Our Case Number: ABP-317767-23

Bord
Pleanala

Linda O'Donnell
25 Chelmsford
Celbridge

Co. Kildare

Date: 29 September 2023

Re: Proposed construction of 39 residential units, widening of Pausdeen Bridge and all associated site
works.
Newtown/Ardclough Road, Newtown, Celbridge, Co: Kildare.

Dear Sir / Madam,

An Bord Pleanata has received your recent submission in relation to the above mentioned proposed
development and will take it into consideration in its determination of the matter.

Please be advised that there is no fee for making a submission in relation to an application received
under s.177AE of the Planning and Development Act, 2000, as amended. Accordingly, a refund for the
€20 that you have paid will issue under separate cover in due course.

Please note that the proposed development shall not be- carried out unless the Board has approved it
with or without medifications.

If you have any queries in relation to the matter please contact the undersigned officer of the Board at
laps@pleanala.ie

Please quote the above mentioned An Bord Pleanala reference number in any correspondence or

telephone contact with the Board.

Yours faithfully,
Eimear Reily

Executive Officer
Direct Line: 01-8737184

AAD2
Tell Tel (01) 858 5100
Glao Alticll LoCall 1800 275175
Facs Fax {01) 872 2684 64 Sraid Maoilbhride 64 Marlboraugh Street
Laithredn Gréasdin Website www.pleanala.le Baile Atha Cliath 1 Dublin 1

Riomhphost Emall hord@pleanala.ie Da1 venz2 Do1 vao2
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m odonnell

tom_odonnell_99@yahoo.com

ﬁ

From: Tom odonnell tom_odonnell_99@yahoo.com
Sent: Tue, 26 Sep 2023 10:54:30 +0000
To: celbridge. bw@printspots.com
5 Fw: Proposed construction of 39 residential units, widening of
Subject: Pausdeen...
AN BORD PLEAN
LDG- i
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android ABP-
27 SEP 2023
Forwarded message Fee: € 70-00 Type: DOART -,
From: "Tom odonnell" <tom_odonnell_89@yahoo.chbm>
To: "Tom odonnell" <tom_odonnell_99@yahoo.comfime: By: Ufk QO
Sent: Tue, 26 Sep 2023 at 9:07

Subject: Proposed construction of 39 residential units, widening of Pausdeen...
Proposed construction of 39 residential units, widening of Pausdeen Bridge and all associated site
works at Newtown/Ardclough Road, Newtown, Celbridge, Co. Kildare - Section 177AE of the
Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended)

Bord Pleanala Case reference: JP09.317767 Newtown/Ardclough Road,

I wish to make the follow observations to the above proposal put in by Kildare County Council .
Some if not all my observations are based on the non adherence to the core strategies included in
the documents listed below ,

Celbridge Local Area plan 2017-2023

Planning Act Amended 2020

Guidelines for Planning Authorities
Prepared by the Department of Housing. Local Government and Heritage . June 2022

Design

What part of a three story apartment block blends with existing single and two story houses on this
road . Kildare County Council are the only owners of a property more than two stories high on this
road. Regardless of where these apartments are located on a site this sets a precedent for multi-
storey dwellings.

Is this site in keeping with a sequential approach to the zoning of lands for new residential
development whereby lands spatially closest to the town core and public transport facilities are
prioritised as provided for in the Development Plans Guidelines (2007).?

Water

Connections for water and waste water

Report from an Uisce states

There are significant wastewater capacity constraints in this area , connections to waste water site
would be dependant on work that has a completion date for Q4 2024 and Q4 for 2025.

Is this work on schedule?

Heritage Environment
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Heritage is one of the core strategy in the Ceibridge LAP
Archeological Report

In the Design Statement under Archeology

The Archer report 2021 is quoted.

The geophysical report is mentioned and quoted from but there is no reference to the Archer
Report May 2022

This is quite misleading as this is the most recent and relevant and was completed after the
geophysical study .

This report states the negative archeological impact this development will have .

The Archer report May2022 states and I quote

“It is concluded that the recorded archaeological remains are of moderate-high significance. The
proposed development will comprise of the construction of residential houses and associated
services with associated soft and hard landscaping. Consequently, there will be significant

groundworks. The impact of these groundworks on the recorded archaeological remains at the

site will be direct, negative and ermanent.
7. RECOMMENDATIONS

The following reconimendations are offered to mitigate the effects of development on the
archaeglpgy.
1. It is recommended that should development proceed at this location, this should be preceded by

full archaeological excavation of the recorded archaeological features under licence to the DHLGH
2. Groundworks across the remainder of the site should be monitored by a suitably qualified
archeoligst

NOTE

: All conclusions and recommendations expressed in this report are subject to the approval of The
Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage (DHLGH) and the relevant local
authorities. As the statutory body responsible for the protection of Ireland’s archaeological and
cultural heritage resource, the DHLGH

may issug alternative or additional recommendations,

What is the response from the DHLGH?

Celbridge LAP states under the heading

Archeology and Heritage _

‘The Council will consult with the Department of Arts, Heritage, Regional, Rural and Gaeltacht
Affairs and other statutory consultees when considering applications for planning permission.
The response from this department is not included in the submitted documents.?

I have contacted the office of Catherine Martin minister for the above to seek further information,

Connectivity

Nearest school 1.9 kilometres as per maps

Nearest shop 1.9 kilometres

No public transport link to the village no plan for one

Adaptability

Stated in the Design plan ,homes are designed to be adaptable for families to elderly to
special needs as people needs change .

This location will provide total isolation for anyone who doesn’t drive or has reduced
mobility due to age or disability as there is no public bus service , '

A distance of two kilometre both ways to the village to access a shop ,post office a
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church schemist or general practitioner on foot:is. bardly a. realistic distance.

Theroad hasa smgle path already overwhelmed before mobility scooter or wheelehalrs is
added :

Closest girl school is 1.9 kxlometers

a journey of 7.6 kilometres for a parent 3.8 for the child.

Boys school or mtegrated school is 2.5 kilometres

This site is in opposition to the Local Area plan for Celbridge to encourage cycling walking
versus car

Toclusivity

No inclusitivty as this development js 100% social housing thh no prowsmn made for social
and private integration , The second publtc Ilousmg initiative in the Simmonstown /
_Ardclough area thh no mtegratlon .

RoadSafeg o ' o '
Bruton report on road safety conﬁnes ltselfto entry and exmng the preposed SIte beyond
this very little consideration is given in relation to the bxgger p:cture of road safety or: usage

They used a trafﬁc aceldent report thnt covers up to 2016 -currently 7 years out of date

Celbndge LAP RDOI 5
“To focusthe' ‘majority of new housing in Celbndge within: waikmcr or cyclmg dlstance of a school
cIuster the town centre nelghbourhood centre or transport routes.” :

As'a road user this is the reality

Under the scction Adaptability T have already stated the distances primary school children
would have to travel to getto and from school.

_Smgle footpath is:all that Is avallable for footfa]l bicy cles buggles and prams and mobility
scooters.

Road is not sultable for chlldren to cycle to. school .

Subsequently children that doare using the smgle footpath for cyclmg ~ .
Single footpath does not allow for walkmg facing: oncoming traffic . This proposal goes
against our Hse guidelines on safety for our children on the roads. . . . o

Parents w1ll'-be left w1th no choice but to drive chlldren to school .

tpath is not on the side of the estate and’ currently the need for three dlfferent
erossmg ls proposed by the Bruton report to get pedestnan traff’ ic to the estate.

Planning was ’rgfu_se'jtl'by-An _Bofleleﬁﬁal'ajon the proposal 'r_é'f no;18i1081,now' Hill Rock on
road safety issues..

“Thie basis for the refusal of permission issued by the Planning Authority. relates to the impact that
the additional vehicular and pedestrian traffic generated by the dev eloprment would have on a
narrow road with ifiadequaté footpaths connecting the development to Celbridge and would be
such as to endanger public safety by reason of the creation of a traffic hazard.

This refusal was overturned on the grounds of the objective stated in the LAP for Celbridge
2018

MTO3.14:¢ '

IImprove and w1den Newtown Road as part of the. development of KDA 5.

This LAP was"_pobh'_shedsmz_(}ls I _a_l'n ijl__\_vo_tt_i_;_ig_ fmﬁtherﬁ_infomgﬁon_. from-;K.i'.lda“re- eoco to"see.
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how much this objcctive has moved to the Planning stage or does it continue to be af the
vision stage .

It was already stated by An Bord Pleanala
The land needed to do this is not in the control of the local authority and therefore will be
complicated by third party ownership.

We now have a second development of houses buf no advancement or upgrade of the road .
Celbridge LAP states : '

The phasing of housing developments is to allow for infrastructure to meet the demand .
Taking inte account both developments owned by Kildare County Council this will put an
extra 187 cars on this road (based on their own figures)

It has already been stated by An Bord Pleanala that the previous development was
premature to the road works.

Environmental

Inland Fisheries report not submitted in the proposal .

Widening of the bridge and culverting of the Pausdeen stream a tributary of the Liffey as part of
the proposal how will this impact on salmon and trout stocks 7

According to inland fishery report on the planning proposal ref no 20/1369 referring to the Toni
river.

A submission by Inland Fisheries Ireland (IFT) makes the following observations:

* The River Liffey and tributaries are exceptional in supporting Atlantic Salmon (listed under
Annex Il and V of the Habitats Directive) and resident Brown Trout. The Liffey also supports
Freshwater Crayfish and Lamprey (listed under Annex 11 of the Habitats Directive). This
highlights the sensitivity of the catchment and IFI is opposed to any development on floodplain
lands.

For this development has Kildare Co co followed up with the IFI for a response.

Bridges on watercourses are the responsibility of the OPW

Work on these is subject to the approval of the Office of Public Works, in accordance with
Section 50 of the Arterial Drainage

Act 1945 and the Planning System and Flood Risk

Management Guidelines, DEHLG, (2009).

These applications will be made to the

Office of Public Works by the developer post receipt of planning permission.

Approval shall be obtained prior to commencement of the works

In relation to this development which comes first the site or the bridge and stream work.

Planning permission has already been granted at this stage do you end up with development of the
site commenced before there is agreement over the bridge

and culverting of the stream . The culverting of the stream has received little nention in ecology or
flooding reports.

Environmental report deemed not needed despite

Impact on

Heritage

Transport

Is this in keeping with our commitment to European Standards ?

FLOODING
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SUDS.

Best practice is to keep surface water on the surface and deal wnh it there espemally in ﬂood plam
areas and environmentally vulnerable aréas .
_Good practice with attenuation and slow conveva.nce tvne St_:_DS is-to use ‘soft engineered'

surface features rather than undersround storase and to alion the conve_ ance train with:
exceedence flood.

'Tanklng ls Qrogosed on this site.

Observatu)t_l_
-Pos' oning i f the tank on the aps are verv near the ﬂood nlam

ano tanks’ Wthh are shown to cause’ polluuon of watercourses and
nsk of flooding from'mr echamcal fmlure

Accordmg. o SFRA and I qu _ ' '

In some exceptmnal cases lt may not be feasnble to use the above devxces at the dtscretlon of

ach eve the requxred water quahty le :
conszd’ered as a last resort wh greif can be simwn that SuDS measures-are not.ach tevabfe
Thls isa onﬂlct of mterest where Kildare coco are askmg for and gl___mg themselves

_Thls site. cannot be: manaued under Suds and resorts to attemxatwn tankmg and petrol
mterceptors

‘The us¢ of the hydrobrake to control run. off Water in the presence of a high water table and
unpermeable soil

goes against the recommendanon of the SFRA

“Sumlarly flood: defences should be 1gnored in determlmng flood zones as defended areas still
carty 4 resxdual risk’ of flooding from ovettopping, failure of the defencesand detenorauon due to
lack of maintenance, *

Observation

Posmomng af the tank on the maps: fmw near the ﬂood plam Isit.

Treepits why is the there a need to use extia storage storage capacity under them , -and where
does éxcess water end up is this aflocated into run off rates. Is this part af good snds
management

J ustrficatmn test

Step 1 .

This land was rezoned by Kildare County Council

Did. Klldare Count} Council own this Iand when it was rezoned for housing .

Step one of the Jusnﬁcatlon test was already decided if you own the land and also have the
authority to decide i’s use .

‘Where local authorities own land and apply for permission to build,the same restrictions
should be applied as to the general public.

Historic flooding incidents that have been presented ate incomplete and inaccurate for this area.
SFRA for Celbridge are based on CFRAM as the most suitable for Celbridge area? These are
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based on predictive data only and prereceded by lengthy disclaimers from both state and private
compariies.

Also stated in SFRA

Flood zones are designated without the inclusion of climate change factors. The flood zones only
account for inland and coastal flooding. They should not be used to suggest that any areas are free
from flood risk as they do not account for potential flooding from pluvial and groundwater
flooding. Similarly flood defences should be ignored in determining flood zoiics as defended areas
still carry a residual risk of flooding from overtopping, failure of the defences and deterioration
due to Jack of maintenance. '

This site was described by Archer to have water logged ditches .Further considerations for the
above when applied are not used to rezone but used only to apply considerations, Therefore from
the outset areas are incorrectly zoned and assessed for suitability for development.

How many occasions has Kildare County Council rezoned based on further consideration without
third party involvement,

What is the additional cost of site preparedness due to its proximity to a flood zone .archeology
constraints ,ecology constraints around building time frames is this value for money for the tax
payer to build 39 houses 2,

Linda ODonnell

25 Chelmsford

Celbridge

Co Kildare

Sent from my iPad

fmﬁﬂ 93\@%”
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Planning Observation Submissions to An Bord Pleanala
Executive Summary . ... .

On 30+ of August, residerits of Chelmsford metin conjunction with the residents committee to review the
planning notice fromKCC Proposed construction of 39 resu:iential umts wrdemng of Pausdeen
Bndge and all associated site- works at. NewtownlArdclough Road Newtown, Ce[brldge Co.
.K|Idare Sect:on 177AE of the Plannlng and Deveiopment Act 2000 (as amended) There are 38

. observatlon to An Bord Pleanala

‘See Appendsx i Llst of Attendees

_There are ge' ume concerns from the ma;orlty of resrdents and below are. the hlgh levelissuesin 6 mam areas.

Fioodmg

Road Safety and Pausdeen Brldge W:demng
Archaeo!oglca[

_ ermission

“Infrastructure

E&"élogical

-'"fv' B o

AH of the areas ahove have an effect on the guldelines issued when subritting 6bservations to An Bord.
Pleanala'as shown below :

L 'The |mpl1cat|ons of the proposed developnient for § proper planning and sustainable development
in‘the area concerned

2. Thelikely effects on the: environment of the proposed developgment,

3. Thelikely significant effects of the proposed development on.the European Site if carned out.

a. Flooding
Observations:

Insurance Many residents of Chelmsford estate. cannot get flood insurance, so how will the new 39 residential
units getthis cntlcal insurance? Wha pays for any future flood everit?

MRFS: Tobin Consultants choseto usé the MediUm-_R_is_k Futuré Scenario instead of the High Risk Future
Scenario in a flood plain'which: doesn't seem realistic.

'CFRAM: Identifies the wider area as a flood 2one with part of the site actually in the fiood zone

Historical Flooding: Local Residents bélieve that Tobin Consu_lta_nt_s view that the most recent eventin the area
in 1954 is inaccurate and flooding océurred th 1993, 1998 and 2000

Ground Flooding: Residents believe that Tobins view that the site will not flood due to groundwater may be
‘inaccurate Wit_h. evidence to shiow the site saturated. This afso throws into question the location of the SuDs
and theireffectiveness.

PFRA: Tobin report highlights the-OPW Preliminary Flood Assessment {PFRA} and clearly state themselves that
there is flooding in the southwest corner of the site.

Outdated Maps: Chelmsford Manor does not appear on any of Tobins utilised maps
Very little tolerance: The predicted high water lével of the site at 09LIFF02820 arid 0.1% AEP is 52.95m.

However evidence shows water further into the site. The Topographical survey 1nd|cates a Northwestern Fali
with levels varying from 53.80 to 53:0m OD atthe Northweastern Edge. Are we'to assume therefore that it was



the illegal dumping which has helped to raise the site? Also 5¢m clearance from a rnap without empirical
current site data is hardly reassuring as good tolerance to flooding.

Sequential Approach to flooding: The sequential approach to flooding outlined by Tobin in section 3 clearly
states the number 1 objective is to “Avoid - preferably choose lower risk flood zones for new developments”,
The residents believe the site is not low risk. That is obvious to all locals who can't get flood insurance in the
area. Tobin believes the site to be in Flood Zone €, without additional local knowledge it seems, Tobin also
deem the development appropriate for the Highly Vulnerable category and eriticaily state that ho further
assessment is required. The residents feel additional assessment is required,

Froposed Site
Location

b. Road Safety and Widening of Pausdeen Bridge

Observations

Remedial Works: Pedestrian crossings have been recommended for Chelmsford without consultation,
Outdated Infarmation: The consultant maps-do not show Chelmsford Manar and are out of date,

Road Traffic Collisions Data: Bruton consultants are using outdated road safety information from 2016.

Selective Approach: Bruton consultants only reviewed the road tothe south of the site and no further than
Pausdeen bridge.

Road Traffic Collision Actual: There have been serious injury collisions within 300m of the sife that have been
omitted by Bruton since 2018,

Bus Stops: Children in Chelmsford, Chelmsford Manor, the New Council Estate and the proposed riew-Council
Estate (site) use private bus transfer to primary and secondary school, There are no dedicated safe places for
the bus to stop,

Previous Refusal of Planning for Hill Rock Housing Estate: An Bord Pleanala rejected pianning permission for a
new estate 200m west of Chelmsford based on road safety concerns which was overturned in 2018.3nd the
estate was subsequently purchased in fuli by KCC. An Bord Pleanala were correct and the serious accidents on



the road since 2018 have been overlooked by | KCC in order:to rush: through a'second development to suit their
needs whilé the risk of futther accidents: grow. An Bord Pleanalaneeds:to stickto its- guns here again. Flanning
was refused:by.-An Bord Pleanala.onthe preposal refno.184087 now Hill Rockon road-safety issues:. “The hasis
for the refusal of | permission xssued by the Planning Authority relates:to the impact.that the additional
vehiclitar and pédéstrian traffic generated by the development would heve on anarrow road with inadequate
footpaths connectmg the. development to Ce!bndge and would be'such as: to endanger’ pubhc safety by-reasan
of the craation of a traffichazard. This refusal was overturned on-the grounds of the abjective stated in-the
LAP for Celbridge

[+ Archaeologscal

Key Point by Archer' The impact.of these groundworks on the recorded archagological remains at the site will
be direr:t negatlv nd permanent - : o . y

Excevatlon Archer recommended that should development proceed at th:s locatlon'thls shou!d he preceded
by 3 full archaeologfcai ex_ tron of the recorded archasological features under Ticence to the DHLGH

Momtonng Archer recommended that :
'Groundworks ‘across the remamder of ‘the s[te should -be monitored by a suitably gualified archadologls
A N .

d. Land Permission:

Che!msford Works The remedial works to the.front of Chelmsfor_d which Includes widening of the bridge
reguires permlssmn from the land owner: It was assumed that the freehold belonged to KCC buit -according to
Folio imaps title rests with others, ThIS was' unknown unti verv_'recentry by the residents and is shockmg A
letter froman adjacent property glves permission for the hndge w1demng but no:such approach or letter has
been seen by the residents of Chelmsford for the destructuon ‘of part of its freehold. The residants wil] be
taking urgerit.action on this.

e, lnfrastmcture.

Traffic Concerns:; The new site-will bring addmonal road traff ice There is no srgn of the addltaonal new bndge
for Celbridge: The new site has provision for future vehicular access to a new recreational park. There Is no
sign-of parking for such'a facility.

Road Width: There isino sign'of a traffic study and the road width is an-issue towards the village..

Play Area: Thereis no playground inthe recently purchased couincil estate orinthe proposed new site. Where
afethése: chlldren e:_(pec d'to play? Surely the council doesn’t; expect the children to play down by the river
given the prox:mlty of less than 40m anda gate for access fo the Tiver is proposed.

Burldmg Height: There are no prwate three story bundlngs m the area and these three story burldlngs proposed.
by the council:aie:in an area.of scenic beauty e

f. Ecological:

Fishing and Habitat: The Pausdeen waterway is deemed tobea spawnmg ground and there Is no mention of
the damage the bridge works will do to the ecosystem; There was no mention of a fisheries study.

| submit this Summary and agree with my fellow concérned residents on the observations raised

Name . in : . URTrEREE g

Address

Signed: .......... : :



Areas of Concern for the Residents of Chelmsford

On 30~ of August 15 residents of Chelmsford met in conjunction with the residents committee to review the
planning notice from KCC Proposed construction of 39 residential units, widening of Pausdeen
Bridge and all assaciated site works at Newtown/Ardclough Road, Newtown, Celbridge, Co.
Kildare - Section 177AE of the Planniing and Development Act 2000 {as amended). There are 38
houses in Chelmsford and there are genuine concerns being raised by the majority of residents.

1 Flooding:
Residents are concerned about the risk of flooding on the proposed site.

Many residents of Chelmsford cannot get flood insurance including those that are musch further away from any
Preliminary Flood Risk Area (PFRA) or Catchment Flood Risk Assessment Management {CFRAM) risk area than
the propased site i.e. >40m. What mapping Systems are being used by the insurers and what clalms have been
recorded? Why do they know more than Tobins report?

Flood risk cover is-an issue for the residents of Chelmsford as discussed below from the newest resident to the
area and an expert in the field,

“As the newest residents to Chelmsford, we had to purchase our home with a flood exclusion clause, and
therefore in the event of a flood alf damage to our property will not be covered by our home insurance
provider.

tam an Actuary working within the wider insurance industry in treland, and therefore | spoke with many home
insurance professionals across actuarial, claims and underwriting about the flaod risk in Chelmsford. The
cenclusion was that bosed on the GIS data, coupled with flood risks and daims within o Skin radius, that
properties in Chelmsford falt into their highest category-of risk, Therefore, under no circumstances could they
offer us hame insurance with fload coverincluded. There vias no option for an additional oading to the
premium ~ they were not willing to accept the risk for any premium. | contacted all the mainstream insurance
providers, as well as specialists in ‘difficult to obtain’ insurance and no company would-accept the risk.

There are current residents who have flood insurance as thelr policies renew on an annual basis. if a policy hod
flood cover included at inception, thena Jfiood exclusion clause cannot be triggered.on renewal. However, the
impact of this is that these résidents are tied to their current home insurarice provider and cannot move
provider for a more competitive price withotit losing their flood cover.

Similarly, any residents fooking to self their home, for example those looking to downsize to a smafler property,
will have issues with selling their property as no purchaser will be able to obtain flood insurance on the
property on a new business basis. There is no option to ‘pass on’ the current cover with flood included when the
home is being sold, instead the flood risk exclusion will be triggered for the new purchosers. Any property being
mortgaged by a bank will need special sign off from the mortgayge provider to drawdown without flood cover.,

The below image wos taken.from the [following dacument:

btipsy/fkildarecoco.in/A HiServices/Planning/Localdreg Plans/Locald reaPlans/CelbridgelocalareaPian2017
2023/5FRA %20Finul pdf

! have circled Chelmsford in green. The properties in the proposed site will not be able to obtain home insurance
with flood coverincluded,”
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the Mid: Range Future cenano (MRFS) and the High- End Future Scenar:o (HEFS) The consultant chose'touse
the MRFS as the hkety future scenario without having empirical data garished:-from the site diractly located in
a flood plam Why"

We alsc note from sectmn 15 highhghts that SuDS ate to be utilised and that appllcatlons to build new
culverts or extend bndges must get approval from the OPW bef_o' ' work commentes. However the epprovai s
Fmii: asbee '  granted themselves perm:ssron The OPW-are
under the: spothght in. September 2023 Celbrrdge over the CastEetown house Fiasco. OPW. weré attempting -
to'push through changes at liberty: untif mass: pre sts: broug clanty to the sltuat:on Givén the rnformatlon
that surfaced we' implore An Bord Pleanala to examine carefully the correspondence between KCC and the
OPW ir th:s new development. S

The extract belew from Page 7 of Tob:ns Report regarcllng CFRAM mentrons ﬂoodmg on. the S|te

.Asmall port:on of the western area i the s:te has'bee' ‘ entn‘led ag bemg !uable to ﬂood mg from

the 1:10year(10%) Annual Exceedance Probabillty (AEP) ﬂuwal flood event. Thelands adjacent
the siteto the west, a future recréational park, are liahle to f[oodlng from the 1:100 year (1%)
and 1:1000 year (0. 1%) AEPfluvial flood event; as can be seen 1n f:gure 2—2 above.

The source of the flooding is associated withithe River Liffey.
The diagram below shows that the site boundary {40m from river) would be the closest. development to the

flood plain‘on the west side of the Ardclough Road. No other development is as close to the Liffey flood zone
-on the southern side of the river.
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Standing surface
- ‘water, saturated
b Eround

Filled area, ground
level raised

Proposed SUDs
soakage area.

An ESB report into the November 2000 flood event states that the flood had a 20 year return period similar to
the 1993 and 1998 events. This is not a 1 in 1000 year flood event.

Element 2.8 of Tobins report states that, based on the maps by Geological Survey Ireland (GSI) and results of
the PFRA, there is no evidence to suggest there is any groundwater flooding at the proposed site. This is
disputed as the proposed development site becomes saturated with water regularly during the winter months,
and the open field drains bordering the site are filled to surface level on regular occasions. The field along the
review bank is a marsh some of which was covered up with illegal dumping of infill. Does the council even
know what was dumped on the site? Are they sure that it was only infilled? Is it safe?

5UD scheme is mentioned yet, its position is in a location on the site whereby there is flooding and a saturated
ground adjected to it. Section 2.3 of the Tobin report highlights the OPW Preliminary Flood Assessment (PFRA)
and clearly state themselves that there is flooding in the southwest corner of the site, This is without regard to
the above eyewitness accounts of additional flooding beyond the southwest corner. It also states that “there is
no record of pluvial flooding or ponding surface water occurring in the vicinity of the site” which the local
residents object to. Further is it the intent of the council to utilise the infill land as some kind of barrier without
a full environmental study of what that illegal dumping was? KCC acquired the lands in dubious circumstances
and now the dumping is of value? Was Tabin even made aware of why a certain area of the site is raised.

SUDS

Best practice is to keep surface water on the surface and deal with it there especially in flood plain areas and
environmentally vulnerable areas.

Good practice with attenuation and slow conveyance type SuDS is to use ‘soft engineered' surface features
rather than underground storage and to align the conveyance train with exceedance flood.

Tanking is proposed on this site

In other words avoid attenuation tanks which are shown to cause pollution of watercourses and risk of
flooding from mechanical failure.

According to SFRA and | quote - In some exceptional cases it may not be feasible to use the above devices at
the discretion of the KCC, approval may be given to install underground attenuation tanks or enlarged pipes in
conjunction with other devices to achieve the required water quality. These should only be considered as a last
resort where it can be shown that SuDS measures are not achievable.




Thisis a conflict of interest where'KCC are asking for and giving themselves permission; This sité éannot b
managed under Suds and resorts to attenuation tanking and petro| interceptors; Th use of the hydrobrake to
ontrol runoff water in the presence of a high water table and impérmeabla soil z0es againstthe v
~ recommendation ¢f the SFRA. "Similarly flocd défences'should be ignored in determining flood zones:as
defended areas still carry a residual fisk of flooding from overtopping, failure of the defences and deterioration
due to lack of maintenarnce. * S o o '
Justification test’

s lond was rezoned by Kildare County Council, Did Kildare Counity Council own ths land Wwhen it was. -
--kr_'é_gzdhedszr'h_o:u”sing' tep one-of the justific Was: ided if'y l_':_.mg‘s.in-th'_e:I?_ndi'gnd-_ai_sg_'_ha_\.ée.
the s use. Where local ai es own fand and apply for permission to build; the sara -

of site preparedness du 10 its proximity to a flood zone; arch gy censtraints, ecology constraints around
building time frames is this value for maoriey for the taxpayer to build 39 houses?

Element 2:4 of Tobins report highlights that the proposed area is at flood risk according to the Nationial
Catchment Flood Risk Assessment and Management (CERAM}_Es_tudy.wit_h‘j_a_"'_s"m'a':f'l_-pfdgbrtidn=of'ché‘-§i‘_te being
identified as Being liabls flood at 1,10 or 10% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP). The predictedhigh
water level of the site at.09LIF 820 and 0.1% AEP is 52.95m: In every figure'or map Used by Tobin, "
Chelmsford Manor does.not exist. This estate was built to the East of the site in'2015; Therefora Tobin's use of
1apping is out of date. Add this to the lack of empirical site spécific data and the fear is data omission could
lead to a critical incident of flooding paid for by the taxpayer because evidencé exists that the surrounding
areais uninsurable from a flooding perspective.

The Topographical survey indicates a Northwestern Fall with levels varying from 53.80 £ '53.0m OD at the
Northwestern Edge. Are we to assume therefore that. it is the iflegal dumping whichi has helped to raise the
to'floodi
flooding
lower risk flood zone:
get flood insurance inthe belie )
knowledge it seems. Tobin also deem the developrent appropriate for the Highly Vuinerable category and
critically state that no furthér assessment is required. it is noted that Tobin will bé the consuttant engineers for
SuDs. The point is made by Tobin in the simmary 6f 4.0:that ground floor levels for the dwellings should be a
minimum of 53.35rm00 which is S00mm abiove CFRAMS 0.1% (1:1000 yedar) flood fevel.

Recommendation: Bord, Plean_élé 'éom_m_is_ssidn its own indépendent flood report ofthe site prior to any decision
. The residents have reviewed the report but are not experts and-the Gouncil paying for its owri independent
feport to use as:a justification may be.a canflict of interest. A desktop stiidy of maps is notthe sameas

gathering empirical evidence of rainwater and flooding on the exact sité or Eetting documented évidénie from
the locals.



2 Road Safety and Pausdeen Bridge Widening.

it is recommended that either a controlled pedestrian crossing ar uncontrolled crossing be provided with
dropped kerb and suitable tactile paving at Chelmsford by Bruton Consulting Engineers (BCE). Remadial works
at the entrance to Chelmsford will have to be carried aut including the removal or repositioning of pillars and
flower beds etc. without there being any consultation with the residents of Chelmsford.

The common areas of Chelmisford belong to Martin Flattery-according to Folio KES330 and plan number
BIWO3 and therefore KCC do not have the right to alter the common areas or freehold, The residents were
under the llusion that KCC had taken the freehold but this doesn’t seem to be the case, The residents are
holding an EGM to discuss the matter and seek advice. Alterations were already made to the freghold areas at
the Pausedeen bridge possibly without consent. We urge planning to stop in refation to Pausdeen bridge until
this hugely important point is addressed.

If the Road Safety report highlights the need for a pedestrian crossing at Chelmsford, why are there not
Pedestrian crossings at Temple Manor and Simmonstown to protect the Children all the way to the viliage
Including the children of Chelmsford?

Celbridge LAP RDO1.5:

“To fous the majority of new housing in Celbridge within walking or cycling distance of a school cluster, the
town centre, neighbourhood centre or transport routes.” As a road yser this is the reality.

A single footpath is ali that is available for footfall bicycles, buggies and prams and mobility scooters. Road is
not suitable for children to cycle to school. Subsequently children that do.are using the single footpath for
cycling. Single footpath does not allow for walking facing oncoming traffic. This proposal goes against HSE
guidelines on safety for our children on the roads. Parents will be left with no choice but to drive children to
school. The single footpath is not on the side of the estate and currently the need forthree different crossings
is praposed by the Bruton report to get pedestrian traffic tothe estate.

Planning was refused by An Bord Pleanala on the proposal ref no.184081 now Hill Rock on road safety issues.
“The basis for the refusal of parmission issued by the Planning Authority relates to the impact that the
additional vehicular and pedastrian traffic generated by the development would have on a narrow road with
inadequate footpaths connacting the development to Celbridge and would be such as to endanger public
safety by reasen of the creation of a traffic hazard, This refusal was averturned on.the grounds of the objective
stated in the LAP for Celbridge 2018,

An Bord Pleanala were correct to refuse planning, due to the number of serious injury accidents on that road.
KCC chose to ignore this fact and bought the Hill Rock site in full and now KCC plan on building another estate
on the other side of the road without- major improvements all the way to the village. One wonders how the
council bovight Hill Rock given the issues with Road safety and are they protecting their tenants?

There is data missing from BCE Report dated March 2022 and below are some of the critical road traffic
collisions ih the area omitted by BCE

Observations;
Clause 2.1 Collison History {Page 4.)

The Review Period in the report was from 2005 — 2016 and therefore not current and does not factor.in any
incidents / accidents north of the proposed junction. That is to say the report anly looked at one side of the
road for accidents. {South Side) Since 2018 there have been three Major Road Traffic Collisions north of the
proposed junction between Patisdeen and Temple Mill Cottages within 300m of the proposed bridge widening
and site. High level details below:

Date: 25» June 2021

Location: Temple Mill Cottage

Accident: Child 11 yrs ~ Fernale knocked down by Delivery Driver
Emergency Services Attended scene; Ambulance, Garda

Child taken to ARE by ambustance for treatment.
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Full details can:be shared with-An Bord Pleandla, on request,
Date:2+April2019 .. . .

Location: Pausdeen - directly in front of Chelinsford Estate entrance
Accident: Elderly Woman invelved in collision — car complete right off after collision
Emergency Serv:ces Attended scene. Ambulance, Garda; Frre Brlgade
'Woman taken: to A&E hv ambulance far treatmenit,

Full detalis can be shared w:th An Bord Pleanala, on request.

Date 85- June 2018

Locatlon Temple Mill Cottage _ _

Accident: Male Motorcycllst in CO[IISIDF‘I with Motor car

Emerg'ency Services Attended 'scene':AmbuIance .Garda

Recommendatmn- KCC or Bord Pleana!a to contact Bruton ConsuItmg Engmeers and: ask for clause 2.1 t6. be
updated an '=t__he Collision: hrstory from 2018-2021/North and'South of the proposed jum:t:on tobe |nc[uded
Thils report should a!so hlghhght the majof accrdents that have happened in the Iast iy ve vears

Observatlons _ o

Clause 3 Issues raised in this Road Safety Audit {Pages 5:10}
Section: 3.8 'p_rob_lem

Location: Dr’aWing--ZidSUB"-i-Oﬂ? —Rev~-VHA, Pedestrian Bridge

information in’ the Brutan-Consulting Engineers Road Safety report is not true oF correct: The entrance at
Chelmsford 7s anextremely busy junction durlng peak-times (Work / Schoo! Tmes etc ). The entrance.is the
on!y Access'to. Chelmsford and Chelmsford Manor Ho '
Each house hasan average of two motor vehrcles whi
the entrance at any anetime;: There isho: dedl_e ed.bits stop
This applies to'tha new Colncil Estaté in Newtown' recentiy acqurred and the proposed srte There are | no bus
stop-facilities at Simmonstown 'and Teémplemandr for children going to sehool' on the. bus Note' that, cvclmg is
not an option’ as there. are no cycllng routes

“The pictures bélow highlig’ht‘_the-dangers for-ch:ild'_ren currently using a privete school bus

I1
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ST.I&Z RSA CELBRIDGE
KILDAEE COCO

RECOMA ifNDA TlON

It s recommended that an uncnntroﬂed crosslng be' provlded As’it [s averylightly used éntrance the
footpath could be made continuous to give better priority to pedestrians.

i3



Observations:

Clause 3 Issues raised in this Road Safety Audit (Pages 5-10)
Section: 3.9 probilem

Location: Drawing 210303-2-007 - Rev — VHA, Pedestrian Bridge

The information in the Bruton Consulting Engineering Report or KCC Planning Application Report does fot
consider the ownership of the Common Green Areas at Entrance along with the two Pillars. gt the entrance to
Lhelmisford. The lands are not owned by the County Council, and they will need permission from the owner to
corry out any works on this proposed site.

Resolution: The Chelmsford Residents Association should be given documented evidence that permission from
the owner that any works on the planning application for bridge widening and new proposed zebra crossing
has been given,

Also; clarification (in writing) as to how KCC were granted permission for the footpath area that was
constructed in 20227

ST 182 RSA~ CELBRIDGE
KRDARE COCO,

-New proposed
pedestrian crossing

B S8 R 3 5 e bl b e

RECOMMENDATION
W is recommended that if controlled érossing is proposed-1kat beacons be provided. Suitable inter-
vislbility should also be provided for drivers and crossing pedestrians.
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'Obs' n_rqtt‘_dns:

'Hm‘ Rock Res:dent;al estate Tot ! 'af 55 he _
mentio In the:Road Safety report-about th el traffic & Ardelal d and there.is no Public

Transport: serwcmg this estate. in turn, there is an increased: numbe g ‘of ESt ‘_ ters : B:k 5'0r1. the Ardclough
Road. Chelmsford Marioris not shown on-any Maps fram B CE ' o :

3 Archaeological

In relation te the Archeologyimpact, the design statement discusses the 2021 report the geophysicai
report, but makes no réference to the most recent report May 2022 . The summary and recommendations
of this report reflects negatively on developing this site. This.could be construed-as selective use.of content
inareport.

There is also no reference to the response of the DHLGH.

15

L



We believe there is a need for an Environmental Impact report as under Transport and Heritage, the lack of
public transport and rio plan for same, plus the Archeology report May 2022 would appear to qualify it
under European standards.

The summary by Archer on the updated report 3+ May 2022 clearly concluded that the

recorded archaeological remains are of moderate-

high significance. The proposed development will comprise of the construction of residential houses
and associated services

with associated soft and hard landscaping. Consequently, there will be significant groundworks. The 1
mpact of these groundworks on the recorded archaeological remains at the site will be direct, negative and
permanent.

All conclusions and recommendations expressed in this report are subject to the approval of
TheDepartment of Housing, Local Government and Heritage (DHLGH) and the relevant |ocal authorities. As
the statutory body responsible for the protection of Ireland’s archagological and cuttural heritage resource,
the DHLGH may issue alternative or additional recommendations.

A Infrastructure

Traffic Concerns: The new site will bring additional road traffic. There is no sign of the additional new bridge
for Celbridge, The new site has provision for future vehicular access to a new recreational park. There is no
sign of parking for such a facility.

Road Width: There is no sign of a traffic study and the road width is an issue towards the village. Nearest
school 1.9 kilametres as per maps. Nearest shop 1.9 kilometres. No public transport link to the village, no
plan for one.

Play Area: There is no playground in the recently purchased council estate (Hill Rock 300m West of
Chelmsford) or in the proposed new site. Where are these children expected to play? Surely the council
doesn't expect the children to play down by the river given the proximity of less than 40m and 2 gate for
access to the river is proposed.

Building Height: There are no private three story buildings in the area and these three story buildings
proposed by the council are in an area of scenic beauty.

5 Ecological Observation

Salmon/Trout Spawning - The Pausdeen watercourse:may be a spawning ground. Inland Fisheries have
identified Cefbridge Rivers and tributaries as the most productive for Salmon and Annex I species in the
region: KCC.Chief Executive is on farmal record to reassure that fisheries impact assessment are done on
relevant infrastructure projects. This may require potentially expensive engineering solutions in order to-
maintain the integrity of the watertourse and the spawning grounds.

According to the infand fishery repoart.on the ptanhing proposal ref no-20/1369 referring to the Toni river,

A submission by Infand Fisheries Ireland {IFI) makes the fol!owmg ebservations:

The River Liffey and tributaries are exceptional in supporting Atlantic Salmon (listed under Annex Il and V of
the Hahitats Directive] and resident Brown Trout, The Liffey afso supports Fréshwater Crayfish and Lamprey
(ifsted under Annex I} of the Habitats Directive). This highlights the sensitivity of the catchment and IFl is
opposed fo any development on floodplain Jands.

For this development has KCC followed up with the IFi for a response?

Bridges on watercourses are the responsibitity of the OPW. Work an these is subject to the approval of the
Office of Public Works, in accordance with Section 50 of the Arterial Drainage Act 1945 and the Planning
System and Flood Risk Management Guidelines, DEHLG, (2009). These applications will be made to the Office
of Public Works by the developer post receipt of planning permission. Approval shall be obtained prior to
commencement, of the works, In relation to this developmeni which comes first the site or the bridge and
stream work. Planning permission has already been granted at this stage, do you end up with development of
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the site commenced 'be'fore thereis agreement over the bridge and culverting of the stream? The:culverting of
fhe"stri_éém*h_a:si received little mentionin ecology or flooding reports.

Environrhental réport deemed not needed despite impact o Heritage, Transport. Is this'in Keeping with our
commitment to European Standards?

Was there an inland fisheries report carried out for the project?

‘Other Concerns Raisad

Uvgrdevelq_pmen_t andloss.of Character

Is_§|._|_\_w._-':_A- rﬁédern'.:high.gisé_ b_ui[d_ ing:is proposed wﬁ'ich would be out of character with the surrounding area.
‘Observation; he development would détract from _;he_area'_s-histor_ic chafr and niegatively impact the
neighbourhood. - e e

ea.could'be Used as green space deve help promate the natural landscape. Is this site in

eping with a sequential approach o the zoni nds:for new res de"t_i'a'_l'i.dévelcpme:ﬁ_t-_.whérebyiénds
spatially closest to the town core and publictra nsport facilities are prioritised as. provided forin the
Development Plans-Guidelines (2007).?

F.Uture-"rréffic'due to Park

itis proposed that the-area west of the site will be used as a green space. On'the site drawings it shows:a.
gate and potential vehicular access for the green'area. It is a great idea but where will all the traffic park for
the gréen space? The vehicular aceess is shown below with the grey arrow. This will prodice yet more traffic
on the dlready busy road.

Nan'adherence__ 1o the core stratagiss included in the documenty listed below,

Celbridge Local Area plan 2017:2022 -

Planning Act Amended 2020

Guidelines for Plahning Authorities

Prepared by the Department of Housing, Local Government and Heritage . juna 2022

Water ' _

Connections for water and waste water

Reportfroman Uisce states

There are significant wastewater capacity constraints in this area, connections towaste water site would be
dependent onwark that has a completion date for Q42024 .and Q4 for 2025,

Is this'work on schedule?

Inclusivity _ _ : B

No fnclusivity as this development is 100% social housing with no provision. made for-sacial and private.
integration. Thé sécond public housing initiative in the Simmonstown / Ardclough area with no integration. This
is not in keeping with ourdocument Roadmap for Social Inclusion 2020-2025. :
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Appendix

A, List of Attendees for EGM meeting in Chelmsford front Green
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