%&d Observation on a

Pleandla  Planning Appeal: Form.

Your details

1. Observer’s details (person making the observation)
If you are making the observation, write your full name and address.
If you are an agent completing the observation for someone else, write the
observer’s details:
Your full details:

(@) Name Antoinette Mahon and John Goggin
(b) Address 7 Assumption Terrace

Station Rd,

Blarney

T23VX56

Agent’s details
2. Agent’s details

If you are an agent and are acting for someone else on this observation, please
also write your details below.
If you are not using an agent, please write “Not applicable” below.

(@) Agent's name Click or tap here to enter text.
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(b) Agent’s address | Click or tap here fo enter text.

Postal address for letters

3. During the appeal process we will post information and items to you or to
your agent. For this observation, who should we write to? (Please tick v/

one box only.)

You (the observer) at the | v The agent at the address | 0
address in Part 1 in Part 2

Details about the proposed development

4. Please provide details about the appeal you wish to make an observation
on. If you want, you can include a copy of the planning authority’s decision

as the observation details.

(a) Planning authority
(for example: Ballytown City Council)
Cork City Council

(b) An Bord Pleanala appeal case number (if available)
(for example: ABP-300000-19)

LH28.321688

(c) Planning authority register reference number
(for example: 18/0123)

Observation on a Planning Appeal:
Form - April 2019 Page 2 of 24



24/43031

(d) Location of proposed development
(for example: 1 Main Street, Baile Fearainn, Co Abhaile)

Ringwood, Station Road, Blarney, Cork
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Observation details

5. Please describe the grounds of your observation (planning reasons and
arguments). You can type or write them in the space below or you can
attach them separately.

Antoinette Mahon and John Goggin
7 Assumption Terrace,
Station Rd,
Blarney,
Co.Cork
T23VX56
22 January 2025

The Secretary,

An Bord Pleanala,

64 Marlborough Street,
Dublin 1,

D01 V902,

RE: Permission for a Large-Scale Residential Development (LRD) at this
site at Ringwood, Shean Upper, Blarney, Cork. The proposed development
will consist of a large-scale residential development (LRD), representing
Phase 1 of the development in the Blarney East / Ringwood Expansion
Area

Dear Sir/Madam,

We are writing to you in relation to the decision of Cork City Council to grant
permission for the above LRD, per the Notification of Decision to Grant
dated the 12/12/2024, including 61 conditions. | respectfully ask An Bord
Pleanala to overturn this decision on the grounds that the development
goes against a number of objectives set by the Council in the City
Development Plan 2022-2028. We set out the grounds for our observation
below.

1- Apartment blocks surpass target density for Blarney and are not in
keeping with the character of the village.

As per table 11.1 of Cork City Development Plan 2022 — 2028, ‘Cork City
Building Height Standards’ (see Appendix A for copy), the 4 storey
apartment blocks in this development exceed the target density height set
by the council for Blarney. Appendix B shows a contiguous elevation plan of
these apartments (not submitted as part of the planning nor shared with
residents) in relation to the existing terraced houses on Station Road, which
will have a very negative visual impact on the local environment due to the
elevation of the site and the height of the apartment blocks. Local and
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5. Please describe the grounds of your observation (planning reasons and
arguments). You can type or write them in the space below or you can

attach them separately.

long-term residents, including ourselves, will face severe loss of winter light,
as well as privacy due to the positioning of these apartment blocks. Other
apartments in Blarney do not exceed 3 storey and their elevation is below
or level with the road. The village of Blarney is an Architectural
Conservative Area and as stated in the ‘Built Heritage Objectives’ of the
Cork City Development Plan, ‘modern insensitive development in the area
[Blarney village] has had a negative impact on the special character of the
place’ (Appendix C); four storey apartments in this development, elevated
high above the road and above existing homes are neither integrated with
nor sympathetic to the character of Blarney village and scale of existing
homes in Blarney and go against Built Heritage Objective 1.58 (Appendix
C) of Cork City Council which states that, ‘development adjacent to the
village would require visitor and local needs be balanced,” and also Urban
Town Objective 10.63, ‘Blarney East/Ringwood Expansion Area’, ‘all
development shall be designed, planned and delivered in a coordinated and
phased manner, using a layout and mix of uses that form part of an
emerging neighbourhood integrated with the wider area’. Ringwood is
located north of the boundary of the ACA but as presented in the
observation submission of Blarney Castle Estates (Appendix D), Ringwood
is visible on maps dated from 1801 and could be considered a ‘highly
significant heritage asset'. It is our opinion that the Ringwood development
4-storey apartments should not have been granted planning permission.

2- Road infrastructure does not meet the demands of the
development.

Sections 10.265 and 10.272 of the Cork City Development Plan, ‘Key
Growth Areas and Neighbour Development Sites’ clearly set out
deficiencies in road infrastructure in Blarney, stating that existing road
infrastructure is ‘unable to serve proposed developments’, and that there is
a need for ‘major local road upgrades’ (Appendix E). This large-scale
residential development will have one exit and entry point, onto the already
congested and over-capacity Station Road. In the Stoneview/Ringwood
Framework Masterplan, section 5.1 Transport Network, Station Road is
quoted as follows:

‘Station Road unsuitable for high volumes of traffic. Poor pedestrian and
cycle provision’...'It is a relatively minor road that can become congested at
peak times.’

There are 333 allocated car parking spaces in the development (Appendix
G)- this will add significant volumes of traffic onto ‘a relatively minor road’.
Once the development is complete, traffic at the junction between Station
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5. Please describe the grounds of your observation (planning reasons and
arguments). You can type or write them in the space below or you can

attach them separately.

Road and the R617 is predicted to ‘operate over practical capacity as
calculated in the Transport Assessment Report by Systra (Appendix F).
This Assessment Report was based on assumptions that Phase 1.a and
Phase 2 would be completed- plans which have not been made available to
local residents; are subject to planning being granted; are not a condition of
the first phase planning. Regrettably, the baseline traffic conditions were
measured by Systra in March 2022, a time of year when the heavy
agricultural traffic that frequents Station Road, making it a busy, dangerous
road particularly in summer months, is not present. There is also a
vehicle-rescue centre, located north of the site entrance on Station Road
that had been recently opened at the time of the assessment, which again
regrettably did not factor in the traffic conditions the heavy lorries and
articulated trucks used by this centre.

3. Existing and Planned Pedestrian and cycle infrastructure is not fit
for purpose.

As clearly stated in the Stoneview/Ringwood Framework Masterplan,
section 5.1 Transport Network, Station Road is quoted as follows:

‘Poor pedestrian and cycle provision’, ‘existing cycle facilities in the area are
limited.’

The Collaborative Town Centre Check Report from 2023 (Appendix H)
observed that ‘due to the lack of wide and continuous foolpaths there are a
number of points in Blarney that a crossing or inclusion of footpaths would
improve the walking environment, and listed the junction between Station
Road and the R617 as one such point. The Transport Assessment Report
for the development, completed by Systra, described this crossing as
‘intimidating’ for pedestrians, and the report assesses the proposed
footpaths and cycling improvements to Station Road on an ‘understanding’
‘that CCC has developed an updated layout at the junction as part of the
NTA Active Travel Programme, which when implemented, will improve
facilites for cyclists and pedestrians.” When | asked CCC to provide
information on these updated layouts, | was informed that a project to
improve the Station Road/R617 junction project is still ‘at an early stage’
(Appendix K). It is therefore highly unlikely that Systra’s assessment of the
overarching pedestrian and cyclist infrastructure provides a true and fair
analysis of the safety and efficacy of the proposal when it is based on an
‘understanding’ of an aspirational upgrade that, two years on from the
completion of the Systra report, is still only in the early stages of planning.
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5. Please describe the grounds of your observation (planning reasons and
arguments). You can type or write them in the space below or you can

attach them separately.

The proposed cycling infrastructure is, quite frankly, laughable. The shared
cycle/pedestrian path on Station Road will abruptly end at the junction with
the R617 (discussed above) with no further cycling infrastructure or safe
crossing at this junction to the local secondary school, primary school or
Clogheenmilcon walk. The shared cycling path also abruptly ends at the
entrance to the development; this planned infrastructure will not make a
positive addition to residents north of the entrance, who will in fact have to
share an already below-minimum-width-footpath with a two-way cycling
lane, and on busy sections will potentially have to step onto a
furthered-narrow Station Road with increased vehicular traffic. This
potentially very dangerous scenario is not imagined but taken directly from
the plans and the Transport Assessment Report, which states, ‘this [shared
cycle/footpath] will comprise a new 3m-wide shared track for cyclists and
pedestrians on the west side of Station Road, between the R617 and the
site access junction. Due to constraints, the width of the track will be
reduced in certain sections’.

This is contrary to the guidelines on the NTA's desired and absolute
minimum width for cycle lanes shared with pedestrians, which is 4m and 3m
in width (Appendix J). As residents who use the footpaths frequently, we are
shocked that the planned ‘shared cycle path’ has been granted permission.
Currently the footpath is less than the desired minimum width on Station
Road. At one pinch point, the road is only 5.56m wide, and can neither be
narrowed to allow for a widened footpath (Appendix L). At this point, the
plans innocently depict the new shared cycle/pedestrian path as <3m, when
in fact the existing footpath measures just 1.17m (an area of the same
footpath measures just 1.1m due to the presence of a telephone pole on the
footpath surface). It is difficult to fathom how this aligns with CCC’s Core
Objective 2.14 of a Walkable Neighbourhood, with ‘safe spaces that
enables access for all’ and ‘providing enhanced permeability for walking
and cycling’, when this is clearly unsafe and a danger to cyclists and
pedestrians.

4. Inadequate Sewerage Infrastructure on Station Road.

Drawing RWD-MHL-WW-P01 (Appendix M) submitted with the application
shows that all sewerage from the proposed development will tie into the
existing gravity sewer on Station Road. At various locations towards the
southern end of Station Road, there is regularly a smell of sewerage,
particularly in the summer months, and Dynorod are frequently required to
perform operational maintenance on the sewers (rodding, etc.). It is
therefore clear that the wastewater collection infrastructure on Station Road
is deficient even for the current levels of loading.
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5. Please describe the grounds of your observation (planning reasons and
arguments). You can type or write them in the space below or you can

attach them separately.

Uisce Eireann acknowledges as much in their Wastewater Capacity
Assessment of September 2021 (Appendix M), which states ‘currently there
are constraints in the village sewer network which could require significant
upgrades’. The assessment also specifically refers to the Stoneview /
Ringwood / Blarney East areas when stating ‘significant infrastructure
upgrades would be required to cater for any development in the Stoneview
area. IW has no current plans to progress upgrades to service this area.’

Should the LRD at Ringwood proceed it will add approximately 125,000
litres of extra wastewater to the already overcapacity Station Road gravity
sewer. Without the ‘significant infrastructure upgrades’ referenced in Uisce
Eireann’s assessment, this poses a major risk to the public health of current
and future residents of Station Road, and a potentially damaging situation
for the tourism and heritage economy upon which the village so relies.

As members of the Station Road Residents Association Committee, we fully
recognise the desperate need for housing. We also acknowledge that it is
not realistic to expect all infrastructure, amenities, utilities and public
services to be completed before a development can proceed. But as things
stand, there are already a number of serious deficits in Blarney, and on
Station Road in particular, all of which will be exacerbated by the
development of Ringwood as it is currently proposed.

For the issues referred to above, we respectfully request that the decision
to grant planning permission be overturned.

Yours faithfully,

Antoinette Mahon and John Goggin
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Supporting materials

6. If you wish, you can include supporting materials with your observation.
Supporting materials include:

e photographs,

e plans,

e  surveys,

e drawings,

e digital videos or DVDs,
e technical guidance, or

e other supporting materials.

Fee

7. You must make sure that the correct fee is included with your
observation. You can find out the correct fee to include in our Fees and

Charges Guide on our website.
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APPENDIX A

Chapter 11 | Placemaking and Managing Development 5

;r;\;gsﬁng heights in any dven area determineswhat '.l"l:; 3:.||Iding height of development willespond
& considered “1all'in different parts of Cork City. directly to thep roposed densityof development the
Analyds on prevailing heightshas beencarried out character of anarea, as wellas block development
at sub-area level andat neighbourtwod level so typologies. site coverage anda range of other
that prevailing heights representa more accurate faciors.
description of each place Figure 11 2 Prevailing
heights sets out the prevailing heights in each of
Cork's neighbourhoo . m
No.of Storeys
Prevailing Targat
Table 1 1 1:.Cork City Bulding Height Standards. Lower Upper Lower Upper
City 2 5 4 &
City Centre 2 5 4 6
North Docks 2 3 4 ?
South Docks 2 4 5 10"
Fringe / Corridor / Centre & 6 4 7
City Fringe / Corridor 3 6 5 7
Mahon 2 5 4 &
Blackpool 2 5 6
Wilton 2 4 5
Inner Urban Suburbs 2 4 3 5
1. The Urban North 2 3 3 N
2. Tivoli 2 L] 3 5
3. Ballintemple & Blackrock 2 4 3 5
4. Douglas 2 3 3 4
5. South Link Road Corridor 2 a 3 4
6. South West Corridor 2 3 3 4
7. North West 2 2.5 2 E
8. North Blackpool 2 4 3 5
9. Central Ballincollig 2 4 3 5
10. Blarney 1 2 2 3
11. Stoneview 1 2 2 3
** Potentially suitable for exceptionaka Il building(s).
465
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APPENDIX B

IMAGES EX ARCHITECTS DRAWINGS
PLACED IN TO cAD FOR SCALING
TO CREATE MISSING CONTIGUOUS
ELEVATION THAT WAE NOT PROVIDED
AS PART OF THE PERMISSION.
THE WITHHOLDING OF THIS ELEVATION
HAE SERIDUS IMPACTS ON THE
VALIDATION PROCESS, AND PUBLIC
REPRESENTATIVES EXPRESSED
CONECERN WHEN THIE WAS SHOWN
TO THEM

T T T TN R BT eI R PR T T TR P R Ty,

OMITTED CONTIGUOUS ELEVATION

1-16 WODDVILLE STATION ROAD
DRAWING WAS NOT ILLUSTRATED AS PART OF THE APPLICATION
AS IT WOULD SHOULD THE GROSS OVERBEARING SCALE AND
MASSING OF THE PROPOSED DWELLIN{G ON THE EXISTING
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY ON STATION ROAD.

v TV

. e an|

WOODVILLE TERRACE 1-16
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APPENDIX C

The Chagch of inetandt, Charch of ihe Besurection,
Is kocabed on e North sided the green and was

bules parxthe onginal valagaResin tayout.

{.54

The Wil are  lpepyposed sione ndusinal
EirLCiures 3 or 3-and-a-hall-storeys In
hedght localedon thebanks of e Hiver ManlinThe
wikers dwellings of two 51 oreys ware developad
in S1eraces OWing the 19t canlunand  have
Interestingouivad  100fs wittBelfast Trusses
originally clad with roofing felt and bitumerThe

cottage on the tamaces has anclosad ront and raar

1.55

The teminusot ihe Coi and  Muskery Light Ral

located Bt 1he antrancdo the Blamey Caslbstata.
Several Iirber-Clad Duldings  suniveln addiion 1o
platforns  and tumizbles

1.58

The historic character of Blamey vilagand estele
has survived relatively wall, NOWeveEr modarm,
Insersiivideseinpment in the area has had 2
nagatvermpact on the  Special characle

of the place.

The Casfle,  Mis andvilage are of national and

Intamational significanceand any Sslume dewslap-
ek shousd  1aka Inis Inbo account This requies
that developmanind assoclated landscapingbe
of sympatnelic scie, matands, e adesign.

1.57

e ME cottagechave boon sitesed  usually by
axfensions i groundiaor jevel and  the

of criginal mber windows with PYC aquivalents.
Some of ihe struciuras heve been erdensd or
painted. Further unsympathatic extansionse
upgradingeorks. il hava 3 nagalive Impactn the
istonc chargter of the ferraces.

1.58

Development adjacentn the wilage woull e
e opportunily existso Lethie anhance e Meioric
cnaracter of fhe vilage with sverdevelogersent
2rorosdl

Observation on a Planning Appeal:

Form - April 2019

Page 12 of 24



APPENDIX D

The village scheme began In 1765, with the construction of a classically designed wvillage square,
surrounding a village green, together with an inn, markethouse, 11 mills, bleach works, 86 houses and
finally, a church®. The entire infrastructure of the village was intended to be not merely functional, but
also attractive. The church, for sxample, was built as an architectural eyecatcher’ on high ground above
the village square, with works completed in 1777, As such, the new viliage must be understood to be an
inextricable part of the designed landscape of Blarney, forming one unit with the demesne, and cannot
be viewed as a separate erntity or as a place ‘outside’ the walls. Rather, the picturesque estate village
would appear to have been designed 1o add to the picturesque qualities of the Blarney Castle Estate,

Figure 1 below shows the detall of an 1801 Estate Map commissioned by George Jefferyes. It is notabie
that the Ringwood is clearly identifiable as a prominent landscape feature within the curtilage of the
Estate. Its Inclusion suggests it was of interest to the owners of the estate and would have been visible
from the designed landscape areas of the estate. It is possibie that these areas were arranged to focus
on such 2 pleasing landscape feature. As such, it [s Southgate Associates opinion that the Ringwood is a
highty significant heritage asset which forms part of a unfque “Gotnic” designed landscape for Blarney
Castle which also intludes other heritage assets in Blarney such as the Church of Resurrection and the

Gothic Bridge.
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Figure 1. 1807 Blarney Castle Estata Map surveyed by David Aher, Ringwood outlined with red circle. Source;
Blamey Castle Estate.
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APPENDIX E

| Chapter 10 | Ky Groath Arsas. & Noughbourhood Devekopment Sase

Public Transport

10.307
Etarney s sorvedy the Cork CRy Bos newon,
Improvements to both equency
and rellabiity are mqued on tHs routs. CMATS
aCom ook
& part of BusConnects (see Chapter 4 Transport
et

Qelbver ImprovesTents for pubic ranspon
In BTy QUG the st i

94
In addition 1o bus. namieo

National Road
{M/N20)

10.204
The M/N20 scheme s curmently al Phase J0gtion
Selection o emenging moutes have novoesn
I0antiMed We & prefered fOULE OUS 10 D4 Seected
laler In 2021 SOMme afeas of Blamey may fom
et of iha final route and Inarelons appmprate
safaguands wittiibe study :umnrlreml'q
sppiled In hige fo ersre e long bam
feasiiity of the proposad folss OnCe the
emergng praferred route is dentified furfhar

i s Dewvelopment Pian

Local Road Network

10.265
n e locat e of
e kery reasons for e low level of development

SevelopmentsTig  ssue
CONCEST N Stoneview and SORIONS 10 thes prodlsm
wil De ANt 35 pan of he Blamey Town Cants
and Sioneview Famewont plans wisch wite:
prepared smURanAoUSly DI the Bens of
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Walking and Cycling

10285
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Future Initiat ves

RegenerationAreas

10308

The tormer Glamey Park Hoted sile occugies
Mmﬂr\mhm of tiamey
VECnig Sutrcis from e

SEAnwys Fomg Yo s junclion wilihe Sunbmry
Foms.

10.068
upmm-nu-nqc-ummm
Square maxes 1 a sersitrve ama

e ste wil requre carend

ahilectursl design.

character
R 5 an cojective of the Plan lo taclitale the mExed
use redevelopment cBYS Sibe with rckntiel
Gevelopment Ofie wesem  Portion. Any develop
ment should ensure hal agequals IKages e
provided between the site and the eushing lown
cormre

BlarneyTown Centre
Framework Plan

10.971
The Elarrey Town Certre Framework Pan will De 3
wlumﬂnmmw
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s e FrameworiPien Wil alodor i wide
fraclical  involvement 1 iprocess of reQeny aling
g shaping the 1own.
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APPENDIX F

Part A 5.0 Opportunities and Constraints

Infrastructural chollenges - transportotion

5.1 Transport Network
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APPENDIX G

1.3.7

738

7.39

7.3.10

Table 20.R617 / StatiorRoad res ults{Phase 1}

A AM peak hour (0800-0900) PM peak hour (1700-1800)
Queue (pcu) Delay (s) RFC Queue (pcu) Delay (s) RFC

- e e e e e e —— mm‘m’ — ———————
Station Road LY 20.7 221.62 1 0.7| 13.83 u'..x
Station Road RT 10.8 266.19 0.97] 1.3| 40.88 0.55
R617 east into Station Road 0.6 11.01 0.35 I,ﬁT 12.48 0.54
b, ¥, Bose 2032 + Phase 1 o ]
Station Boad L7 L3 337.22 1.05 0. JT 15.65 0.42
Station Road RT 15.5 374.91 1.02 1.4 | 44.19 0.57
R617 east into Station Road 0.6| 1114 0.36 1.5: 12.66 0 ‘-5
Base 2041 #$hose 1 > 2

Station Road LT 61.2 615.16 1.12 0.9 18.04 0.46

Station Koad RT 28 662‘271 111 18 l 53.25 0.563
BE17 east intcstation Road 0.7, 11.41 0.37 2| 13.05 0.57

Theresults show thatwith the addition of traffid rom thed evelopment, the Stat on Road arm
of thejunction is predictedio pperate over pac tical capacityin 2026, with a maxi mumRFC
of 1.00. The M MQis 20.7pcy, or a round119m. Die toassumed backgr ound trafficg rowth,
the predicted RFC rises to 1.05 in2031, with an MMQof 32.3pcu, or 186m .

Wh ist the junction exceeds capacity in the peak, ths level of predicted, short-lived,

congestion is not unusual n an urban setting during the pea khour, and is considered by

SYSTRA to be acce ptable pa rticdarly when the robust approach to trip generation t ha has

been adop ed is &ken i ntoaccount .In addition, the asumption of continued traffic growtr

should be con Sdered against national and regiom Itargets to red ucet henumber of vehicle
kilanet restravelled annually.

The ad dtion ofthe develo pment traffic has a n eglgible impacton the operation of the R617,
with only a minor increase in queues and delays.

The o pening of the additional R617 access junction as part of the proposed Phase 1a
development, and later completionof t helink road, 3 part of Phasez (SeeSection 7 .3),
would create a new route throgh thedevelop mentsit ethat would dlow a portio nof traffic
travell inghetween Station Road and the F617 east to bypass theR617 / Station Road junction,
and allow d evelopmenttraffi ¢ toaccess d iectly ontothe R617 without usingStation Road.
This would redsce traffic pessure on the unction, allowing it tooperate belowcapa cityin its
current configuration. The results shown in Table 20 thaefore reflect the situation urtil the
link rad is constructed.

Observation on a Planning Appeal:

Form - April 2019

Page 16 of 24



APPENDIX G

SVSTrAa

4.64 The CCDP 2022-2028 (Varioation na. 1, Chapter 11) sets out car parking standards lor
residential developments. For houtes such as thase propased, the standard provision:

O 1-Z badroom properties:1 space + 0.25 spaces boe visitor parking; and
O 3+ bedroorn properies: 2 spaces + .25 spaces for wigitars
O  Creche: 1 space per B students.

455 Table prowides a summary of car parking provision within the site, along with & comparison
against CODP standards.

Table 9. Car Parking and CCDP standards

DEVELOPMENT | DEVELOPMENT
TYPOLOGY CCCMAX STANDARD PROVISION

Honse {1-2 bedroom) - L35 spaces ,
19 uninz per unit 24 spaces 1 space per unit 19

- 1.
SeT =+ Sadosmd 25 spaces 216 spaces 2 spaces per unit 192

86 wnits per unit

Apartment [ Duplex (1-2 125 spaces N8 spaces per

bedroom) — 131 units  per anit 163 spaces 13
1 per 6 7 staff « 2 drog-

Creihs Sudents 10 ot ]

TOTAL 405 133

466  Table 9 shows that the car parking provided within the development s cdase 1o, but wnder,
the CCDP maximum car parking standards.

467  In addition to tar parking spaces provided for reddents af the site, an area Lo the rear ol

Woodville Terrace an Station Road has been reserved for the future provisinn af parking foe
residents of these properties. Figue 39 shows the location of this area.

a 3 Swbom son 506/ 214 Page &L 1L
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APPENDIX H

Desire Line Observations 8larney Town Centre

Desire lines in Blamey were mostly observed in relation

to traffic flow. in the town centre, vehicles appear to

take priority over the pedestrian, and during the survey

individuals were observed making dangerous crossings

due to the Lack of adequate crossing infrastructure. Deslre

Line 3 was noted as a partscularly dangerous area, with

traffic coming at speed from the direction of Waterloo o
Road and Shamrock Terrace. Desire Une 2 was also noted

as being dangerousdue o the lack of

an adequatepedestrian path, Even
though it was still frequently

used by pedestrians, the

narrow road over the bridge

at this location proved to be
unsafe for those on foot. This
crossing appears to be a short

cut between Woollen M Us

and Castle which bypasses the
traditional town centre,

Desire Unes are informal paths
or short-cuts used by ers
away from designated footpaths,
sometimes evident by wom trails
through gr eas

It was observed that dueto the
tack of wide and continuous
footpathsthere are @ number of
pointsin Blamey that a crossing
ofdrctusion of footpaths wou Ld
mprove the walking environment
Some of these shown in the

photos.

Cycling on paths also observed, . A

an indication that those cyclists Desire Line 1: Difficult to cross from Desire Line 2: Unever footpaths and no Desire Line 3: Difficdt 1o crosststion
may feel the road was unsafe to e Square to the footpath outside the pedestriarpnority at this  point road.

cycle on, churer and Centra.
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Figure 35. Pedestrian Crossing Facilities

Segregated cycle tracks of Im in width will be crested in the westem partion of the site. These
will pravide initial access into the site far residents, and hawe been designed Lo provide future
access into developrment lands 1o the north and south.

The propased develegment has been designed to reduce tralfic speeds with loag straight
sections of road, where possible, being avwdided.

Off-site

The developenent will provide improvements 1o the active travel network on Station Rosd
between the site access junction and the RE17 [/ Station Road jumction.

This will comgrise 2 mew Im-wide shared track har cyclists and pedestrians an the west side
of Station Road, between the RELT and the sile access junction. Due 1o constraints, the width
of the track will be reducad in certain sactions.

Drawings of the propasals are pravided in Appendix E.

Cyche Parking

Houses are proposed Lo secure and store their bicpcles on their omn private progerty. All end-
ol-terraced houses have & secure gate 1o their rear gardens and bikes can be stored there.
Terraced houses da not have rear access to their private gardens and while bikes can be
heeled through the howse it i not always ideal. Storing and secwring ikes 1o the front of
terraced houses i & growing trend and there Bre sy ways b do Ehis.

The simglest measure is to install a cycle haop or "Sheffield’ stand on the driveway oe
threshold of the house, usually to the side where il won't imgede access or parking.

Tabile 8 provides a summary of cycle parking prosisign lar the aparuments and duplex units,
as well a5 the creche.

Ringwood, Barney

Trarepot Adwrsaman EDITZIAY
Panning Submisuon U506/ 2Mm4 Page 56/ 13
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SVYSTra

Figure 12 Footways on Station Road to the south of the proposed site entrance

3.25 The R617 / Station Road junction is a priority Junction with footpaths present on each side.
Dropped kerbs are present on the Station Road arm, but the crossing distance is around 16m
wide, which could be intimidating for more vulnerable pedestrians. & is understood that €£C
has developed an updated layout at the junction as part of the NTA Active Travel Programme,
which when implemented, will improve facilities for cyclists and pedestrians.

326 A signalised pedestrian crossing is jocated around 30m to the east of the Station Road
junction. This is shown in Figure 13.

Good evening

Ewish to locate a file that will show the plans to upgrade the juncton betwesn the R617 and Station Road Blarney as oullined i a recantly granted planming at Ringe
Blamay This 1s an important request as it forms part of an appsal io ABP which is due next week Cauid you help me with this plaase? The transport assessment repart stated the following i relation
1o these upgrades

" 1t is undsrstood that CCC has developed an updated layout at the junchon as part of the NTA Achive Travel Programme which when mplemented will inprove farsifies for cychists and pedestrians

Regards

Antomnette Mahon

planning Z13PA o & & & 3
wre v

Antoinette,

Your query was forwarded 1o infrastructure Development who advised that - We are still at an early stage in this project, the Options Selection Stage and will not be in a position to discuss the

details of the proposals at this ime
We are looking to hold public consultations this year to discuss the proposals and get feedback from the public. This will be the opportunity for the public to have a say and for us to finalise the

design.

4 Reply ~ Forward @
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