in a post -

development situation which is significantly different”

Fig. 66: The removal f the existing Poplar trees would make a "significant” difference
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Arborist accepts that mitigation measures are naeded but minimal planting js proposed in place of the Poplars

Table 4 of the Arborist Report stales Lhat the purported "Medium”™ magmtude of Arboricultural impact would need to
be mitigated by

Realistic and feasible mitigation measures .. that will reduce the magnitude of impact within a reosonable

time frame and/or create a post development situation that improves on the pre-development baseline
lemphasis added}.

Tallaght Community Council does not censider the loss of 23 no. 22m tall Poplar trees o be in any way mitigated by the 13 no

columnar trees which are 1o be planted and which will take many years to reach maturity The Poplar trees provide mature
screening as recognised by the project Arborist. This will not improve the pre-development baseline

- T HRETII L _Glemme 1

- —— 3
I Tallaght Community Council does not consider the loss of 23 Estrgheesiobemtuhedl
| no 2am tall Poplar trees to be in any way mitigated by the 13
I no columnar trees which are to be planted and which will take | [::l Proposaed tree plonfing '=

many years o reach maturity The Poplar trees provide mature
7] screening as recognised by the project Arborist This witl not
improve the pre-development baseline

| proposed heage planiing
Dhoposedumoclmd
[T eropcsna s plonting

NEW GREENHILLS ROAD - ' i e Ed
Fig. 67: The proposed mitigation for the loss of 23 x 2om tall Poplar trees is 13 young columnar trees

The building needs to be setback to protect the Poplar trees and the bird's nests;

I the Applicant could find a way {o retain all the existing mature trees on the southern and western boundaries. then
they can find a way to save the Poplar trees.

Table 5 of the submitted Ecological Impact Assessment finds that the loss of habital and the mortality to animals
during construclion will be ‘Minor Negative' and "Moderate Negative. This inciudes from the loss of the Poplar trees
and the bird's nests thal these mature trees contain,

Qur client has reviewed the proposed miligation measures Fig 69 appears Lo confirm thal a licence will be needied
from the National Parks and Wildlife Service to remove the Poptar trees as they contain bird nest which are visible
from Old Greenhills Road. The assessor assumes the clear felling of all 23 of these massive, 22m tall. rees will take

place and thal the trees will be inspected firstly by an ecologist. it is no! clear how an ecologist can view a bird nest
which may be 2om up in a tree?

The submitled mitigation lext is wholly unacceplable. The mistaken reference to “water quality downstream”
temphasis added] when the impact on bird nests is being assessed suggests the project ecologist was not fully
cancentraled on this work and/or was culting and pasting text that supported the scheme Qur client asks that the
actual likely impact on bird nests from the removal of the Poplar trees - an impact which cannot in fact be mitigated

be carefully assessed by SDCC's Biodiversity Officer. The trees should be relained to avoid impacting on what are
mature bird nests.

The assessor accepts that there will be disturbance impacls on) bats from the removal of trees including the Poplar
trees. The mitigation is to clear fell lhese 23 trees at the right lime of year and to then place 3 no. bal boxes on some

lrees that are to be relained. This is sufficienl apparently to allow the loss of these trees and the consequent impacls
on bats. Our client does nol agree.

The result of the ecologisl's assessment is to find that "No long-term negative impacts Lo biodiversity are predicted to
arise from this development”. This is a carefully wrilten sentence It avoids referring to short or medium term impact
arising from the loss of the Poplar lrees and the consequent negative impacts on birds and bats. Based on a review of

lhe submilled reporl. our client does not find it credible regarding the loss of the Poplars and the negative impacts on
birds and bals.

“
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Table 5. Significance level of kkely impacts in the shsence of mitigation

Impact ]Sgiﬁcm'\ce
Construction phase
1 Loss of hebitat Minor nagative

Moderate negative - pemanent
2 Mortality to animals during construction impacts to species of high local
vatus/or species with legal proteciion

Fig. 68: The likely ecological impacts of the construction phase
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Fig. 69: The likely ecological impacts of the construction phase - mitigation measures

Conclusion regarding the Poplar trees, birds, and bats:

Our client does not accept any proposal lo remove the existing 23 malure Poplar trees and Lo replace these with
saplings or semi-mature trees of little taller than the existing boundary wall shared with the Old Greenhills Road The
lrees are a defining characlerislic of The Priory protected structures established visual relationship with the Old
Greenhilis Road They are a iocal landmark. They conlain bird and bat nests which should be protected

761 Approx. 14 young trees to be planted which will grow to 3m to 6m tall - the 23 Poplars are 22m tall

The Applicant's Landscape Plan offers nowhere near the exisling level of tree planling thal exists inside the eastern
boundary of the site. There are currenlly 23 x 22m lall Poplar trees which are mature and offer an unbroken ling of
sereening trees Lo Old Greenhills Road. The Applicant proposes Lo plant approx 14 lrees inside the eastern boundary
where these can be planted (the proposed entrance and other areas do not contain trees and there are gaps! These
proposed trees are Lo be planted with girths of betwean 16cm and 30em They will be young trees and will Lake rmany
years to grow to the claimed eventual heights of 3m io 6m

After many years, the proposed trees could screen the bottom two storeys of the proposed scheme, The 3%, 4™
and 5" storeys would not be screened at all by these trees, The existing Poplar trees would screen the proposed
buildings far better than the proposed trees would.
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Fig. 70: Excerpt from the submitted landscape planting plan

Maximum tree height is 6m as set out by the Landscape Plan

Minimum tree helght is 2m as set out by the Landscape Plan

Fig. 71: Misleading lllustration of trees taken from the Design Statement

Fig. 72: Misleading lllustration of trees taken from the Design Statement

e e
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Maximum tree height Is 6m as set out by the Landscape Plan - this CGl shows 13.5m tall trees

o

! L‘"\ L
Fig. 73: Misleading lilustration of trees tahen from the Design Statement
762  Theremoval of the Poplar trees means the site can support only lower height buitdings

Our client wishes lo point out that Poplar trees offer year around screening - fastigate trees are deciduous & offer
poor screeming. The Applicant Design Report. Planning Report and photomonlages rely on proposed fastigale lrees to
the fronl of the scheme along the Old Greenhills Road as the sole basis for their visual mitigation arguments What the
Applicant team misses or deliberalely avoids mentioning. is thal the exisling 23 no 22m tall Poplar trees are conifers
and offer year around screening. These trees would provide visual mitigation. The Applicart does not want these
conifers retained as the building’s foolprint prevent this.

The Applicant proposes to remove these screening Poplar conifer rees and to replace them with a smaller number of
slow growing young deciduous fastigate trees which will provide limiled screening (and there are large gaps between

lrees) no screening at all when the trees have no leaves. Please review all the proposed photomontages as though
the trees have no leaves.

The Applicant's arguments for the removal of the Poplar trees make no sense from our client's perspective as
they fail to mitigate the visual impact of this scheme in any way and their removal would take away the last
vestiges of the parkland appearance of these lands as viewed from the Old Greenhills Road.

Fig. 74: Examples of fastigate columnar trees

7621 The existing 23 (22m tall} Poplar trees are also columnar trees:

The Poplar trees are Fasligiate or columnar evergreens have a naturally lall and narrow habit of growing wilh erect
branches that have the appearance of forming an erect column This is what the Applicant claims the Oak Lrees wilt
offer. Our client submits that the Applicant merely wants to remove the Poplar trees.

7.7 lssue 7: The scheme’s entrance & related proposals are unacceptable

771 The proposed entrance should be refused, and an internal entrance provided

Our clienl is concerned lo protect the established characler and pattern of development of the Old Greenhilis Road
The creation of a new vehicular entrance and visibility splays would cause the removal of approx. 10m of original
stone wall and the loss of 23 x 22m tall malure Poplar trees which presently exist as a continuous line inside the
Applicant site boundary {see Fig 72)

6
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Our client considers that the propesed entrance should be refused in favour of an inlernal entrance off The Priory
protected structure's internal access road This would result in no existing wall (see Fig. 77). The Applicant has known
about this concern since the last refused application and has not addressed it despite repeatedly arguing that this is a
‘campus style development” which will add buildings to the existing Priory Why then can they not share an entrance
and driveway?

ILis acknowledged that this would require some scheme re-design, but our client considers this would be warranted
This i1ssue could be addressed by way of a requesl for Further Information which would allow Substantial Further
Information to be submitled.

Our client is fully aware Lhat the Applicant is arguing that The Priory protected structure will not permil the existing
priory protecled structure access to be used as access for the proposed development The Applicant repeatedly
stales thal: "there is no allernative other than to creale a new access” Our client finds this argument to be
unacceptable The Priory protected struclure is content lo sell these lands for a large-scale scheme which as
proposed. currently negatively impacts on the Old Greenhills Road. but they wanl lo ensure the scheme does not
impact on Lheir own access road? The Applicant should be informed that the existing enlrance is the only acceptable
way froward and that if this cannot be achieved then the lands cannot be developed. It appears the Applicant is asking
SDCC to agree o a less than ideal access because the party from whom this planning applicalion has arisen would
prefer this - this put the best interests of the area in second place

Our client considers that the less of 10m of the wall would create a terrible precedent. The Applicant Planning
Report argues that this will be the only entrance punched through the historic wall and that there are no other
lands The Priory protected structure could develop which might reguire other accesses in the future. A review of
Google Earth suggests this may not be the case. Setting the precedent for a new entrance Into what the Applicant
calls The Priory protected structure campus is not satisfactory. There is no need for this entrance at all when
thera is a perfectly good existing entrance.,

I l - Tallaght Community Council is

. paltern of development of the

Old  Greenhills Road The

TOS'TE/ creation of a new vehwicular
i E entrance and wisibilily sptays
would cause the removal of

approx 10m of original stone
wall and the loss of several
mature trees which presently
exist as a continuous line inside
the Applicant site boundary. Our
client considers that the
proposed entrance should be
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Fig. 75: The proposed vehicular entrance should be refused in favour of the use of The Priory entrance

Fig. 76: The proposed removal of approx. 10m of the existing protected structure wall to Old Greenhills Rd

h
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Tallaght Community Council submits that the scheme should be accessed via the Priory protected /

structure's existing entrance and access road as shown This would result in no existing wall or tree
loss

Fig. 77: The proposed vehicular entrance should be refused in favour of the use of The Priory entrance
7711 The proposed entrance would cause the loss of on street car parking

Qur client notes how the proposed entrance would cause the loss of on road car parking isee Fig. 78) As the scheme
15 offering minimal parking spaces at a rate well below CDP standards. our clienl submils that the resull of this
proposal will be averflow car parking but the loss of on road car parking will mean fewer places for these vehicles Lo
park

Fig. 78: The proposed vehicular entrance would cause the loss of on street car parking

772 Existing entrance is to be used during construction phase - why not the operational phase?

Cur client notes Section 32 Vehicular Access to Sile' which states "Il is anticipated that for the duration of works all
access and egress for vehicles will be via the existing access point from Old Greenills Road”. Our client asks why it is
that the Applicant scheme can be fully accessed by trucks. machinery, workers. etc. during the entire construction
phase. bul a new entranced is needed for the operational phase They do not consider this to make any logical sense
The Priory may prefer that there be a new aperational enlrance but this is for the Applicant o address with The Priory
- itis nol a planning matter. The best inlerests of the area lie in the exisling entrance being used al all phases.

3.2 Vehicular Access lo Site

The sile is cumently accessed from Old Greenhills Road., 1t s onticipated thot for
the duration of the works all access and egress for deliveries will be via the

existing occess point from Old Greenhills Road.
Flg. 79: The existing vehicular entrance is to be used during the construction phase
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7.7.3 Knocking a large hole in the historic stone wall will remove screening, not create “good views”

The Applicant Design Statement argues Lhal: “The new opening will provide good views to the development™. Our

client objects to this statement. The entrance would remove screening of the development from along Old Greenhills
Road.

This new entrance would not have any positive effecl 1L resulls in the loss of the wall. the trees inside the wall and
causes a reduction the quality of views along Lhis section of Old Greenhills Road. Despite this. the Design Statemenl
refers lo lhe proposed hole in the historic wall as providing for “a high quality and visually interesting view from the
public footpath thereby increasing the quality of the public realm”

In facl, the protiferation of vehicular entranceways detracts from historic roads This entrance will increase the visibility
of the apartment building which our client considers to be currently unsuited in terms of its densily, scale. massing
and bulk to adjoin the Old Greenhills Road

il. There Is no other access avatlable to the development site,
The new opening has been kept to a minimum width and the
design ts a very simple opening thus being subservient to the
existing curved access to the Priory carpark. The new opening will
provide good views to the development and Priory beyond and
with the designs for the Independent Living Units located near to
the new entrance will provide a high quality and visually interesting
view from the public footpath thus increasing the quality of the
public realm. The creation cof this new entrance will not lead te a
proliferation of new openings In the eastern boundary wall as the
circumstances for this opening are unique to this focation.

Fig. 8o: Design Statement's defence of the propesed new entrance requiring the removal of protected wall

774 The bin collection area should be relocated out of view of the Old Greenhills Road

Cur client can see no reason why the propesed 'Bin Colleclion Area needs to be sited in @ manner which would make
it visible from the Old Greenhills Road This area should be relocated In the event of the scheme entrance being re-
localed - as proposed in this Planning Objection Report - then this area could be placed beside the ESB Substation
where il s located behind a 2m tall wall and retained existing mature trees. The concusrent planning application
across Old Greenhills Road also includes a bin store visible from the road - public reaim issues need further
consideration in both applications
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Taltaght Community Council submits that ‘Bin Colleclion Area needs to be located away from
public view along the Old Greenhills Road
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Fig. 81 The proposed bin collection areo is unnecessarily visible from the Old Gree\;hﬂfs Rd
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7.8

7.8

7.8.

Issue 8: Conservation and heritage objections (read with Sections 7.3t0 7.7

For the following reasons. our client considers that the proposed development would impact negatively on lhe
conservalion of histoncally significant struclures and landscape elements al The Priory protected struclure Our client
is not satisfied that this report offers the necessary reassurances that this scheme would not negatively impact on The

Priory protected structure and its associated lands and on the ACA (see also Sections 7.3 to 7.9 of Lhis Planning
Obijeclion Report}

1 Proposed density. scale & height would not be visually subordinate to The Priory buitdings

The updated 'Built Heritage Assessment’ (following the previous refusal by SDCC on, inter alia. conservation grounds
which disagreed with the assessor's opinion) argues thal a 4 and 5 storey significantly scaled developmenl as
proposed. with a new entrance off Cld Greenhills Road and removing the Poplar lrees along same, would appear as
subordinate to lhe 4 storey Priory protected structure buildings. Our client does nol accept this. The proposed
buildings are too tall and too monolithic relative Lo thase of The Priory protecled structure. The scheme should be
more sympathelic to its context

2 There is little evidence that this revised scheme is “conservation-led"

Our client notes pre-planning comments made by SDCC's Conservation Archilecls, now over iwo planning
applications, regarding the need for Lhis scheme lo be conservation-led. Our client has reviewed the planning
scheme, nol even the pre-planning scheme. and their response has been that the scheme looks as though it has been
dropped into Lhe site with little consideration for Lhe adjoining contexl set by The Priory protected structure, by the
Old Greenhills Road and by the protected structure status of these lands and their location in an ACA.

Our client has reviewed the John Cronin & Associates' Built Heritage Assessment report that appears lo have been

wrilten once again afier the scheme was designed and siled, they continue lo maintain Lhe following conservation
concerns:

1. The assessor refers to involverment in revising Lhe refused planning scheme The assessor's remarks in this regard
are set out on Pages 20 and 21 and repeat almosl verbalim whal the Applicant Design Statement and Planning
Reports have already said. The assessor's report reads as though il has been written to justify the original design
and the revised design without any significant invelvement in deciding whal would be suitable for this site.

2. The assessor's assessment is unduly optimistic with stalements such as the new development is wholly
appropriale and has taken careful account appear 10 our client to be of a subjective project advocate nalure
rather than being reflective of the compromises Lhis scheme would require of The Priory lands.

3 There are several claims about how this scheme contributes to the exisling campus and existing uses:

“The proposed development _ is a continuation of the current usage within the wider lands",

The propsoed function of the new development . will reinforce the continuing use of the campus, particularly the
use of the church by residents ..”

The proposed development seeks to create a .. community campus in keeping with the campus style layoul that
already exists within the adjacent Priory lands™.

The layout of the proposed new development continues the campus style arrangement of the Priory site ..”

Our client objects lo these stalements as campus-like developments do not wall themselves off from the rest of
the campus with permanent walls and railings 1o over 2m in heighl. Campus like developments do not creale
new entrances Lo avoid using the main entrance and driveway of the existing campus. The Applicant proposal is
like developing the cricket pitch in Trinity College Dublin and smashing a new entrance through the perimeter
wall of the campus from an adjoining road to achieve this and Lhen building a wall around the perimeler lo
remove all connection to the existing adjoining campus. The Priory has asked for significant boundary lreatments
and this shows that rather than proposing a new development within the campus. which is welcomed. the
proposal is to be walled off as a pariah like scheme. Qur client has seen no evidence that residents of this

scheme will be able to walk inlo and out of The Priory in any manner that is compatible with what should be a
campus style shared area

No previous development within the "campus” at The Priory has been required to have its own entrance
driveway and be walled off from the wider "campus”. The assessor states “there is rio olher access available Lo
the development site that is now proposed”, Well. this is not true. The Priory merely do not want their entrance
and driveway used for a scheme they consider nol to be parl of their campus

4 Sechion 3 ‘Description of the subject site’ effectively argues thal despite its close proximily to and highly visible

from The Priory buildings and despite being localed alongside the main internal access reute in and out of The
Priory. Lhe Applicant site should not be partly in the ACA Our client does not understand this al all. The Applicant
site 15 closer lo The Priory buildings than are the Trinity College Dublin rugby and cricket pitches from the
College Green Entrance. Do they contribule nothing to TCD because they can appear (o be under used at limes
and when snow is on the ground {as it is in the assessor's photos)? This same argument was made in the last
application, and it was refused.

5. The assessor's justification for the schemne parlly within the ACA is that. “The wider lands and envirans have been

in continual stale of building and rebuilding over a number of centuries - The sile has the capacity Lo

BPS
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accommodate new development’. Our clienl cannol understand why the assessor does not comment on the
scale and height of the scheme. Yes. in principle, these lands could accommodale some reasonable
development. however, the assessor's commentary appears as though it would be the same irrespective of the
scale and heighl of any proposed development. Our client submits that a reduced version of this scheme would

be far more sensitive to The Priory and to the ACA. but this is not noted or acknowledged to be the case by the
assessor

Section 3. ‘Description of the subject sile’ again seeks to push the focus of the assessment onto whether the
scheme impacts on Tatlaght Village Main Street when our clienl's concerns are for The Priory ilself and Old
Greenhills Road. Old Greenhills Road. which is in the ACA, is not visually separate and distinct from the Applicant
site All that divides them is Lhe boundary wall and the Poplar trees and the Applicant proposes lo remove the
trees

Plate 8 shows clear views from The Priory's internal access road into the Applicant site despite there being a low
metlal fence The facl thal there are significant gaps belween the irees goes unremarked by the assessor. The
assessor hotes the age of the Poplar trees at under 50 years but does nol note how the melal fence seemns very
recent by comparison Notwithstanding this, we are told in Section 4 "Assessment of Impact’ lhal “The subject site
15 a self-contained land parcel quite separale from St. Marys Priory”. Our clients have discussed this, and they
wonder whether any objective person standing within the Applicant site with The Priory Lo the west and The Prior
wall o the east. would really consider themselves lo be in lands entirely removed from The Priory. It is doubtful,
To again use the TCD analogy - of one is standing on the TCD rugby pilch one is not removed to another place
where the surrounding context is removed. and you think yourself only on a piece of land with no historic or
contexiual relationship to the college.

Seclion 4 slales. without preamble, "development within this discrete site will not directly impact on the built
environment of the ACA or ils setting” Again, SDCC disagreed regarding the previous planning application and
our client agreed with thal refusal. The same claim rmade again with Block B included in the current planning
application cannol be considered credible. Page 20 effectively lists all the differences between the previously
refused application and this new application. bul offers little explanation as to why the same conclusions are
reached despite the schemes now being quile different.

Page 20 of the report states “The proposed buildings .. provide greater setback distances to and setbacks from
Lthe easlern boundary wall”. Block A is setback 45m, Block C is selback 31.7m and the nursing home 515m (wilh
an £8B substalion selback just 3.2m). The assessor may wish to revisit Lhe assessment as these are liny setbacks
from 4/5 storey buildings lo the eastern boundary wall Reference is made to how the nursing home design
‘increases the distance of the building from the eastern boundary wall”, bul the nursing home was previously
siled a 1o the southwest comner of the site?

The assessor has removed previous references Lo the proposed buildings being “similar in height Lo the Retreal
House™ One assumes Lhis is because several of the blocks are considerably taller than the Retreat House and the
project team did not want to draw attention lo this. The assessor still states thal the new buildings’ scale and
massing are reflective of the scale and mass associated with the nearby Priory buildings. Cur client cannot
undersland why this is considered acceptable. The proposed buildings should be visually subordinate to the
nearby Priory buildings - they should nol be of a scale. height, bulk, and massing that is actually denser than
those buildings.

The heighl. scale. massing. bulk. and length of the proposed elevations of Block B and all the other blocks which
would be visible io the north northeasl and east of this block are unsympalhelic to the hisloric nature of these
lands. The Applicant is trealing them as though they are a high-density site within the very centre of Tallaghl
Village when they have acted as de faclo private parklands serving this area for hundreds of years. Contrary to
the Applicant's repeated claims made throughout his planning application. the proposed plot ralie density and

building heighls ansing in this scheme are contrary to the standards set oul in the Tallaght Town Centre LAP
2020

The Applicant reports argue that some existing trees and a 15m lali railing fence and/or a wall will provide
adequale demarcation between this scheme’s 4 and § storey monolithic structures and the protected structure
This 1s despite the close proximity of the propesed nursing home building 1o the south and wesl site boundaries
shared with what would remain of the protecled struclure’s grounds. Our client noles that if the enlire eastern
boundary of The Priory protected structure and Old Greenhills Road could not adequately demarcale the site of
planning application. reg. ref SD20A/0250. then the current proposals are inadequale to mitigale visual impacis
on the protected structure

While the scheme has been significantly re-designed. the proposed blocks are each over-sized. Block B is
especialty over-sized relalive Lo The Priory. Concerns arising from the previous planning applicalion wherein the
nursing heme was sited where Block B 1s now proposed have not been addressed. Block B remains a monolithic
sized building (see Section 7.3 of this Planning Objection Report} The building is too tall and ils elevalions are loo
wide. In the previous application, the Applicant argued that reducing building heighls 1o § sloreys on the site of
whal is now Block B meant pre-planning concerns had been reduced. That scheme was refused and. once again
Lthe Applicant 1s back with a 5 storey block at the same location.

The proposed buildings do nol adequately address the grounds of The Priory protected structure and/or
respand and engage well with the wider campus, This is a slandalone scheme which appears nol to have been
fully considered  The Applicant s Bult Hertage Assessment and Planning Report argue thal the scheme would
not visually impact on The Priory prolected slructure or on the surrounding area impacted on by the loss of views

e e ey
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toward the historic priory protected struclure buildings - they claim that existing trees. hedging and a 15m tall
railing fence will screen this massive scheme's 5 and 6 slorey buildings. This is not credible.

The proposal to punch an approx. 10m hole through the existing 2m tall stone wall along the eastern boundary of
the sile 1s wholly unacceptable given its historic nature. There is an existing vehicular enlrance. and the site can
be accessed from it. The Applicant should address this. That The Priory does nol want its enlrance or driveway
used and wants a lall boundary wall (with railings on top to the south) around the shared sile boundary suggests
they share lhe visual concerns of our client. Our client asks that SDCC not facilitate the scheme as proposed
which is conlrary 1o the campus approach to development that has taken place in The Priory for 100s of years

Without any analysis or basis for this claim. the assessor finds thal “the developmenl will not give rise lo
significanl impacls on the setling of St Basil's Training Centre (SDCC RPS. Ref 268)". Our client asks on whal basis
this opirion Is 1ssued. The comment is just dropped into the heritage report with no analysis provided. Blocks A
and € and the new entrance to this scheme are ali sited opposite this protected structure and will be highly
visible from its front elevation and curtilage. These blocks are 4 and 5 storeys lall within minimal setbacks 1o the
eastern boundary, St. Basil's would be overlooked. overshadowed and overbeared upon by visually dominant
slructures while being impacled by the visual changes created by the new entrance and by all the traffic arising
St Basil's would. in our client’s view, be significantly impacled.

Section 5 'Conclusions and recommendations’ of the heritage reporl repeats the cenlral argument made in the
refused planning application. That is. the proposed development will “aller the character of the environment in a
manner that 15 consistent with existing and emerging pattern of development in Tallaght”. But this site is not in
wider Tallaght. it is in The Priory’s attendant grounds. and this argument was not accepled previously by SDCC
For this argument to hold up, one would have to assume Lhat this area of land which clearly forms part of The
Priory (being lterally walled in) has been just waiting for 100s of years for this scherne Lo arise, Thal The Priory has
been experiencing high densily infill development in recent years and lhis proposal is the latesl one of these
projects. None of this is true. There s no emerging patlern of developmenl in the vicinily for 4 and 5 storey
buildings either within The Priory or along Old Greenhills Road. The assessor seeks to ry to argue that Lhis
scheme should be viewed as part of wider Tallaght and the Main Street withoul having due regard to the actual
conlexl presented by this sile. It is nol clear why the assessor refers Io “lhe town centre location”. Many protected
struciures are sited in lown centres including Trinity College Dublin. One does nol see TCD agreeing to sell off
their pitches for contemporary developments which will have their own new enlrance. new driveway and be
walled off from the rest of the campus. - :

The Impact on the ACA is given as “slight” because the proposal is claimed lo be “consistent with existing and
emerging patlerns of developmenl in Tallaght™ This is an incredibly general senlence, and its generality removes
its relevance and value. The assessor can remove any responsibility for properly and fully assessing the scheme's
impact on the ACA al this specific location by just saying. in effect. lhat large buildings are being built elsewhere

in Tallaght. Qur client does nol consider the Applicant assessor lo have offered a credible basis for this
conclusion

BPS cannot understand the claim thal the scheme is in line with the emerging palterns of development There
are no planning permissions granted in the vicinity which offer any “emerging” pattern of development to support
this scheme There is no exisling permission on this site. etc. This stalement has been cut and pasted from the
previous report that tried to use the same “emerging patlern of development” argument to justify unacceptable
impacts on an ACA There is no emerging pattern of development within The Priory lands. This i1s a one-off
scheme lLhal needs to get il right in archilectural heritage terms. Adjoining and nearby develepment are 1 2. 3
storeys with one 4 slorey building, Where is the emerging pattern? The proposed scale. height and massing of
this scheme is at odds with this site's location in the ACA. Qur clienl does not consider the Applicant assessor lo
have offered a credible basis for this conclusion

The assessor refers to the proposal as “contemporary” and that this is a posilive. What does this even mean? Just
because something s buill in contermporary times does not means that it will have a positive impact (the word
“contemporary” is repealedly used). There are many contemporary buildings which have been granted planning
permission in Ireland which have laler been regretted and there are many that were refused planning permission
before they could become a mistake.

Seclion 5. "Conclusions and recommendations’ unsurprisingly again find the current scheme's scale massing
heghls and sitings of blocks o be acceptable. as the assessor did previously. The scheme is argued to be
“reflective of the scale and mass associated wilh the nearby Priory buildings™ but no mention is made of how the
proposal should be visually subservient and/or subordinale (as raised by SDCC at pre-planning) to the protected
structure The assessor refers Lo how this scheme will *compliment” The Priory buildings. If this is the case why
has The Priory asked that tall walls be erecled around the site?

No conclusion is reached regarding demolishing a section of the boundary wall wilth the Old Greenhills Road to
create a new enlrance. The assessor merely recommends that these works should be supervised.

No comment is made in the conclusion as to whether a scheme of a reduced scale could reduce the impacis on
the prolected slructure or the ACA. The assessor's posilion appears to be all or nothing which is somewhat
dhffieult for our client to understand given this is meant lo be an cbjective reporl. Al the risk of sounding
facelious. it is not clear whal scale the development would need Lo be in the assessor's view lo cause a
moderale or even a significant impacl on the protecled structure or the ACA, but clearly it would have to be
vastly larger
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Our client does not consider this proposal to be conservation-led at a location where such an approach is critical.
The proposal Is insensitive and over-scaled relative to The Priory buildings and to the ACA. Our client does not
consider the Applicant assessor to have offered a credible basis for the conclusions of the Architecturat Heritage
Impact Assessment. The report's conclusions continue to read as though they have been cut and pasted from
another report for a scheme which had a previous precedent permission and is located in a town centre. The
Applicant scheme needs to be independently assessed regarding the impact it would have on the Architectural
Heritage of this site and the area. Our client trusts that SDCC will carry out its own conservation and hetitage
assessment which considers the above points.

783  Proposal would impact negatively on the Tallaght Village Architectural Conservation Area

Our client is concerned aboul the overall design. scale, heighl, and mass within such a prominent sile which is localed
adjoining an Architectural Conservation Area. The overall sile context and the adjacent protected structures and
existing archilectural elements of the Village Core have nol been adequalely considered within the proposed
development as the overall design and scale of the proposed aparlment block and nursing home does not reflect or
show any consideration for these elements.

There is a need for greater understanding and awareness of the Archilectural Conservation Area and the impact that
inappropriale development can have on the overall character of the area. This can be mitigated against by preparing a
design rationale for new developments which can demonstrale how the existing historic buildings and groups of
structures which make up the architectural character of an ACA has informed and steered the design process,
including a site analysis in this case as the site context is an imporiant issue due Lo its prominent location and close
proximity to the historic core of the village. The overall design and height are important elements 1o recognise and
highlight bul the scale and mass of a development especially in sensitive areas of Main Streel and adjacent to the
cultural/hisloric core can also have a significant effect on the existing buill environment.

The location of the proposed developmeni close to the core area of the Architectural Conservation Area means that

any development within this site will have an impacl on the character of the ACA by virtue of its proximity to the
historic building slock

The proposed development's densily plol ratio. scale. heights. bulk, and massing are excessive within the ACA
adjoining The Priory prolected structure. Concerns raised by SDCC at pre-planning stage regarding the proposed
scale, mass and height of the blocks and overall visual impact on the historic built environment and have not been
addressed The proposed development fails to provide a sensitive overall development al this location,

The Tallaght Village Centre Local Area Plan 2020 provides guidance and requirements regarding new development
within or in close proximily to the Architeclural Conservation Area. There are several policies in the Tallaght LAP which
relate significanlly Lo the propased development given its prominent location within The Priory grounds and adjoining
Old Greentiills Road and Greenhills Road. The LAP makes it clear that:

- Overall design and height are important elemenls to recognise and highlight but the scale and mass of a
developmenl, especially in sensitive areas such as The Priory protecled struciure adjoining the Old Greenhills
Road (part of the cultural/historic core. can also have a significant effect on the existing buill environment)

- Scale and proporlion of new buildings can have a vaned affect upon the neighbouring buildings. IF any new
building dominales existing structures. the historic character mighl also be diminished, while a relalively
indifferent design may heighten the historic qualities of the existing building

- New development should have cognisance of the heighl. scale and mass of the historic urban form but should
also add architectural interest and vanied design within the mix 1o provide different architectural styles

- Under the 'Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines (2018} specific requirements and guidance for
the design of new build are provided. In accordance with these Guidelines (parlicularly Seclion 210) when
considering new developments within the ACA of Tallaght. or areas adjacent io the designated area near the
village core the design rationale and overall site context should acl as the main driver for the overali scale
mass, height, and design in achieving the best possible new development in these sensilive areas.

Given the issues and concerns arising regarding negative impacts on the ACA and adjoining protected structures, our
clienl considers that the proposed development cannol be permitted in the manner it has been submitled. The
proposal which includes 4 and 5 slorey buildings close lo the Old Greenhill Road and Lo the shared boundary with The
Priory should be refused for the following reasons;

Having assessed the delails of the planning application and based on the above it is considered thal the
applicant has failed to address the mitial concerns raised in relation to the overall visual impact of the scale
and height that the proposed development will have within this prominent location and in such close proximity
to Tallaght Archilectural Conservation Area (ACA) and a significant Prolected Structure Site. ‘The Priory
Concerns remuain in that the character of the ACA will be significantly affected by the proposed blocks as the
new build will complelely dominate the site which is highly visible on approach from Old Greenhills Road,
Greenhills Road and The Priory Demesne. The consequences of the proposed development may result 1 a
diminished quality of character which fails {o address and adhere to existing policies for new development
within or in close proximity to an ACA in hine with SDCC County Development Plan (2016-2022) and the Tallaght
Local Area Plan 2020

If SDCC decides to request Further Informatian, our client asks that the revisions recommended in Section 9.2 of
this Planning Objection Report be requested.

m
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784  Applications, reg. refs. SD20A/0250 & SD21A/013g refused due to itmpact on The Priory

Our client does nol undersiand how the current scheme can propose 4 and 5 storey blocks siled so close Lo Old
Greenhills Road and to The Priory's existing entrance driveway and buildings

Has the Applicant team including John Cronin & Associales, not reviewed recent planning decisions in this area made
by SDCC? For example

* The current planning application is located immedalely adjacent lo The Priory protected struclure while refused
planning application, reg. ref. SD20A/0250. was located some distance away and across Old Greenhills Road 4
and 5 storeys are not acceptable on the olher sde of Old Greenhills Read. bul the John Cronin & Associates
argues that they are wholly appropriate aclually within The Priory campus where they are extremely visible and
do not appear as visually subservient to the oniginal buildings.

* Our clienl objected in respect of a planning application. reg. ref. SD21A/0139. which has also been lodged in the
close vicinity of the proposed nursing home This planning application has been refused because. inter ala, it
proposed a 4 siorey building on Old Greenhilis Road The SDCC reasons for refusal included the following refusal
reason which could be applied almost in full to the current scheme:

Due fo the height and mass and treatmen! of Block B. the proposed development fails to respond to the
specific local historic context of the block location. The submission from the applicant fails to demonstrate that
the overall visual impact of Block B ot the propesed scale and height will not adversely impact on the adjacent
Protected Slructure (St Basils Training Centre. RPS Ref 268). the Tallaght Architectural Conservation Area
{ACA) and a Protected Structure Site ‘The Priory. the proposed development due to its close proximity scale
and height will directly impact on the visual qualily adjoining Protected Structure site St Basils Training Centre
Block A will be highly visible at a prominent and sensitive location and will have an overall negative impact on
the character of Talloght Villoge Architectural Conservation Area. given its height and mass al this location
Block A will visuol dominate and would be highly visible on approach from Moin Street and The Priory
Demesne Overall. the proposed development would result in a diminished quality of character in Tallaght
which fails to address and adhere (o existing policies for new development within or in close proximity to an
Architectural Conservation Area in fine with SDCC County Development Plan (2016-2022) and Chapler 6 of the
Tallaght Local Area Plan 2020 As such, the proposed development is contrary to the proper planning and
sustamnable development of the area

The proposed development has failed to take on board and to address the concerns arising in that case regarding
avaiding negative impacts on the protected structure and on the Tallaght ACA, This is despite the projects having

the same architect. The same ovarall reasons for refusal should apply to the current scheme as applied to the
above refused schemes.

7.9 Issue g Environmental concerns

7.91 The loss of the poplar trees on the eastern boundary is contrary lo planning policy

Our client cannot support the loss of the Poplar lrees on the eastern boundary of the Applicant sile adioining the Old
Greenhills Road. The Arborist Report states thal their loss is required because they are localed within the footprinl of
the new buill environment. These lrees are noled by the Arbotist as being a “main arboriculture feature or

characteristics of the site”, yet they are characterised in the Arborist's Report as Category C. Our clienl does not agree
that they are Calegory C trees because:

They are described as being in “fair” condilion by the Arborist (in all respects), They are not “impaired”.
The trees are remarkable in their context.

These lrees have a collective landscape value which is grealer that their individual value.

These trees have been in place for many years - decades - and have local cultural value.

ol

The impacl of removing lhese trees is described as “medium” however our client finds this impacl unacceptable They
consider the proposed lree losses Lo be contrary to planning policy including:

1 The National Ptanning Framework focuses, inter aiia. on “protecting nalural heritage areas and green spaces’

2 SDCC has a slalutory obligation to ensure thal provision is made for the prolection of lrees. including under
Chapter 8 'Green Infrastruclure’ of the CDP 2016-2022 which includes G2 Objeclive g. G2 Objeclive 10 GB
Objective 1 which seek to: "preserve protect and augment irees”,

3. Chapter g Heritage, Conservation and Landscapes’ of the SDCC CDP includes Objeclive HCL10 Objective 3 which
seems o protect *mature trees”.
4. The South Dublin Tree Strategy ‘Living with Trees' (2015-2020) which is set out in Chapter 7 of the SDCC CDP
The poplar trees should be retained and the blocks re-sited westwards to ensure their protection and retention.
792  The updated appropriate assessment screening report continues to require review

BPS has scanned through Lhe submitted Appropriate Assessment Screening Report and we nole several iregulanties

1. Page 6 states. "Current land use in the vicinity is predominanily commercial and lighl industrial in nature” It is not
clear where this slalement derives from. Possibty from another reporl for a different site?

2
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2. Page 6 slales: "The development site is itself within lands which are currently part of part of St. Joseph's Retreat
House and Conference Centre’. This limited description suggests the Assessor appears to be unclear as to the
sensitivily of the wider adjoning priory lands and. in fact. not to be al all sure of the sile’s specific nature.

Our client asks that the submitted report be treated with caution.

710 Issue 10: Parking and trip figures provided raise planning and transport planning concerns

7101 The scheme offers 30 car parking spaces for 106 unit nursing home & 60 apartments

The Applicant Traffic and Transpert engineering firm when assessing the previous refused planning application
accepted that they had no idea of what the true demand for car-based trips into and out of this scheme would be
and therefore how much parking is required.

Referring to the refused planning application. nole how Section 8.4 of the Mobility Management Plan stated: "Once
the development is completed and occupied, the true initial modal split should be established by means of a
travel survey™ lemphasis added!

Our client asked how this statement could be acceplable. The engineer was staling thal the parking demand and

vehicular tnp rates may be far higher than predicted, but SDCC should wait until opening week to see if trafiic and
parking problems arise

The Apphicant reports purport to have all these answers. Thal they know exactly how many of lhe 106 nursing home
residents. how many of the residents of lhe 60 apartments, how may of the staff, etc. will drive cars. There are
significanl assumplions made within the Applicant's report which allow 2 final parking provision figure of 30 spaces to
be provided. Assuming a minimurm of 166 residents. this is 0.18 parking spaces per residenl wilh no parking provision
for the scheme's stalf and visitors

Without more parking. there would be overflow parking into the Old Greenhills Road and into the surrounding area
which doees nol all have melered parking. The following concerns arise:

1 The sileis served by buses only. It is 2km from the nearest LUAS stop which is a considerable distance to expect
shift workers to walk in the early mornings or late al night Staff will want to drive lo and from work in many cases.

2. The site offers insufficienl and below CDP requirements parking provision.

3 The trip generation figures are based on parking pravision which is below COP requirements {see Seclion 7.10 of
this Planning Objeclion Report). Trip rates should be based on the number of residents and not on parking
spaces.

4  The car ownership rales within 5 miles of this sile are 1.1 cars per household. so why would older residents in the
assisted living aparlments not have cars? The Applicant proposal appears to force residents not lo have cars.

5  The lrip generation figures are based on the Assisted Living Apariment holders nol owning and or using cars. yet
the same individuals are described as being able to use bicycles? 52 bike spaces are provided for very able older
persons. bul these persons cannol park their cars in the scheme?

Concerns arise lhat the demand for parking spaces within the scheme will be substantially above the number
provided This would resull in under estimation of trip rates. under provision of parking spaces on the site and more of
a traffic and parking impact on the surrounding area

Tallaght Community Council does not consider adequate car parking to have been provided within this scheme.
The result will be overflow car parking into Old Greenhills Road on a permanent basis. This is not acceptable, This
is not a traditional nursing home scheme but one which includes 60 apartments. The parking provision needs to
beincreased to at least 70 spaces.

7102 Refused planning application, reg. ref. SD21A/ 0139 provided insufficient car parking

Our client wishes 1o note how Lhey objected in respect of a planning application reg ref SD21A/0139. which has
been refused because, inler alia. it proposed insufficient car parking SDCC was concerned at likely overflow car
paring inlo Old Greenhills Road and refused planning permission on this basis:

The provision of only 15 spaces lo serve the existing and proposed developrment will result in increased parking
along Old Greenhills Road. causing a traffic hazard The Planning Authority does not agree with the assumplions
made m relation to the level of private parking that can be offset with the provision of 2 Go Car’ spaces. A greater
ratio of car parking spaces to units is required al this site. The proposed development is not in accordance with the
proper planning and sustainable development of the areg.

The current planning application should be revised to include additional car parking including car parking inside
the proposed site entrance for visitors.

7103 Scheme's parking provision is non-compliant with Tables 11.23 & 11.24 of the CDP 2016-2022

The scheme s proposed parking provision is substantially below that required by Tables 11.23 and 11.24 of the SDCC
CDP 2016-2022 The Applicant states that the scheme should provide 30 parking spaces This is staled by the projecl
engineer and archilect
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However, the Applicant is applying parking requirement rates which are applicable to Zone 2 (Non Residential) or
{Residential) locations “within 400 metres of a high qualily public lransport service 5 (includes a train slation. Luas
slalion or bus slop with a high qualily service)” or “within 400 metres of a high qualty public transport service 5
(includes a train stalion, Luas slation or bus stop with a high quality servicel'. The Applicant site is not located within
4oom or Boom of a Luas Station or quality bus corridor and Bus Connects remains a long way away.

The Applicant should be using Zone 1 parking requirements which apply to the entire county. This means providing 1
parking space per 4 residents for the nursing home, 0.75 spaces per apartment {many of the bedrooms are in older
person apartments where cars may be owned and used). 1 space per 25sqm for the day cenlre and 1 space per
25sqm for the relail This means 26.5 spaces for the nursing hore. 45 spaces for the apartments and spaces for
residents facilities. for staff and for visitors This Is more than 70 parking spaces {the Applicant Traffic and Transport
Assessmenl for the currenl scheme does not offer this calculation). The scheme is over 40 parking spaces short of
meeting CDP requirements even for the nursing home beds and apartments.

Table 3 Devetopment Peak Hour Trip Generalion” stales thal. even with incredibly low parking provision, the scheme
will generale Lotal trips in the AM peak of 27 and in the PM peak of 34 {these figures are lower than those set out for
the refused scheme especially in the evening peak but not as low as one might expect given the reduction in
apartments relative to the refused scheme) These figures provide for more vehicular tnps inlo and out of the site than
the proposed parking spaces can have accommodated prior to their depariure or can accommodate on arrival There
will need to be fly parking and/or overflow parking just to cope wilh these optimist trip figures  The report purparts to

show parking demand distributed over Lhe enlire day bul there is no credible basis on which Lhese figures could be
derived

Section 6.0 Parking of the Applicant Traffic and Transport Assessment again asks SDCC Lo trust them that this parking
provision is sufficient. yet they offer no precedent examples of where. for example. where a similar scheme including
over 6o older persons apariments has been provided with only a tiny percenlage of unils receiving a parking space

Our client submits that this site is outside of 2km of a Luas Station and is not well served or well-located
proximate to public transport. The scheme also includes 108 independent living units for individuals who could
have cars. This is not a standard nursing home, It is more of an overall nursing care home where some residents
will require little care. Residents, familles, and staff need cars, and the scheme provides insufficient car parking.
Qur client considers the scheme to be non-compliant with the parking requirements of the SDCC CDP 2016-2022.
The scheme's parking provision is insufficient and would, for example, deprive up residents of the apartments
from owning and using a car lyet bike parking is provided for these same residents),

7.10.31 scheme is 40 car parking spaces short & this will cause overflow parking into adjoining roads, etc:

This nursing home scheme is not located within 400m or 800m of a Luas Station i is 2km away Il is served by some
buses. The scheme contains 106 bedreom and 60 apartments. would employ stafl members with cars and wilt receive

visitors each day who arrive by car. Section 13.0 of the Applicant Design Report states: "maximum [parkingl provision
should not be seen as a larget”

This is all very well but the Applicant team repeatedly asks that SDCC merely takes them on their word that,

". it1s expecled that the level of parking required overall will be low” [neo evidence provided for this statement]
"~ the parking rate . is likely to be sufficent for the Independent Living Units for Older People” Ino evidence
provided for this statement]

"Visilors to nursing homes is generally low” Ino evidence provided for this statemaentl.

It is expected thal staff will ive nearby and travel via public lransport” [no evidence provided for this
statement|

“Healthcare visilars to the development will likely travel by car however there will be the ability to share parking
spaces’ [no specific detalls provided to evidence this statement|

"The cycle store within the Independent Living Units is exclusive to residents”. If residents can ride bikes, they
can drive cars. The Applicant is in fact stating that residents are not to be permitted to have car parking

spaces though they would be able to drive cars and ride bikes, including electric bikes for which charging
points are proposed,

Our clienl submuts that the scheme is 40 car parking spaces short. and Lhis will cause overflow parking inlo the
surrounding area and fly parking on footpalhs and communal areas within the scheme Qur clienl cannot support
under provision of parking at Lhis location given that this may cause the Qld Greenhills Road to become used as a de
facto overflow car park for this scheme

If a minimum parking provision ratic is to be agreed. at least 0.5 to 0.6 parking spaces should be provided per unit in
line with recent ABP planning permissions for large apartment schemes. This would mean providing at least 30
car parking spaces for the apartments on their own and at least 45 spaces overall,

Qur client understands the Applicant has undertaken pre-planning with SDCC Roads Department which they say
has agreed to the reduced level of car parking provision. Given possible concerns with car parking overflow at this
location, would it be reasonable to ask the Applicant to provide details of another similar scheme of this size
which is operational with a parking provision of 30 spaces.

L
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710.3.2 Measures proposed to justify reduced car parking provision are not credible

Section 11 of the Applicant Design Report and the Planning Report, Mobility Management Plan and traffic engineer's
report each refer to measures to try to reduce car trips lo and from the proposed nursing home. These comments
anse because lhe scheme s deficient in car parking provision at a location 2km from the Luas The proposed
measures lo reduce car parking are nol credible, They include:

1 Walking: Our client does nol consider walking to represent a credible justification for the low ear parking provision
offered That is walking at any lime during day/night. in all weathers and in all seascons. This sile is rol so
suslainably localed that staff, residents and visitors will walk to and from the site to the exireme extent required to
justify providing 40+ parking spaces less than CDP requirements. This is especially the case the proposed
apartment residents. for staff and for visitors.

2 Cycle parking 1L is not clear why it is {hat the scheme offers just 30 car parking spaces but 52 bike parking spaces
Who will use them? The Applicanl reports state “The cycle store within the Independent Living Units is exclusive
to residents’. If residents can ride bikes. they can drive cars. Those in the apartments wilh minimal care needs may
have cars. Resident car parking provision appears under provided for. The Applicant is in fact stating that

residents are not to be permitted to have car parking spaces though they would be able to drive cars and ride
bikes.

Most nursing home workers work shift that start =arly and end lale and many work nights. They do so all year
around in all weathers They drive to and from work as this is the only sustainable form of fransport available al this

site given thal few people would walk zkm to and from the LUAS. Staff parking in Lhis scheme is under provided
for

Visitors are unlikely 10 travel to this site by bike. The bike parking spaces assume people have bikes and will use
them and will not want to bring anything for the person they are visiting. It 1s not credible. The eycle distances
could be very high. bul no details are provided

3 Public transport: The nearest Luas slop is 2km away. The only bus slops available are 5 to 10 minutes’ walk away
depending on where one slarts within the site These services offer fixed routes Our client does not consider it
credible that stafi, residenls. and visitors would lake buses to lhe extent required to justify a car parking provision
of 30 spaces

4 Future public transport: The SDCC CDP makes it clear that future public transport cannot be used lo Justbify
reduced car parking provision.

5 The submitted Mobility Management Plan: This Applicant report argues that a travel survey of residents. visitors.
and siaff. Listing the ways to reach the sile without a car: encouraging people not 1o use a car {management
commilment. markeling and communications. leaflets. travel information points. etc) setling largets will reduce
car parking demand and Lrip rates. Our client does not find this repert credible The same arguments were made
by IKEA but the vasl majority of trips lo IKEA are by car and vans

6 Private car sharing is not a legitimate argument unless the scheme offers car sharing insurance: Informal car
sharing is not possible given thal each individual driver has their own insurance Only an actual car sharing scheme
1s a legitimate argument. Staff, residents and wvisitors will nol share cars This has been accepted In mulliple
nursing home planning applications

7 There is no car sharing car platform proposed to operate within this scheme, This argument is not valid as there
Is no car sharing online platform proposed 1o operale from this site

8. Census data on modes of travel in the area show high trip rates by car: CSO 2016 Census Dala sets out thal
even residents of this area (and nol those travelling into the area to work at or visit the nursing home) use a car or
van for 43%-50% of nighl-time trips and 40% to 84% of daytme trips Table 4 of the Mohility Management Plan
accepls thal even based on these local area figures {which exclude those travelling in from outside the area) 48%
of residents would use a car on opening and 58% of staff would. How Lhen can the Applicant parking provision be
considered in any way credible and/or justified? Tables 5 and 6 of lhe MMP sels a larget to reduce the preferred
car usage from 49% to 36% for residents and 56% Lo 40% for staff. which conlinues to result in parking demand
figures far higher than the parking provision offered

Qur client does not find the Applicant's justifications for offering insufficient car parking within this scheme to be
credible. The result would be overflow parking into adjoining and nearby roads, Parking provision needs to be
increased in line with SDCC requirements.

711 Issue 11: Issues of concern over the Outline Construction Waste Management Plan

Our clienl has reviewed the submilied "Qutline Construction Waste Managemenl Plan’ which appears lo be the only
constriction phase documenl provided by the Applicant. They ask that Lhe following i1ssues be considered by SDCC
and that. in the event planning permission is granled. planning conditions be applied to the decision addressing their
concerns pertaning to the construction phase

The following comments shouid not be Laken lo suggest our client accepts the scheme as submitted They consider

the submitled scheme should be refused. but offer the following comments on the basis that it could be granted

e e
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7111 Working hours should be revised, fixed and not subject to revision for any reason

Our client objecls to Section 3.9 'Site Working Hours' of the Qutline Construction Waste Management Plan which sels
oul working hours of 7am to 7pm Monday lo Friday and 8am to 2pm on Saturdays,

Given the sensitivity of this site and adjoining properties, 'all' work on this site should not be allowed to

commence until 8am and should finish at 5pm Monday to Friday and gam to 1pm on Saturdays and there should
be no work on Sundays or Bank Holidays.

There should be no arrivals on site before Bam and no works should start before 8am. The site should be empty of
workers by 5pm and no works of any kind should take place after 6pm,

Slaterments included by the Applicant suggest they see the working hours as a guide only, eq. for deliveries. The
concern here is that noise. vibration. and disturbance outside working hours would happen unless SDCC prevents it by
way of strict conditions on working hours permilted. Our client asks thal the Applicant not be allowed to vary any
planning applied by the SDCC with respec to working hours and working days Matlers such as utility connections are
undertaken during normal working hours by Irish Water, ESB. etc: there is no need lo allow variation for this.

Given the quiet nature of the surrounding area. there is also a need to set imes dunng which construction related
vehicles can enter the area and must exit lhe area. No construction sie related vehicles -~ workers or delivery /
pick-up vehicles - should enter the site prior to 8am and all should have left by 6pm.,

The construction phase would take years over 4 years and needs to consider the management of impacts on the
area.

7112 A complaints procedure & an independent complainis process is required

The Contractor should linise with owners of the local properties in advance of works commencing onsite and put in

place a complaints procedure that works and from which, if it does not work, referrals can be made to an independerit
complaints process. For exarmple:

- If construction related aclivilies are taking place oulside of condilioned site working hours and hours during
which deliveries and pick-ups from the site are permitted.
- If noise levels seem excessive and above those allowed

The contractor should appoint a community Uaison person with a phone number that is available to residents and
there should be an identified complaints officer within SDCC to whom the residents can refer complaints that are
not addressed by the contractor,

7103 Measures to reduce impacts on the adjoining Old Greenhills Road foolpath should be agreed

Our clients ask thal if SDCC is to consider granling planning permission for the proposed development. then careful
consideration needs to be given - before any planning permission is granted and/or consiruction work begins on sile
- to minimising and mitigating impacts on the Old Greenhills Road footpalh adjoining the site Alt measures to ensure
the ongoing safe access and use of the public footpaths adjoining the Applicant site should be put in place.

These measures should be included as a condition in the evenl planning permission is granled
7104 Workers' vehicles should not be parked in adjoining roads such as Old Greenhills Road

Seclion 38 'Site Parking' of the Culline Construclion Waste Managemenl Plan stales “There will be limited on-site

parking for staff and visitors, Nearby off-sile car parking will also be identified to avoid congestion in the surrounding
areas”,

This scheme is to require many construclion workers. No details are provided by the Applicant's Construction
Management Plan as 1o where they will park They may park in the site in the early slages of lhe scheme, but as work
progresses. Lhis will not be possible They may decide Lo park in adjoining roads and street such as in Old Greenhills
Road and Greenhills Road. Our client submits that measures need to be pul in place to prevenl overspill workers
parking into surrounding roads and streels.

Construction workers’ parking wouid negatively impact on adjoining roads and streets and could impacl on visual
amenilies and on the safely of roads adjoiming the sile. Qur client asks thal SDCC address the following points:

1. That the Applicant sel out actual predicted delails - based on similar sized construction schemes in similar
locations - of how many construction-related vehicles {vans and cars) are predicted to be parked in the area to
serve the scheme

2. Claims that construction workers would take public transport car share or walk or cycle to this sile are a fudge. In
facl. large numbers of workers need lo bring therr lools and so will always park as near 1o a sile as possible
Scaffolders, brick layers. carpenlers electricians. plumbers. elc all need therr tools. A Construction Management
Plan must be credible with respect to overspill workers parking

3 That the Applicanl agree arrangements for the parking of construction workers vehicles during the construction
phase

o
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A condition Is required on any grant of planning permission that requires that parking arrangements for the
scheme's construction workers be agreed with SDCC Transportation Planning Section prior to the
commencement of development.

7105 Queuing and convoying of HGVs on Old Greenhills Road should be avoided:

Our client has repeatedly noted construction projects where HGVs queue oulside of sites with their engines running in
the early mornings and/or arrive in convoys at the same time. This site’s development has the polential Lo raise these
concerns with HGVs queuing on the Old Greenhills Road. This issue needs lo be addressed. Section 6.2 Vehicle
Movements During Construction’ of the Qutline Construction Waste Management Plan is not especially reassuring in

this regard It is not clear how any of the measures proposed can or will be enforced. especially once the scheme Is
significantly developed.

71086 Construction phase noise management proposals need to be carefully reviewed

The Cutline Conslruction Waste Managemenl Plan confirms that no baseline noise measurements have been taken
There 1s no way therefore to know what the existing noise levels are and therefore whal would constitute a significant
increase In noise The baseline noise environment (s a low noise environment, L is possible to hear the Greenhills Road
but this nose 15 as expecled. The level of noise currently experienced is aboul whal one would expect in a suburban
housing estate There is not an undue difference between daytime and night-time noise.

The conslruction phase for this projecl would significantly increase the noise levels experienced by Lhis area, The Old
Greenhills Road footpath will be located less than 10m from the nearest significanl sile works. The noise levels thal
will be generated by construction phase machinery will range from 61 to 84 dB LAeq {thour) for cumulative site
preparalion. cumulalive general construction and cumutalive general landscaping and road work. These noise levels
would represent a significant increase in lhe measured baseline noise environment

In the absence of noise mitigation a negative. significanl. and short-lerm impact is likely. The Applicanl offers no
discernible noise miligation relative to adjoining areas. The miligation measures proposed in Section 41 ‘Noise’ of Lhe
Outline Construction Waste Managemenl Plan are inadequate and are standard. This sile is more sensitive and
acoustic barriers should be considered.

BPS considers that without improved mitigation measures to address construction noise impacts adjoining areas
witl be impacted negatively by excessive noise. It must be possible for our client to be able to report a noise
infraction and to expect this to be addressed within minutes and not days.

7107 Dust impacts on the area need to be controlled and managed

Adjoining areas maintain a relatively dusl free environment. The proposed developrenl will generate significant dust
and measures are needed L2 ensure this project does not unduly impacl on the area. While some dirt and dust would
be expecled on any sile, the extent of dust from this site could be excessive Our client asks that insofar as is possible
a Dust Minimisation and miligation strategy be put in place lo minimise the transmission of dust into adjoining and

surrounding areas. They ask for external measusres. such as the operation of a road sweeper/sprayer lo be
undertaken.

Our client asks that in the evenl of a grant of planning permission that these measures be conditioned to be fully
implemented by the contracior Our clienl also asks that the external face of all scaffolding surrounding the scheme
be covered to reduce dust.

A condition can be applied requiring dust deposilion gauges. (either Bergerhoff beakers or similar), 1o be iocated and
monitored at locations specified during the period when construclion work i$ in progress in Lthe vicinity of residential
properties. The maximum permissible deposition rales al such sites should be specified in the contract documents
Dust depesition gauges should be located along alt boundarnies

7108 Proposed phasing of the construction works should be agreed at planning stage
Our client's area potentially faces years of disruplion if planning permission i1s granted They therefore need o
understand whal the construclion works timetable will be This schedule should set oul. i) When the construction

works would take place and for how many months. (i) When the excavations of the sile and site preparation works will
take place and for how many months. and fin) How long the construction phase would 1ake

711 Issue 11: The proposed development would set poor precedents
For the reasons set oul above and below the proposed development. if granled, would set poor precedents for
1 Over-ruling and/or disregarding Lhe Tallaght Town Centre LAP especially on the issue of plot ratic.
2 A density of development within protected structure institutional lands within an Architectural. Conservaticn
Area Lhal is excessive and has resulled in buldings whose scale. height. massing. butk and length are excessive

and monolithic.

3. The development of institutional lands without maintaining their open character.
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4. The scale and height of future development in this area being allowed to excsed any other development in the
vicinity.

For the reasons set out above, the proposed development, if granted, would set a poor precedent for future
development in The Priory land and in the vicinity of Tha Priory lands. Our client asks SDCC to protect this area
by refusing planning permission thereby avoiding setting a negative precedent for future development in this
area or to substantially revise the scheme by way of condition.

Conclusion

Tallaght Community Council is disappointed that these lands are to be developed Their preference would be for their
retention as part of a public park for Tallaght Village which is already experiencing high density developmenl at a
range of localions. Il is accepted however that this sile, part of the St. Mary s Priory lands will inevilably be deveioped
al some point as is articulated in the Tallaght Town Centre Local Area Plan 2020 (the "LAP")

Tallaght Community Council acknowledges the previous refusal issued by SDCC for a similar development on lhis site
under planning application. reg. ref. 5D21A/0136. for the development of a & storey nursing home on this ste While
this new scheme improves. generally, on the previously refused scheme. problems remain and without revisions (e
this scheme. many of the same reasons for refusal as previously applied would be appropriale

Tatlaght Communily Councils’ conclusions ask whelher the current scheme addresses the previcus reasons for
refusal;

= PBeason 1 it is considered that the proposed development continues to fall to be sensitive within ils proposed
location and does nol reflect the most suitable layoul or design for the intended use on the subject sile as the new
build will complelely dominale this part of the site due to its proposed. height. scale and mass which will be
visible within The Priory Demesne and along Old Greenhills Road The proposed development would impacl on
the Prolecled Structures and result in a diminished quality of character at {h's sensitive location which would be
contrary to the policies for development within the curtilage of a Protected Structure and New Development in
ACA in the Tallaghlt Town Centre Local Area Plan. including Objective HCt and Vi8. which states ‘Prolecl the
characler and integrily of the Priory. including its parkland setting. and provide for greater public access and
usage'’,

The Applicant proposal still removes a section of The Priory wall, still clear fells 23 x 22m tall Poplar trees
inside the eastern boundary and still includes 4/5 storey buildings sited too close to the eastern boundary of
the site. Block B remains too tall and bulky relative to The Priory.

* Reason_2: It is considered thal the Applicanl has focused on plot ratio as a quantlative target rather than a
qualitalive response to the site. There are large areas of the site which are undevelopable. and these are
institutional lands whose characler should remain open. The development would constilute overdevelopment and
as such would, by itself and by the precedent it would create. be seriously injurious to Lhe redevelopment of the
village centre and the development of a site within the curtilage of a protecled structure.

* Reason 3 The proposed building heights continue to be conlrary to the Tallaght Town Centre Local Area Plan
2020 - 2026 and the South Dublin County Council Development Plan The Tallaght LAP specifies heighls of 3-4
storeys for ‘other frontages’ {the subject sile is neither designated as a prirary or secondary fronlage). Under
Section 3.4 The Village' and parlicularly Objectives VL6 and VLB, the Tallaght LAP requires developmenl to be
responsive 1o the local context, and seek to protect and enhance the setling of prolected structures and the ACA.

Our client considers that 3 and 4 storeys along Old Greenhills Road can be achieved, but 4/5 storeys cannot.
They believe that a stepping down to Old Greenhills Road is required by way of blocks that are stepped back
further from the eastern boundary of the site (at least 15m) and to 3 storeys first with a setback 4th storey.
They also consider Block B to be too tall relative to The Priory - it should be 3 and 4 storeys and not 4 and 5.

* Reason 4 |t is considered that all the buildings would be located in excessively close proximily to Lthe boundary
walls. particutarly on the easlern side of the site, which coupled wilh the height proposed would result in a poor
and cramped layout There are also concerns from a herilage perspeclive regarding the proposed new entrance
and the impact thal this would have on the setting and characler of the protecied structure. The public open
space is poorly located away from existing community and Old Greentills Road and does not encourage public
usage. The existing trees along the easl boundary would be compromised by the proximily of the eastern block.
and Lall trees at this location would significantly impact on light Lo the apariments. For these reasons the proposed
development would nol be in accordance with the Taliaght Town Centre Local Area Plan and the proper planning
and sustainable developmenit of the area.

Our client cannot understand why Blocks A, C and the nursing home maintain elevations located as close as
3.7m from the eastern site boundary; they cannot understand why the 23 x 22m tall Poplar trees inside the
eastern site boundary are still propesed for clear felling; they cannot understand why there continues tobe a
large new entrance cut into The Priory Wall (causing the loss of on road car parking and removing screening
to Old Greenhills Road); and they cannot understand why there is still no easily accessible public open space
sited close to the site entrance and Old Greenhills Road such that the public can use it. These issues should all
have been addressed prior to re-submission of the planning application. Qur client's recommendations for
addressing these issues are set out in Section 9.2 of this Planning Objection Report.

U
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Reason 4 il 1s considered thal the 30 car parking spaces would seriously under provide for Lhe proposed
development. which the SDCC Roads Deparlment has recommended would require 43 car parking spaces
inclusive of 7 spaces for complementary uses which would be belter provided separately (50 spaces in lotal) The

proposed provision would have knock on impacts in terms of illegal parking on the site and on the surrounding
road network

Qur client acknowledges how there are now 60 apartments proposed and that the Applicant refars to the 30
parking spaces proposed as now being adequate for this new scheme. Concerns remain however that the 6o
apartment owniers should have the right to own and use a car and that the proposed scheme entrance will
remove on road car parking from Old Greenhills Road. With all due respect to the pre-planning carried out,
Tallaght Community Council believes that 45 parking spaces should be provided to ensure that the scheme
can manage all its parking requirements intemally including those of its apartment occupants {why is it
assumed that people who can ride bikes will not drive? If one can afford to live in this scheme one can afford a
car} and those of visitors especially at Christmas, Easter, and other holidays when large numbers of visitors
descend on nursing homes.

Reason § Our clienl considers that concerns remain over the re-issued Conservation Statement which is now
called an Architectural Heritage impact Assessment

The re-written Conservation Statement has been re-named an Architectural Heritage Impact Assessment. It
contains one and a half pages of assessiment and makes statements and reaches conclusions for which there
is no basis provided. The previous and current reparts are almost identical in their content and approach to
the assessment. It is difficult for Tallaght Community Council to accept that this document offers sufficient
basis to address Section 6.2.2 of the Tallaght Town Centre Local Area Plan, which states that a detailed
Ceonservation Plan must be prepared for the overall Priory site in advance of any significant development
being considered. There is little in the submitted report which suggests that the proposal is “plan led”. The 1.5
pages of actual assessment are made up primarily of paragraphs that read as paraphrased from the Design
Statement. it refers repeatedly to the revision from the previous scheme rather than reviewing the current
scheme on its own merits.

Reason § Our client acknowledges that an Ecological Assessment is now submilted, however. they consider that
concerns anse from the submilted Ecological Assessment

The submilled report accepts that birds and bats nest in trees. There are 23 x 22m Lall Poplar trees which the
ecologest agrees should be felled 1o facilitate this scheme. This will cause the loss of nests. but claims are made
that this can be overseen by an ecologist. and this makes it ok. etc. when in fact the impact cannot be mitigaled
The trees and Lhe nests would be losL. Then the assessment contains significanl errors derived from what appears
to be cutbng and pasting frem a previous report Our clienl s not filled with confidence by this reporl and
considers thal Lhe Poplar trees should be retaned as they conlain nesls visible from Old Greenhills Road {one
does not need a 22m tall ladder o see them)

Tallaght Community Council's position is thal. if these lands are to be developed then they shouid be developed
properly and in line with SDCC CDP 2018-2022 and LAP planning policies The problem is that this scheme does not,
for the reason sel out above and in the rest of this report, comply wilh cntical planning policies as articulated in these
pians. The following planning policies and objeclives are not addressed.

Public open space 1s required but not provided in an accessible manner. Despile offering future residents large
areas of open space this is inaccessible {o the public and is not public open space. The scheme contributes
nothing to exisling proviston of open space in this area despite the epening up of The Priory protected slructure
iands lo development allows an opportunily to do so. The open characler of these lands as they adjoin Old
Greenhills Road and Greenills Road should be retained with a revised design of a lower density and scale and by
removing Block A and replacing it with a small local park.

Figure 39 Mixed use frontage (The Village) requires mixed use frontage and a hard edge only on the lower part of
Old Greenhills Road This does not apply and/or is not desired at the norlh end where it was anticipated that The
Priory protected structure would retain its open parkland characler. etc The Applicant scheme seeks a hard edge
al the upper end of Old Greenhills Road that would wholly alter the positve visual relationship between this
historic road and Lhe hisloric priory prolected structure grounds,

Objective VLS requires the Applicant lo ‘Facilitate green infrastructure along public streels”. Seclion 67 of the
Applicant Planning Report argues Lhat this is achieved by cutting down all the mature Poplar lrees thal currently
benefit the visual amenty of The Prioty protected struclure’s shared boundary with the Old Greenhills
Road/Greenhills Road and replacing them with young trees that are fewer in number and will lake decades Lo
grow to any reasonably large size comparable to the existing Poplars. The Applicant proposal is non-complianl
with the LAP's aim lo protecl existing trees.

Objective VL& requires the Applicant to: "Protecl and enhance setling of protected slructures and qualities of the
ACA” Our client does not consider this 4 and 5 storey scheme of commercial style buildings dropped into what are
currently park land style institutional tands to represent a scheme which protects and/or enhances the setting of
the protecled structure and qualities of the ACA

Objective VLB requires the Applicanl to “Protect the character and integrity of The Priory prolected struclure
inctuding ils parkland setting. and provide for greater public access and usage™ For the reasons given in Section
xx of this Planning Objection Report and due to the scale, siling, and design of the proposed development within
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these lands, our client does nol consider lhat the proposed development would protect the characler and
integrity of The Priory protected structure. including its parkland setting. The proposal does not provide for greater
public access and usage. The scheme sites ils open space far away from the site entrance and Lhe scheme design
would prevenl any public access to the open space. This is not the way Lo develop these lands if the aim is for
there to be public access and usage.

= Objective VL11 states that "Any proposals for the future significant development of The Priery prolected structure
or St Maelruan's shall be accompanied by a delaled conservation plan which will assess the impact of any
development and how it will contribute to the conservation of hislorically significant structures and landscape
elements”. Our clienl has reviewed lhe submitled Applicant report which assesses the likely impact of the
proposals on. inter alia. The Priory protecled slruclure. They are not satisfied that this repert offers the necessary
reassurances that this scheme would not negatively impact on The Priory prolecled structure and its associated
lands and on the ACA {see also Section 7.8 of this Planning Objection Report)

* Cencerns arise regarding Objectives VL8 and VLi1 thal lhe proposal constitutes unplanned, ad hoc. and
piecemeal overdevelopment of instilutional land and is premalture pending a masterplan for The Priory protected
structure lands.

The Applicant scheme presenls a reduced density which is welcomed. However. density (plot ratio, site coverage
elc) 1s only a quantiative measure of a development. it cannot determine the quality of a scheme and/or its
appropriateness to contexl. This is clearty the position of SDCC. and il has been emphasised in ils planning decisions

under planning applicalions reg. refs SD20A/0250 and SD21A/0139 for recenl proposals adjcining Old Greenhills
Road.

Tallaght Village. the ACA. Oid Greenhills Road, and The Priory are under sigrificant developmenl pressures arising
from various developers who are Lrying o maximise the quanium of floor area within therr sites. Il is clear that
developments in wider Tallaght where tall and very heavily scaled buildings have been permitted are influencing
how developers are proposing developments in this more sensitive area of Tallaght, There has been what could be
called an overdevelopment ‘creep’ as what is appropriate in one area of Tallaght is assumed o be the same in
another. The Applicanl’s Design Statement, Planning Report. Arborist Report, Landscape Reporl. Ecologist Report
and especially lhe Conservation Report {re-named AHIA for this application) each try lo apply a slandard
development approach to this site.

The current planning applicalion. while improving on Lhe refused planning application lo some degree, continues o
overdevelop the developable areas of the site. The blocks each present issues and revisions Lo the scheme are

needed. The Applicant team argues that these lands presenl nothing beyond slight obstacles Lo development when
this is not lrue

This site may well be the most sensitive site in Tallaght Village. Claims thal the 4 no 4 and 5 storey blocks will not

- Be contrary to the context presented by Lhe site and adjoining areas is made by the Design Statement The
Design Statement arises from the project architecl’s response to a brief which requires the scheme lo just tip
over the maximum allowable plot ratio with blocks that remain at odds with the site conlext and with local
planning policy The project architect chooses not to raise any concerns because they are merely responding to
the developer's brief. This scheme is not architecture-led.

Be contrary to tocal planning policy is made by the submitled Planning Reporl, bul the proposal continues to
present planning issues over which SDCC refused the last planning application. and which are contrary to local
planning policy The Planning Report diligenily argues in favour of the scheme bul is forced to try to play down
problem afler problem. This is because the scheme s not plan-led.

Cause negative visual impacts on The Priory, Old Greenhills Road and SL Basil's are made withoul any
pholomontages provided of the scheme as it would be viewed north and south along Old Greenhills Road and
without any Landscape Visual Impact Assessment being carried oul which may have altered the design process
The scheme is not context-led.

- Cause negative impaclts on the setling of The Priory are based on a report which includes approx. 15 pages of
analysis of which most I1s a sl of changes made from the previously refused application. There is littie to show
the new scheme is conservation-led.

- Cause lhe loss of locally significant trees are based on an Arborist Report which continues to accept the loss of
the 23 x 22m tall Lombardy Poplar trees despile accepting that these are in a *fair” condition and offer mature
screening of the site along the eastern boundary. etc. The proposal is not Arborist-led ~ the Arborist has been
told what to do,

- Cause the loss of bird and bat nests in trees to be removed. The Ecologist s report accepls the lrees are o be
removed by accepting the Arborist's own acceplance that the trees musl be removed to facilitale this scheme
Neither the Ecologisl nor Arborist decided that any trees should be removed The loss of nesls is collateral
damage not recommended by eilher. The scheme is not ecology-led.

The scheme 15 developer-led and the design team have tried faithfully 1o argue that clear negative impacts are not
negalives al all This 15 underslandable Everyone has a job lo do The problem is that our client represents local
people and local businesses. They need the scheme to be context-ted, they need the architecture to respond Lo the
context, they ned the Design Stalement. Planning Report, Conservalion Statement. the Arborist Report and the
Ecologist Report to sel out a scheme Tor Lhis sile which offers a fair compromise belween protecting the area and
allowing development. This has nol yet been achieved These reports all continue to read as though only the
Applicant team knows the sile and Lhe area when this is nol the case.
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The Applicant’s heavily congested. dense. tall and over-scaled nursing scheme is not yet a grantable scheme for this
site Our client submits thal the Applicant has had their opportunity to substantally reduce the scale of this scheme
and chose not to reduce the scale in a manner that Tallaght Community Council can find acceptable. The time has
come lo require significant changes to this scheme and to reach a farr compromise Lhat benefits the area.

There is a need for any proposed scheme's density. scale, height. length of blocks. bulk and massing to represent a
fair balance between the righl of lhe Applicant 1o develop their site and the rights of those representing this area to
expect their Tallaght Village and The Priory lands to be protected and/or improved by any new development. Qur
client does not think a far balance is achieved here (or any balance at all). They consider that a scheme for this site at
a lower densily {an LAP compliant 075 plol ratio). lower heighl. less scale, less massing, less overbearing, less
overshadowing. less noise, etc. would betler respect the site. the area, and the rights of the existing community

That nursing home development is permissible on a site does not mean nursing home development of any scale:
without any constraints.

The 'VC' zoring of this site provides for development that should “prolect, improve and provide for the future
development” of Tallaght Village This scheme does not achieve this. It is our client’s position that any development
on this scheme must respect the site’s zoning and not treat the property as a de facto “greenfield site” without
any development constraints. The submitted scheme's density, scale, height, length of blocks, bulk, and massing
- for this entire scheme - are clearly not compliant with the zoning of the site.

Whal musl be kept in mind 1s thal what is proposed is not a critical piece of nationally required infrastructure or a
single building of world class archilectural design. What is proposed is simply an over-scaled and over-ambilious
nursing home scheme. This scheme seeks to maximise densily, scale. height. and massing across the scheme in our
client's opinion, the proposed compromises regarding negative impacts of the scheme on the adjoining area

required in respect of developing this entire scheme at the bulky heights and scales proposed cannct be
tolerated.

As much as the applicant has soughl to argue that the compromises necessary would be outweighed by the provision
of the subject development, this Planning Objection Report illustrates why this is not the case This proposal as it
comes before SDCC on the subject site would, in our client’s opinion, give rise to residual environmental effects of
such significance in respect of their adverse impact that they cannot be reconciled with the need for the
proposed development.

What appears key. in the consideration of this proposal. is thal once again the application before SDCC 1s the
culminatton of a process where lhe consideralicn of the impacls on the receiving environment have been second to
the Applicanl's own requirements and plans. particularly in respecl of negative impacts on Old Greenhills Road
Greenhills Road. on The Priory and its lands. and the negative impacts on the Archileclural Conservalion Area

The suitability of the site in principle and the ability of the receiving environment to absorb the proposed
buildings are two very different considerations and this, in our client's opinion, is where the needs of the Applicant
and the concerns of Tallaght Community Council diverge

Where such divergence in vision exists and a large development proposal is made Irrespective of its clear and
apparent divergence from Lhe established pattern and characler of and area and its abrupt differences in height
relalive Lo adjoining areas. there is a need o identify appropriate assessmenl criteria by which to judge the proposal

The critical development framewaork for this area, as noted above is the $DCC CDP 2016-2022 and the Taliaght Town
Centre LAP. It is our clienl s posilion that the Applicant scheme is non-complant with bolh of these plans The exient
of non-compliance. especially on plot ratio with the LAP is excessive We note that the LAP was adopled long afler
the Building Height Guidelines introduced and is fully up to date That the Applicant seeks to rely on the SPPR 3 of

the 'Urban Development and Building Heights Guidelines' {2018) and to by-pass the LAP despite the LAP being
adopted in 2020 confirms that this scheme Is poorly considersd and planning non-compliant,

To any cobjective independent observer sesing even the limitad photomontage view from the front of St. Basil's
toward the scheme (even without views south and north along Otd Greenhills Road showing the scheme), it would
be clear that the Applicant scheme is too tall, too dense, too congested, too close to Old Greenhills Road and The
Priory, that the open character of these lands would be lost and that there is no recreational benefit provided by
this scheme to this area.

The bottom line is that this scherme shows insufficient respect. Insufficient respect for planning policies. Insufficient
respect for eslablished development paramelers in Ihis area (densities. buitding heights. setbacks from boundaries
elc} No respect for adjoining and surrounding properties. Insufficient respect for The Priory And. based on the BPS
review of the pre-ptanning process. it is nol clear that the submitied scheme shows much respect for SDCC's or
feedback regarding the need Lo revise the scheme Lo an appropriate scale ele

The proposed development would significantly and adversely aller the visual environment by the provision of visually

prominent and visually dominant structures A very significant and adverse visual change would occur within and
outside the environs of the site
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Our client considers that the visual and other impacls of this scheme could be mitigated by reducing the scale and
heights of the proposed blecks and selting back the blocks from Old Greenhills Road. but re-design is also required in

order to reduce the sigmificant and negative impacts that the proposed development as currently designed would
have on The Priory.

Regarding proposed car parking provision. The Priory protected struclure lands are nol especially well connected 1o
public transporl. They are served only by bus and the walking distances Lo services are considerable. It is not clear
that this site could be primarily served by public transport. walking, or cycling as is claimed by Ihe Applicant. This is
concerning regarding the extremely low parking provision provided. 30 spaces are not sufficient to aveid parking
overflow into the Old Greenhills Road Main Streel. Main Rd and Bancroft and fly parking wilhin and oulside the
scheme

Our client has a range of other concerns with respect to this project. its construclion and operation These are sel out
in Section 7.11 of this Planning Objection Report

Cumulatively, the negative impacts of the proposed development on the environment of the site and the
surrounding area are such that this scheme cannot be granted in its current form. The Applicant scheme is non-
compliant with the LAP. This scheme's blocks are too tall and too close to the site’s eastern and southern
boundaries and it fails to retain the open character of these lands.

Performance-based planning risk assessment conclusions

In this era of ‘performance-based’ standards in respect of the assessment of a proposed schemes siting. density
scale height. massing bulk, length of elevations and car parking. it is necessary lo carry oul a planning risk
assessment in light of the likely performance of this scheme  BPS has carried out Lhis assessment by assessing the
scheme considering its locational and planning conlext. The conclusions of Lhis exercise are

There is a substantial planning risk thal this scheme's proposed densily, which is nen-compliant with the Tallaght
Town Centre LAP 2020, would be incompatible with the established charactler and patlern of development of
adjoining areas which are of a substantially lower density The abrupt increase in densily has resulted in equally
abrupt increases in scale. height. length of elevations. bulk. and massing of the proposed blocks

There is a substantial planning risk thal this planning application proposes the excessive overdevelopment and
over-scaling of a sile suilable lo accommodale only 3 and 4 storey buldings al a lower scale and height and
selback further from the eastern and southern site boundaries

There is a substantial planning risk that this planning application proposes the excessive overdevelopment and
over-scaling of the sile that would significantly. negatively, and permanently impact on the visual amenities and
visual environment of areas adjoining this site. especially on the Oid Greenhills Road and Greenhills Road arising
from the extremely close siting of the blocks to the shared eastern boundary and the removal of existing malture
screening Poplar trees.

There is a substantial planning risk thal this planning application will create a congested residential scheme thal
fails 10 retain the open character of these institutional lands which is contrary 1o SDCC CDP 2016-2022 and LAP
2020 planning pelicies with respecl to the proper development of institutional lands. The congested nature of the
scheme will make il inward and not outward locking crealing a private and nol a public environment,

There is a significant planning risk that the proposed development will cause substantial and negative impacts
on lhe setting of and the attendant grounds and curtilage of The Priory’s protected struciures.

There is also a significant planning risk that the proposal constitutes unplanned. ad hoc. and piecemeal
overdevelopment of institutional land and be premalure pending a masterplan for The Priory prolected structure

lands. The removai of a seclion of The Priory's historic wall would sel a poor precedent for the proliferation of such
entrances.

There is also a significant planning risk that the proposed development will cause substantial and negative
impacts on St. Basil's protected structure.

There is a significant planning risk that the proposed development will cause substantial and negative impacts
on the Architectural Conservation Area.

There is a significant planning risk Lhal Lhe heighl. scale. massing, and bulk of the proposed blocks will cause
subslantial and negative visual and visual overbearing impacts on surrounding properlies and roads.

When the CGl images are viewed objeclively and other viewpoints into the scheme are included. there is a
substantial planning risk thal the adjoining and surrounding areas will experience a substanlial negalive and
permanenl reduction in their existing visual amenities.

Significant adverse impact and substantlal risk arises regarding the proposed insufficient car parking spaces
provided while reducing on slreet car parking. This could have a significant adverse impact on adjoining roads
arising from overflow parking from scheme residents, slaff, and scheme visilors' cars The scheme could also
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experience internal fly parking issues arising from insufficient car parking within a site localed 2km from any
quality public transporl corrdor

Our client submits that following their assessment, the Applicant planning application represents too high a risk
of causing significant and negative impacts on the surrounding area for SDCC to consider granting planning
permission for this scheme as submitted. A nursing home can be developed on this site, just not in in the manner
sat out in this planning application.

9.0 Recommendation

Il'is recommended that. for the reasons set oul above that this planning application be refused for the reasons set out
in Section g1 below

However, f SDCC considers thal Further Information should be requested, then Seclion 92 below sets oul the
recommendations of SDCC regarding how the scheme needs to be revised

Hoth options would provide for the scheme Lo be reduced in density, height. scale massing. length of elevations, elc
and for car parking spaces lo be increased such that it more appropriately responds Lo the environs of the site.

a1 Recommended reasons for refusal
This planning applicalion should be refused for the reasons set oul below

1 The proposed development, by reason of the excessive density, plot ratio. scale, height and length of elevations
proposed as well as the poor design. would fal Lo inlegrate and respond Lo the site. surrounding contexl, The
Priory Prolected Structure and the Archilectural Conservation Area. and would result in an incongruous feature
that would significantly detracl from the visual amenity and character of the area Thus. the proposed
development would contravene the Taltaght Town Cenlre LAP (2020-2026). the South Dublin County
Development Plan (2036-2022). the VC zoning objective which seeks ‘Ta protect. improve and provide for the
future devetopment of Village Centres’ and the proper planning and sustainable development of the area The
proposed development, by virlue of iIts scale and layout. would represent overdevelopment of the site and would
result in piecemeal developmenl which would be oul of keeping with the character and patiern of development in
the area It would also resull in an cverbearing form of development which would be injurious lo adjoining
amenities and would fail to respect lhe established pattern of developmenl in lhe area. The proposed
development would therefore be contrary to Section 1132 of the South Dublin Counly Development Plan 2016~
2022 which relates to residential consolidation and would materially conlravene the 'VC' zoning objective. as set
oul in the South Dublin County Development Plan 20-16-2022, which seeks To protect, improve and provide for
the future development of village centres

2. The proposed developmenl, by reason of ils siting. layout. height, design. scale. length of elevalions and limited
separalion distances to sile boundaries. would resull in a loss of light and oullook lo adjoining areas and cause
visual oblrusion and overbearing impacls and. as such. constitule an un-neighbourly form of development
resulling in a material loss of adjoining amenity. The proposed development would therefore be conlrary to the
sites 'VC' zorung. to s 512 ‘Urban Centres (UC) Policy 3 Village Centres’ HB Chbjective 3. Public Open Space
Housing Policy 12 & H12 Objectives 1 & 2, Objective UF4, Objective UF4 of the South Dublin County Development
Plan 2016-2022 and S 34 LAP Objectives For The Village'. Section 26 ‘Intensity of Developmenl’, Section 262
‘Height And Buill Form' of the Tallaght Town Centre Local Area Plan 2020 The development as propased fails lo
incorporale design and layout elements which could help to absorb and mitigate the high landmark elements
envisaged for this site. thereby militating against the successful integration of what are landmark high buildings
The development as proposed would. therefore. adversely impact on the amenity of Lhe local area. the skylines
enjoyed by adjoining areas. the setting of the protected structures and adjoining properties. As such, the proposal
would militale against the successful achievement of the objeclives for the site as outlined in the County

Development Plan and would therefore, be contrary (o the proper planning and sustainable development of the
area.

3. The proposed developmenl when viewed cumulatively, by reason of their height, design. scale, bulk and massing
located beside a sensiive property - The Priory - conlaining protecled struclures and being located adjoining 1
and 2 slorey buildings would comprise a dominant and visually incongruous scheme which would have a
profound negalive effect on the appearance and visual amenity of Lhe local and wider area. The development as
proposed would be inconsistent with and would adversely impact on the extsing scale and established character
of the local area and the existing scale and established characler of this area. The proposed development
contravenes this the Tallaght Town Cenlre Local Area Plan 2016-2022 having regard (o the adverse visual impact
which would arise in respect of The Priory and the Architectural Conservational Area. impacts on adjoining roads
and properties in the vicinity and the failure to comply wilh institutional objeclives for these lands that requires
lhat they retain their open character. Furthermore, the proposal of itsell would have an adversely overbearing
visual impact on neighbouring properties in the vicinity of the site. The proposed development would therefare be
contrary Lo the proper planrung and sustainable development of the area.

4 The scheme fails to address the overall visual impact of lhe scale and height thal the proposed development will
have within this prominent location and in such close proximity to Tallaght Architectural Conservation Area (ACA)
and a significanl Prolecled Struciure Site “The Priory’. Concerns remain in that the character of the ACA will be
significantly affecled by the proposed blacks as the new build will completely dominate the sile which is hughly
visible on approach from Oid Greenhills Road. Greenhills Road and The Priory Demesne The consequences of the
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9.2

proposed development may result in a diminished qualty of character, which fails to address and adhere to
existing policies for new development within or in close proximily to an ACA in line with SDCC County
Development Plan (2016-2022} and the Tallaght Local Area Plan 2020 The proposal is contrary to the LAP's public
access to institutional lands policy which confirms how institutional lands should be consolidated while protecting
therr parkland settings. The proposal constitules unplanned ad hoc and piecemeal overdevelopment of
inslitutional land and is premalture pending a masterplan for The Priory protected structure tands.

5. It1s considered Lhat the proposed development, by reason of the manolithic nature of its design. and by reason of
its heght orienlation, scale. and massing on a constrained site would constitule significant overdevelopment of a
site of particular heritage sensitivity. The proposed development would. therefore, conflict with the provisions of
the developrment plan. would adversely impact on residential amenity, would provide a poor qualily of residential
amenity for fulure residents. would seriously injure the residenlial and other amenity of lhe area. The proposed
development would sel an undesirabte precedent for other similar developments. which would in themselves and
cumulatively be harmful to the residential amenities of the area and would be contrary to the proper planning and
sustainable development of the area

6 Having regard to the nature and design of Lhe proposed vehicular access. the Planning Autharily is not satisfied
that a new entrance should be constricted thal would remove part of the existing historic wall on Old Greenhills
Road The propesed development would set a poor precedent for proliferatton of entranceways. The existing
priory entrance road is adequate to serve this scheme. In the absence of an acceptable entrance the proposal 1s
conlraty to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area

7 Having regard to advice in the Sustainable Urban Housing Design Standards for New Apartments Guidelines and
the car parking standards in the South Dublin County Development Plan 2016 - 2022. the proposal would fail to
provide any adequate parking provision. would be sub-standard in lerms of car-parking provision and be likely to
lead to overspill car parking in the surrounding area. The proposed development would endanger public safety by

reason of a traffic hazard and would. therefore, be contrary 1o the proper planning and sustainable development
of the area

8 The applicant proposals lo manage parking spaces separale lo the scheme's apartments would represent a
haphazard and ill-considered approach o parking provision and management in this site and woutd provide a
poor level of amenity for future residential occupants. The proposed development would. therefore. be conlrary
to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area

g Ilis considered that. by reascn of the layout proposed. particularly the localion and design of the public open
space the proposed development would resull in a substandard form of development and would provide a poor
level of amenity for the area. The proposed development would. therefore be contrary to the proper planning
and sustainable development of the area.

10. The mature Poplar trees on the eastern boundary of this sile adjoining Old Greentills Road are a significant
ecological feature in the local landscape. and support a significant {ocal wildlife. The proposed developmenl, by
reason of its form and layout. would result in the loss or removal of a significanl number of mature trees from the
site. which would be corilrary it objectives sel out in the South Dublin County Devetopment Plan 2016-2022 and
the Tallaght Town Centre Local Area Plan 2020, and which would seriously injure the visual amenities of the site.
the area and property in its vicinity.

Revisions required in the event of a request for further information

In light of the above BPS noles that the following revisions 1o the scheme would be needed to address our client's
concerns

In respect of the siting. heighl, scale. length of elevations, bulk and massing of the scheme: As submitted, the scheme
would appear substanlially over-developed in this site. The scheme needs Lo be reduced in heighl. scale. lenglh of

elevations. bulk and massing and setback from al least the eastern boundary shared with Old Greenhills Road The
maximum heighl on this site should be 3 and 4 storeys The buildings need Lo be broken up as their length, butk and
massing is excessive The siling of the buildings needs te be revised (o prolect the Cld Greenhills Road.

The need for accessible public open space: The scheme continues 1o offer no publicly accessible gpen space The

Applicant needs lo replace Block A with a public park which can be used by the community ‘and by scheme residenls
This wouid inlegrate the scheme and the scheme entrance inla the community This may reduce lhe plot ratio to
under 11 but this is allowable under the LAP,

BPS notes how these are institutional lands and what our client is requesting is required under the Guidelines for
Planning Authorities on Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Argas DEHLG {2009). Section 420 of the
guidelines stales “In institutional lands and ‘windfall' sites which are often characterised by a large private or
institutional building set in substantial open lands and which in some cases may be accessible as an amenity to the
wider community. any proposals for higher density residential development must take into account the abjective
of retaining the “open character” of these lands” [emphasis added]

A pocket park visible to and accessible to the public from Old Greenhills Road offers an opportunily to relain Lhe open
nature of these lands as viewed from the Old Greenhills Road and o give something to the community to integrate
this scheme into the area
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BPS understands that the Applicant will be reluctant 1o do this; however, we nole how Seclion 510 (e} Institutional
Lands of the guidelines slates:

A considerable amount of developabile land in suburban locations is in institutional use and/or ownership. Such
lands are often characternised by large buildings set in substantial open lands which in some cases may offer a
necessary recreational or amenity open space epportunity required by the wider community, In the event that
planning authorities permit the development of such lands for residential purposes, it should then be an
objective to retain some of the open character of the lands ... recreational uses and urban form should be
considered in advance of development [emphasis added).

BPS can find no evidence in the submitied planning application thal the Applicant scheme proposes thal the open
spaces included in the design will be, or are designed to be. accessible lo the wider community

Specific recommendalions for siting of the blocks:

Blocks A C and the nursing home need {o be setback 15m from the Old Greenhills Road boundary of the site The
minimum selbacks are unacceplable at present.

Block 815 sited too close to The Priory boundary at one point.

Specific recommendations for reducing height and scale:

Block A: This block should be removed, and the area converled into a public pockel park accessible from Old
Greenhitls Road Failing this, the block should be revised to 3 and 4 storeys - with the 4th setback The entire block
should be stepped back 15m from the eastern site boundary to allow the Poplar lrees Lo be retained

Block B: The building ts loo massive at presenL. It is oo tall and its elevations too wide Ideally it needs Lo be broken
into two buildings. The block should be 4 storeys only which is acceplable adjoining the Retreat House

Block C: The block should be revised to 3 and 4 storeys - with the 4th setback. The entire block should be slepped
back 15m from lhe eastern site boundary to allow the Poplar trees to be retained

Nursing home: The nursing home's east wing needs 1o be setback 15m from the eastern boundary and reduced 1o 3
storeys lo slep down o thal boundary. The design of the nursing home which is excessively horizontal and massive
needs lo be reconsidered. The elevations are too long. It should comprise two buildings that better interact with the
adjoining open spaces :

Culling a hole in The Priory wall to creale a vehicular entrance:

This should be refused. If the Applicant is to achieve a "campus” style development as purperted in the AHIA and
other reports, then it must be a campus developmenl. This means a shared entrance with The Priory The Priory wall s
unbroken Lo the north of the existing entrance. and it should remain thal way The removal of the wall would have
negative conservation and visual impacls while also causing the loss of on-street car parking. elc.

Retain the 23 x 22m 1all Poplar trees:

These trees should be relained There is no justification for their removal They are in fair condition and are local
landmarks They provide mature screening of the site. The blocks need to be setbackism from the eastern boundary
lo create a protection zone for these trees.

Car parking:

The scheme’s parking provision is not acceptable as proposed. This is a massive development 2km from the Luas The
Applicant needs to offer actual evidence of a simitar scheme where parking demand is as low as claimed and not wail
lo see if there will be overflow parking into surrounding areas and fly parking and parking issues in the scheme This 1s
nol, after ali. a standard nursing home - it includes an entire bullding of apartments for older people who may want to
drive cars {the Applicant states that they will rise bikes so why would they not drive cars?). The parking provision
appears Lo our client to be short by 15 to 40 parking spaces. This is not justified by the Applicant's reports.

Ends/,

m
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