
The Secretary 
An Bord Pleanala 
64 Marlborough Street 
Dublin 1 

May 22nd, 2017 

Your Ref: PL06D.248082 
P.A. Ref: Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council (DLRCC) Planning Application 

D16A/0547 by Ketut Limited for Lisieux Hall, Murphystown Road, Dublin 18 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Further to your correspondence of May 16th, I have set out below our response to the 
points raised by BMA Planning Consultants on behalf of Ketut Limited, in their response to 
our appeal of February 20th. 

Excessive height 

BMA fail to address the issue of the site elevation and its impact on the scale and bulk of 
the development. In fact, not only do they fail to address the issue, they incorrectly 
reference our appeal as saying “GRA refer to the visual impact of the 6 storey apartment 
blocks, which is erroneous” and then go on to state that it is a 5 storey development (or 4 
storey with a setback penthouse floor as they like to put it). 

Our appeal never stated this, but instead said “the elevation of the site in question means 
that the effective visual impact on the local environment is one of a 6 storey apartment 
block”. It would appear to us that while the applicant’s consultants have produced a very 
lengthy report, they have not reviewed the substance of our appeal accurately, which is 
very concerning. 

The BMA report then goes on to reference photomontages that were drawn up by the 
applicant to support their plan and conclude that it is “evident from these images that the 
site can absorb the height of the apartment blocks”. However, whether it is by accident or 
design, the most crucial photomontage of all, a view from Glencairn Heath of the 5 storey 
apartment blocks, has not been requisitioned by the applicant. Instead, we get a view 
from Glencairn Heath of the 2 storey walled garden and the only view we get of the 5 
storey apartment blocks is from a couple of hundred metres away on Murphystown Way. 
We think the absence of this photomontage speaks volumes and suggests that the 
applicant knows there is an issue with how this will look. We would therefore urge the 
Board to request such a photomontage from the applicant. 

As previously stated in our correspondence to the Board, we accept that there are 
principles under the planning guidelines which permit heights in excess of the standard 2 
storeys height for residential suburban areas, however it is the site elevation on this 
planned development site that is critical, because of its incremental visual impact and the 
planning consultants have failed to address this issue in their submission. 



We therefore believe that this is an unacceptable height and that it will have a severe 
negative impact on local residential living conditions through overlooking, overshadowing 
and excessive bulk and scale. 

Traffic Congestion 

BMA’s response effectively defers in full to a further report by Muir Associates Limited 
(MAL). This report deals with a number of issues, including parking, which was not central 
to our appeal so our response below concentrates on the core issue we raised, which was 
the increased congestion arising from the routing of traffic on to Murphystown Way. Our 
proposal was that they should use an alternative exit route for traffic on to the less 
congested Kilgobbin Road. 

MAL put forward the following points in response to our proposal: 

1. The proposed route out on to Murphystown Way is safer 
2. Kilgobbin Road has higher volumes of traffic than Murphystown Way 
3. The NRA must have looked at all the traffic flows when they were extending the 

Luas 
4. The impact on PM peak time traffic is not significant 

We will deal with each of these points individually: 

1. The proposed route out on to Murphystown Way is safer – MAL base this point on 
NTA Traffic Management Guidelines which state “as the junctions are the point of 
conflicting movements, they are historically the most likely location of accidents”. 
We believe that MAL are misunderstanding the point here. Under either proposal, 
traffic will first have to turn on to Murphystown Road before trying to join either 
Murphystown Way (under the applicant’s proposal) or Kilgobbin Road (under the 
alternative proposal) and both are at points of conflicting movements, so the point 
is moot. 

2. Kilgobbin Road has higher volumes of traffic than Murphystown Way – MAL assert 
this in their report but offer no evidence and don’t reference any report to support 
this assertion. As residents of the area, what we see and experience each day 
would suggest the opposite is the case. 

3. The NRA must have looked at all the traffic flows when they were extending the 
Luas – MAL state in their report that “it would be reasonable to expect that as the 
Green Line Luas works resulted in significant alterations to the existing road 
network that appropriate consideration was given to the impact on traffic flows in 
the area”. We find it bizarre that a professional consultant would use this to 
support an argument in a report. Firstly, it was 7 years ago and secondly, they 
don’t know and the report is just speculating that someone must have looked at it 
at the time.  

4. The impact on PM peak time traffic is not significant – MAL reference a traffic 
survey that was carried out on afternoon peak traffic looking to access 
Murphystown Way. The key results of this survey were that “the maximum queue 
length was 4 to 5 cars but more typically 1 to 2 cars.” We believe that introducing 
a traffic survey on PM traffic volumes to support the application is disingenuous as 
it completely ignores the fact that the critical traffic congestion time is in the 
morning, not the afternoon. In the morning time, we can have 30 or more cars 



backed up for 200 metres down Glencairn Road, which is the main exit route for 
residents from the Gallops estate. We even have instances where feeder roads in 
the estate on to Glencairn Road have queues on them in the morning. This means 
that if the development is allowed to go ahead in its current format, there will be 
a significant volume of cars trying to access Murphystown Way from the new 
development in the morning time, directly opposite the congested Glencairn Road 
exit for the Gallops. This will cause even greater congestion in the Gallops estate 
for our residents. 

In conclusion, while the BMA report (incorporating the MAL report) is long and contains 
plenty references, photomontages and some data, it does not deal with the substantive 
issues in our appeal: 

1. the visual impact of the apartment blocks, taking into consideration both the 
building height and site elevation. 

2. the impact on traffic at an already congested junction for residents trying to exit 
our estate. 

We would therefore urge the Board to accept our arguments and reject the planning 
application in its current format. 

Yours faithfully 

Kevin Windle 
Chairman 
Gallops Residents Association 
c/o 11 Glencairn View 
Leopardstown 
Dublin 18


