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Monaghan County Council

Submission: Eddie O’'Gara cmLI MiLI
Grounds for my observation

The ground for my observations covers over a number of chapters within the
EIAR, namely Chapter 2 Project Description, Chapter 3 Scoping and Consultation,
Chapter 9 Traffic and Transportation Chapter 14 Townscape and Visual and
Chapter 15 Cultural Heritage & Architectural Heritage. | will expand on each
chapter in the pages which follow. | contest that there are technical errors within
this application which are in breach of planning law, the spirit of the panning
process or best practice and which therefore make the granting of planning
approval inconceivable. | also wish to formally request an oral hearing, preferably
on site in Monaghan.

Executive Summary.
Chapter 2 2.6.3 Alternative Designs and Layouts.

g ! | contest that this planning application failed to consider alternative design
options for the removal of the 4No. Buildings on Dublin Street. For Example the
removal of 1No building to improve pedestrian and cycle access, or the removal of
2No. Buildings to improve pedestrian and cycle access. Such alternative options
were not considered for this planning application and therefore this section of the
EIAR cannot be considered complete.

2. | contest that the designers have failed to consider in the options process
2

whether there is an economic, transport or social need to demolish the 4No.
Buildings on Dublin Street. It is obvious that the ‘back lands’ ie the car park area
and gardens could be developed and serviced via the existing transport network.

3. | contest that there is no technical basis for the assumption that the

removal of buildings 8,9,10 and 11 Dublin Street would not adversely impact the
streetscape.

“The demoalition of these buildings would not adversely impact upon or result in the
loss of distinguishing features along the streetscape.” EIAR South Dublin Street
and Backlands Regeneration Project

This statement is unsubstantiated and fails to consider the entire visual envelope
of the street which is viewed from areas within an Architectural Conservation Area.

4. | contest that number 10 Dublin Street should not be demolished due to the
historic and social significance of this location as the birth place of Charles Gavan
Duffy, including this buildings’ listing on the National Inventory of Architectural
Heritage. This building has local cultural importance. Charles Gavan Duffy is
arguably Monaghan Towns most notable Son.

Chapter 3 Scoping and Consultation 3.3.3 The Community and Stakeholder
Response

5. | contest that the entire chapter within the EIAR fails to capture the
responses to the public consultation and is not an example of an inclusive planning
application. The report fails to note the names of the community who responded
and fails to mention the group ‘Love Monaghan Save Dublin Street’ It fails to note
the large number of respondents who cited ‘Love Monaghan Save Dublin Street’ in
their response. The comments raised by the ‘Love Monaghan Save Dublin Street’
respondents is not accurately reflected in he the EIAR report. It should be noted
here that of the 48No submissions 37No raised concerns about the demolition of
10 Dublin Street and 22No referenced ‘ Love Monaghan Save Dublin Street’” A
copy of the ‘Love Monaghan Save Dublin Street’ submission is included in the
appendix for your review.

6. | contest the statement within the EIAR

“The enhancements proposed to the public realm, cycle infrastructure, and
pedestrian links will also encourage a modal shift away from the car and provide
greater travel choices, in line with Government policies on sustainable travel. The
Council is working towards improving active travel measures throughout the town
and is in discussions with the National Transport Authority on further measures to
facilitate and promote walking, cycling and public transport throughout the town
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and wider County.”
The proposals seek to increase vehicle movement within the town centre and
result in the severance of pedestrian priority along the South Side of Dublin Street.

Chapter 9 Traffic and Transportation

7. The first contention on the Traffic and Transportation chapter is that the
knocking of 4No buildings to build a new road into the car park area when it is
only 1min drive to the existing vehicle entrance off Macartan Road. The need
for this new vehicle movement junction / road off Dublin Street into the car park
has never been justified in Urban Planning, Transport Planning, Economic
Impact, Landscape or Public Realm reasons. It appears to have been the whim
of a Designer who failed to consider the overall negative impacts, a first sketch
produced in isolation many years ago without any impact studies or basis of
design.

8. | contest the general statements within this chapter which portray an
improvement to pedestrian circulation and accessibility into and out of the site. The
key junctions around the site are all vehicle movement dominated. This along with
the severing of pedestrian priority along Dublin Street will discourage people to
walk and cycle into the site and around the wider town.

9. | contest Figure 9.8 Example of Enhanced Pedestrian Facilities off Dublin

Street via Charles Gavan Duffy Place. The pedestrian priority along that side of
the street has now been broken with a new vehicle road severing the pedestrian
priority. The justification for the need of a new road in this location has not been

provided.

10. | contest figure 9.9 the proposed cycleway along Farney Road will help
facilitate cycle moments as its not connected , its only along one side of the road
(single direction) for little more than 100m and will require cyclists to pass over a
dangerous 3 lane junction into the Shopping Centre Car Park. It also results in the
loss of Green Infrastructure, making the rear boundary wall of the Tesco Service
yard even more visually prominent as a first impression of the site. There are
wildflowers and tree planting in that verge currently, so it also negatively impacts
on bio diversity.

11. Item 9.3.2.4 regarding Private Vehicle Access is the correct assessment .
“Vehicular access to the site will continue to be provided via a modification of the
existing priority junction on the N64 Macartan (Broad) Road and via a new priority
junction off Dublin Street as discussed earlier.”

3

They correctly identify that the new junction off Dublin Street is a vehicle priority
junction. This conflicts with their comment in Figure 9.6 namely

“The provision of dedicated pedestrian facilities within the site and
improvements to the pedestrian access on Dublin Street will enhance pedestrian
accessibility to and within the site, as shown in Figure 9.7 and 9.8.”

| contest that these plans are paying lip service to pedestrian access and
sustainable modes of transport, the plans prioritise vehicle movement at the
expense of other users, especially vulnerable users, who walk on the southern
side of Dublin Street to avoid the hostility of the vehicles.

12. Under Item 9.5.3.1.6.2 The report states that

“The modelling results presented in Table 9.5 demonstrate that the N54 ‘
Macartan Road / Farney Road site access junction operates well within capacity at
present.”

This reinforces the position that there is no vehicle transport need to create a new
access road off Dublin Street to access the site.

Chapter 14 Townscape and Visual

13. As a Chartered Landscape Architect | contest that the Townscape Character
and Visual Impact Assessment has been carried out in line with the methodology.
The section 14.2.10 Photomontages/Visualisations is not implemented as per
methodology and therefore the findings of the visual impact assessment must

be considered void. There is no way that the magnitude of change and the
significance of the effects can be substantiated based on issued photomontages.

14, | contest that the visual receptors in Dublin Street are in fact High, that the
sensitivity of the streetscape is High and the Magnitude of impact is High. The
Magnitude of Visual Impact is Large and the Significance of the effect is Major.
This application seeks to play down the impact on Dublin Street but is unable to
justify its findings.

15. The Visual Impact Assessment fails to consider the direct view off Dublin
Street into the Back Lands / Car Park Area. It has therefore failed to consider all
the visual receptors and cannot be considered complete in its assessment. Its
findings can therefore not be considered justifiable.

16. The section 14.5 Proposed Development is biased, it fails to mention that
the buildings are proposed for demolition in order to create a new road/vehicle
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entrance into the car park. It describes it as a civic space. A ‘civic space’ with a
two way road is a road not a ‘civic space’ Its a road!

17. The section 14.6.1 within Table 14.7 Urban Residential TCA - Magnitude
of Change , it states that “The proposal will positively contribute to the
redevelopment of the southern side of the Dublin Street in this TCA and it is
envisaged that the proposed development will act as a positive catalyst for
future regeneration initiatives in this TCA.” We know that any increase in vehicle
moments will have a negative impact especially for pedestrians on Dublin Street
therefore this statement is clearly biased.

18. Section 14.10 Conclusion is biased and contradictory, it states that “Part

of Dublin Street is defined an Architectural Conservation Area due to its historic
streetscape quality.” But then goes on to state “The proposed public realm
improvements will have a beneficial impact on the character of the designated
ACA.” How can proposals which include demolishing 4No Buildings and creating a
new road be considered beneficial on the ACA?

19.  Within section 14.10 Conclusion it states, “Of the five viewpoints assessed
for impacts during the operational phase, three viewpoints are considered to
experience positive visual effects as the underutilised backlands are replaced
with a new public space, streetscape and public realm improvements that will
regenerate this area.” none of the proposals at the viewpoints are verified CGl's
and therefore this statement cannot be substantiated

Chapter 15 Cultural Heritage & Architectural Heritage
15.3.3 Architectural Heritage

20. This section is influenced and supported by the CONSARC “Architectural
Heritage Impact Assessment South Dublin Street & Backlands Regeneration
Scheme, Monaghan Gavan Duffy Place Heritage Report” It is notable and critical
to note that this report was issued in May 2020 and predates this planning
application and the details within it. In this Consarc report section 4.4 it states.

“THE IMPACT OF THE DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED STRUCTURE ON THE
ACA The proposed public realm scheme and creation of Gavan Duffy Place is
predicted to enhance the special character of the ACA more than the retention of
the existing through the quality of the design and the positive introduction of public
artwork and social history information to tell the story of Gavan Duffy.”

The Consarc report also states in section 5.0 Conclusions

“6.3 The proposal to demolish the historic structure of Dublin street within the ACA
of Dublin street is based on a thorough investigation of the site and the existing
buildings within it.”

And again the Consarc report states

“56.6 The erosion of character does not provide sufficient grounds for demolition,
only where the replacement is of more benefit that their retention. The replacement
proposal of creating Gavan Duffy place and new access to the Backlands areas of
the South Dublin Street will in this case be of more benefit than the retention of the
existing buildings.”

Yet this report was issued in May 2020 it therefore predated this application and
was based only on sketch masterplan proposals by Sheridan Woods and not

the detail analysis required of a planning application. This therefore brings into
question how biased this report’s findings are and if they can be used for this
application. Almost 2 and half years in advance of detail drawings been produced
for planning by RPS, Consarc were able to state that the proposals will be more
benefit than the retention of the existing buildings, this statement was produced
without any townscape or visual impact assessment or detail plans and therefore
must be considered biased and therefore dismissed as creditable. By extension
section 15.3.3 of the EIAR report Architectural Heritage must be dismissed.

21. Regarding Sherry’ s NIAH No. 41303130 RPS No. 41001056 Works are
proposed to the building read and outbuildings are these buildings not also part of
the protection. There appears little text relating to these works.

Climate Change

The National Climate Action Plan. | believe the creation of a new vehicle road into
the back lands is not in keeping with the Climate Action Plan and therefore should
not be recommended for approval.

In planning for how we adapt to and mitigate climate change, the UN IPCC ARG
report summarised the state of research globally and modelled nearly 3000
scenarios. The scenarios that kept us below 2 degrees of warming (our Paris
agreement commitments) overwhelmingly depended on a move away from car-
dependent societies and relied on car-free cities (Urban Environments). This report
was signed off by every world government.
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All EU and national modelling agrees. Accordingly our national Climate Action
plan prepares for this global move from cars. It involves a reduction in car traffic,
and investment of public transport and active travel (this includes walking). This is
essential and as the research shows this works, and takes up to 84% less energy
for transport in cities/urban environments.

These plans ignore this, and allow for continued dominance of car traffic and in
some locations an increase. This locks us into car dependency when we don't
expect there to be enough materials (lithium, etc for batteries) or energy to support
the number of cars on the road. In addition we know from the Sheridan woods
masterplan report that the dominance of vehicle movement in the centre of the
town is having a negative impact on our streets.

Across Europe and the world we have seen how to move from cars in cities and
Urban Environments with the “10 minute town” or “15 minute city” concept. These
plans ignore this movement.

These plans are stuck in outdated thinking, assuming that traffic needs to access
all areas of towns and that traffic cannot be reduced and that it should be allowed
to remain at current levels or increase. There is overwhelming evidence which
shows this is not the case and we need to develop the back lands / car park area
to encourage the “10 minute town’ concept and not build the new road off Dublin
Street.

| respectfully request the inspector acknowledges the National Climate Action

Plan and its requirements in its recommendations to the board. | also respectfully
request you acknowledge that this is primarily a transportation application with little
information on the built form of the suggested plots.

E O'Gara - Oct 2022
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The following pages provide more details and visual repesentation of the comments.




