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IN ATTENDANCE

Ms. Lynn Basford, Divisional Director, JMP Consulting (Transport Planners & Engineers).
The Mayor, Councillor B. Gogarty presided.

Prior to consideration by the members of the respective Headed Items Mr Paul Hogan Senior Planner outlined the following 10 Points in relation to the respective plans and urged that the members consider this context in the determination of the proposed plans.

Statutory Area Plans

1) SDCC – In recent years we have been recognised as having one of the best Planning Departments in the Country.

We stand out because we are committed to integrated area planning and by this I mean statutory SDZ Planning Schemes and statutory LAPs.

In this way, we seek to legitimise our Plans by ensuring that our elected representatives and communities have a statutory role in the planning process.

We are unlike many other local planning authorities, who rely on non-statutory framework plans or old-style action area plans.  

The Planning Department seeks to offer robust and defensible plans based on the best possible planning techniques and effective public consultation.

For this process to continue to work, there must be trust and responsible decision making, influenced by proper planning and sustainable development in the context of National policies and priorities.

Experience and Track Record

2) SDCC has a proven track record in this, having pioneered effective Area Planning, from the Tallaght Integrated Area Plan in 1999 to the Adamstown SDZ Planning Scheme in 2003 to the proposed Plans before us today.

Adamstown is recognised in positive terms, both nationally and internationally, having won awards and is subject to ongoing attention.

We now have 5 years experience of implementing the Adamstown Plan and have learnt much from that.

Through these and other Area Plans, we have even significantly influenced the new Government standards in relation to apartments.

Don’t just take my word for it, the quality of the Plans now before us is recognised by the Department of the Environment who wrote in relation to Clonburris that “the Council is to be congratulated on preparing such a detailed, highly sustainable draft plan, with a strong focus on implementation.  The plan represents a new standard of best practice and many of the detailed concepts will be of interest to other planning authorities...”, similarly, the Dublin Transportation Office, endorse the approach we have taken as a template for the way all Area Plans should be prepared.  From the work we have done, we know that we also have the support of a whole host of other important bodies such as the National Roads Authority, the Department of Education and the Railway Procurement Agency, for the Plans now before us.

Expert Advice and Analysis

3)
This didn’t happen by accident and we can’t take all of the credit.  Over the past 18 months, we have combined our experience with the advice of expert consultants on both Plans, especially in relation to Traffic and Transportation (JMP Consultants), Masterplanning and Urban Design (Urban Initiatives), Retail Assessment (DTZ Consulting) and Sustainability (Ecoco Delap and Waller). This has involved rigorous testing and assessment of the options available to us in preparing these Plans.


Extensive Consultation and Amendment

4)
Most importantly, we have consulted the public at various stages on both Plans, initially at the Pre-Plan stage in June-July 2006 and more recently at the draft Plan stage between August and October 2007.

This was far more than just the basic required consultation:- we have made a film, developed websites, distributed leaflets, had displays and manned stands in local Shopping Centres as well as ads in local and national newspapers, press releases, and meetings with local stakeholders.  Both Plans combined attracted many hundreds of submissions and there were many positives arising from the consultation process.  We now propose to make approximately 80 combined changes to both Plans in the Manager’s Reports before you as a result.


Being Focused and Looking Forward

5) Many of the motions submitted seriously threaten the integrity of both Plans by seeking to link progress to (a) issues that are outside the scope of the Plans, (b) which have been confirmed by key National Agencies such as the NRA as going against National Policy and (c) which would make the overall development package non-viable.  This is despite the fact that these Plans were prepared by the same people in the same Planning Department responsible for preparing and implementing the Adamstown Plan, yet now with more experience and the benefit of more detailed advice. It easy to focus on the problems of the past.  Whenever significant new development is proposed, we are still reminded of Tallaght in the 1970’s, North Clondalkin in the 1980’s or South Lucan in the 1990’s.  Sure, there are still problems.  What we are trying to do is change all of that.  Whilst these Plans will contribute to the solutions, they cannot provide all of them.  We must look forward in relation to the Plan areas now before us and the planning context in which we now find ourselves and recognise that there will also be complementary solutions from other sources in relation to developments outside of the Plan areas.

Being Realistic and Reasonable

6) A critical threat posed by many of the motions submitted is the notion that just because something is inserted into in a LAP or Planning Scheme, it will happen.  The reality is, many of the motions proposed are so restrictive that if passed, in the case of the LAP areas in particular, they would result in individual development proposals that would be exclusively determined at appeal by An Bord Pleanala.  This is because the requirements of the Plans would be so unrealistic, that developers would have no choice, but to formulate planning applications with the intention of proceeding to An Bord Pleanala.  It is important to be aware that the Board is not legally bound by any Plan, especially one nullified by its own objectives and that contradicts the relevant County Development Plan.  The net effect of passing many of the motions submitted is so far removed from the principal requirements of the County Development Plan, that this would certainly be the case.  It is unfortunate that many of the motions are so unworkable and unachievable in this regard, that if passed, they would render the Plans impossible to defend by the Planning Department in any credible or rational manner.  An Bord Pleanala would become the defacto Planning Authority for these areas.

Not Wasting the Opportunity

7) This would represent a massive wasted opportunity for two reasons:-

a) The opportunity to use the LAPs as tools to ensure realistic and achievable, properly planned community gain, would be lost;

b) This SDCC role in relation to locally determining, influencing and negotiating planning applications would be rendered irrelevant, as bound by an uncertain and unimplementable Plan, the local Planners would have no credibility or negotiating position with an applicant who would simply wish to proceed straight to An Bord Pleanala.

Wider and Deeper Consequences

8) This also raises wider issues about the future direction of the County in terms of investment, sustainability, accountability and democracy.  In considering the motions before us, do we really wish to use these Plans as vehicles to depart from the County Development Plan, to ensure that uncertainty and delay is built into the planning process in our County by forcing An Bord Pleanala to make all our decisions in these key developing areas?  Do we really wish to give investors the message that we are not open for business and that they should provide homes, jobs and facilities elsewhere or wait ten years.  That we don’t wish to develop 1,000s of social and affordable homes or house thousands more people within 10 minutes walk of planned rail-based public transport.  There is also the danger that we will squander the opportunity to plan now to connect existing and future communities to improvements in public transport and possibly even jeopardise the timely delivery of these improvements by failing to adapt our land-use policies for such key locations to be served by heretofore unimaginably high standard public transport and amenity.  We may even devalue the Council’s land asset and damage future capital programmes and the delivery of social and affordable housing. 

Who are the Plans for?

9) The issue must also be raised as to who these Plans are for.  We must not lose sight of the tens of thousands of people who might eventually live and work in Liffey Valley and Clonburris, rather than commute from the outer fringes of Leinster to Dublin City Centre, and in so doing clog up the National and County roads as they pass through en-route to somewhere else.  These will include the sons and daughters, children and older people of Lucan, Palmerstown and Clondalkin as well as potentially any citizen of this County.  Why shouldn’t the current and future residents of this County have access to jobs, shopping and leisure facilities that are as good as  if not better than those that are being provided elsewhere, especially where public transport investment is being made? These Plans shouldn’t be about pulling up the drawbridge until some future date, effectively banishing and excluding people.  Rather they should be seeking to create opportunity, choice, improvement and advantage for all in a dynamic and evolving part of a modern European Capital City in a properly planned and phased way.

Responsible Decision Making

10) Finally, to sum up, we have prepared the best possible Plans in the context of local, national and regional policies and planned and programmed investment in transportation, further to the priorities set out in the County Development Plan.  This is recognised by the Department of the Environment.  We have drawn on our experience of developing Adamstown and sought the best advice from expert consultants.  We have worked with Government Departments and a range of Transportation agencies and providers to the extent that we can rely on their support.  We have liaised and consulted with the landowners and the public and have been willing to propose significant changes to the Plans.  We wish to look ahead and further raise the standard, but can only do so with Plans that are realistic and achievable.  It would reflect badly on all of us if it were to effectively hand over responsibility for the Planning of these areas of the County to An Bord Pleanala.  This would be a tremendous opportunity lost and would squander the promise, that putting realistic plans in place now can deliver. Unimplementable Plans would drive investment and jobs away, delay the completion of many thousands of much needed homes, many of which would be social and affordable, and render the delivery of physical and social infrastructure non-viable.  To prevent this happening and to encourage an achievable outcome based on best practice and improved quality of life for all, we request that you, as decision makers, take responsibility for these Plans in a manner that reflects their significance for the County and Region in the context of National Policy.  This will require leadership and courage, in the knowledge that we have a working template based on the Adamstown experience on which to base these future plans, in the context that it is seen to be working already.

(C/0488/07) 
LIFFEY VALLEY TOWN CENTRE PROPOSED LOCAL AREA PLAN
Mr. T. Doherty, Director of Planning presented an overview of the proposed Liffey Valley Town Centre Local Area Plan and referred to the extent and content of motions submitted for consideration.
Mr. P. Hogan, Senior Planner gave a detailed presentation on the procedure engaged in preparation of the Liffey Valley Plan
At the request of Councillor T. Ridge Mr. P. Hogan introduced the staff members who were present and Ms. Lynn Basford, JMP Consulting 
The Mayor Councillor Billy Gogarty outlined the proposed running order of the meeting for this item as follows:
1) Managers’ Recommendations (22 no. together as per Manager’s Report on Submissions)

2) Members’ Motions 
(i) Members’ Motion’s Agreed (6 no. as per Manager’s Report on Motions)
(ii) Members’ Motions Agreed subject to Amendment (3 no. as per Managers’ Report on Motions)
(iii) Members’ Motions not agreed (2 no. as per Manager’s Report on Motions 
(iv) Members’ Motions / Issues raised relating to matters that could not be implemented (9 no. as per Manager’s Report on Motions Part 2)
3) Resolution

1.
MANAGER’S REPORT ON SUBMISSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

The Manager’s Report on Submissions received dated November 2007 together with the recommendations contained therein which had been circulated were considered.
Following consideration it was proposed by Councillor B. Gogarty, seconded by Councillor D. Keating and RESOLVED:

“That the Manager’s Report on Submissions and the 22 recommendations contained therein be ADOPTED and APPROVED subject to any amendment required as a result of any subsequent motion passed.”
2.
INTRODUCTION TO MEMBERS MOTIONS 
The Manager’s report referred to issues raised in Members’ motions received by the planning authority in respect of the Proposed Liffey Valley Town Centre Local Area Plan and to be considered at the Special Meeting of the County Council on the 12th of December 2007.   
The serial number shown in brackets after each motion below identifies the motion in the composite book of Liffey Valley Motions as submitted by Members following receipt of the Manager’s Report on submissions received following the period of public display.
The list is ordered as follows:

(1) Motions Agreed

(2) Motions Agreed subject to amendments

(3) Motions Not Agreed

(4) Motions / Issues raised relating to matters that could not be implemented

2.1
MOTIONS  AGREED  (6 no. as per Manager’s Report on Motions)

Motion 1
Councillor E. Tuffy (13120)

Insert in Section 3.2.3, after Recommendation No. 5 of the Manager’s Report:

“ It is an objective of the Plan to provide for safe and dedicated pedestrian routes between the Town Centre and St. Loman’s Road. Options for the design and implementation of this link will be considered by the Council as soon as final detailed plans for the Metro West and Lucan Luas in the vicinity become available”.

RESPONSE

The proposed Local Area Plan recognizes the importance of the development of strong linkages with adjoining communities. The Manager’s Report recognizes the importance of the need to provide safe and secure physical linkages to adjoining communities including linkages to the Lucan community via St. Loman’s Road. The realization of this is limited by the unavailability at this time of detailed plans for Metro West and Lucan Luas and their impacts on the Fonthill Road.

Manager’s Recommendation:

It is recommended that the motion be adopted
It was proposed by Councillor E. Tuffy, seconded by Councillor G. O’Connell and RESOLVED 

“That the Managers recommendation be ADOPTED  and APPROVED.

Motion 2
Councillor E. Tuffy (13122)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13344)

Insert in Section 5.3.2, as an addendum to the 1st sentence of Par. 2, after “ … consist of apartments” the words “and duplexes”, and as an additional bullet point under “ General Standards” 
Dwellings suitable for older persons wishing to from larger dwellings in Palmerstown. Lucan, North Clondalkin should be provided.

RESPONSE

Section 5.3.1 of the Proposed Local Area Plan contains detailed policies relating to Residential Mix/Unit Size and Layout and makes provision for a full range of unit sizes which will maximize choice and promote a balanced social mix. The Manager agrees with the motion and recommends the amendment proposed.

Manager’s Recommendation:

It is recommended that the motion be adopted
It was proposed by Councillor E. Tuffy, seconded by Councillor G. O’Connell and RESOLVED 

“That the Managers recommendation be ADOPTED  and APPROVED.
Motion 3
Councillor E. Tuffy (13123)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13345)
Insert in Section 5.3.2 a 3rd bullet point

Facilitate older people wishing to downsize from larger dwellings to either rented or owned accommodation near the facilities and services of the Town Centre.

RESPONSE

Section 5.3.1 of the Proposed Local Area Plan contains detailed policies relating to Residential Mix/Unit Size and Layout and makes provision for a full range of unit sizes which will maximize choice and promote a balanced social mix. The Manager agrees with the motion and recommends the amendment proposed.

Manager’s Recommendation:

It is recommended that the motion be adopted
It was proposed by Councillor E. Tuffy, seconded by Councillor G. O’Connell and RESOLVED 

“That the Managers recommendation be ADOPTED  and APPROVED.
Motion 4
Councillor E. Tuffy (13133)

Add to Recommendation 8a of the Manager's Report the following: " It is required that evaluation of any Planning Applications and associated Mobility Management Plan have regard to the consequence of the development proposed in the Planning Application on traffic volumes at the time on the old Lucan Road between the Woodies junction and Millstream Road,and Lucan |Village."

RESPONSE

A transport model has been developed to assess the impact of the development on the local road network. The Dublin Transportation Office’s (DTO) multi-modal model of Dublin and the surrounding areas has been utilised to create models for the morning and evening peak hours of an average weekday for a base year of 2006. An assessment of Saturday ‘peak’ traffic levels has also been undertaken, based on a comparison of observed traffic flow data at Liffey Valley and on the surrounding road network. This assessment confirmed that the models developed for the Liffey Valley Study reflect the busiest periods (i.e. a weekday evening peak) and that a balanced and robust assessment has been undertaken.

Forecast Year traffic models have been developed for 2010 and 2016, to assess the impact of the LAP development proposals. 

In summary, a detailed traffic analysis has been undertaken which assesses the impact of the proposed development on the local road network and including the area of Lucan identified. 

The modelling exercise will be re-examined and updated if necessary in association with any future planning application.

The Manager agrees with the motion proposed, no amendment to Plan required.
Manager’s Recommendation:

It is recommended that the motion be adopted
It was proposed by Councillor E. Tuffy, seconded by Councillor G. O’Connell and RESOLVED 

“That the Managers recommendation be ADOPTED  and APPROVED.
Motion 5
Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 - 8)

Councillor D. Keating (13260 -8)

 All development at the Liffey Valley Development that in any way overlooks or affects the Liffey Valley Special Amenity Area/Liffey Valley Area shall be required to minimize light pollution, visual impact of buildings and negative impacts on wild life and amenity value of the areas mentioned.

The Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment which supports the proposed Local Area Plan proposes a detailed list of mitigation measures relating to the assessment of the visual impact of the proposed development on adjoining areas. It also details mitigation measures relating to issues such as noise and vibration, air quality and landscape and townscape issues. The Landscape and Townscape section in particular makes reference to issues such as building form, lighting and signage.

Manager’s Recommendation:

It is recommended that the motion be adopted
It was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor D. Keating and RESOLVED 

“That the Managers recommendation be ADOPTED  and APPROVED.
Motion 6
Councillor D. Keating (13260 -14)
That the Council shall invest significantly in the up-grading of Quarryvale Park including facilities for the benefit of the local community in Quarryvale and the North Clondalkin area.

RESPONSE

Quarryvale Park is identified in the Liffey Valley Town Centre Local Area Plan as the Neighbourhood Park which will serve the needs of local area. It is important that this park is upgraded to become an asset to the local community by the development of a vibrant, active and multi use park environment and to act as a link between the new Town Centre and the Quarryvale and Shancastle estates. The Council is committed to the preparation, in consultation with the local community and the developer, of a detailed Plan for the future development of this important resource. All sources of funding will be examined, including development contributions from planning applications made on the Liffey Valley Town Centre lands.

Manager’s Recommendation

It is recommended that the motion be adopted

It was proposed by Councillor D. Keating seconded by Councillor E. Tuffy and RESOLVED 
“That the Managers recommendation be ADOPTED  and APPROVED.
2.2
MEMBERS MOTIONS AGREED SUBJECT TO AMENDMENT (3)
Motion 1
Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 - 3) 

Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 3)

The provision of a segregated junction at Kennelsfort Road/N4 is an objective of the County Development Plan and shall be in place and operational before any additional retail unit in Liffey Valley is opened for use.

RESPONSE

SLO 13 of the County Development Plan which states that it is an objective of the Plan ‘to divert traffic out of Kennelsfort Road and adjoining residential areas and construct either a flyover or a traffic roundabout at the junction of Kennelsfort Road/Galway Road to accommodate local traffic between Palmerstown Village and the Greater Palmerstown Residential Area.’

Discussions have been initiated between the traffic department of South Dublin County Council and the National Roads Authority regarding future proposals for the Kennelsfort Road junction with the N4. The traffic assessment carried out does not specify that improvements to this junction are required to support the implementation of the Local Area Plan. However, it is considered appropriate that an objective be inserted to the Plan which will support the delivery of this short term objective of the County Development Plan.

Manager’s Recommendation:
It is recommended that the motion be adopted with amendments as follows;

It is an objective of the Local Area Plan to support within the 6 year timeframe of the Local Area Plan the provision of a segregated junction at the intersection of the Kennelsfort Road and N4 at Palmerstown as set out in the County Development Plan 2004-2010.

A discussion followed with a contribution from Councillor G. O’Connell. Mr. P. Hogan responded to the queries raised.

Following discussion the following amended motion was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor D. Keating and RESOLVED:

“It shall be an objective of the Local Area Plan that there shall be an evaluation of any Planning Applications and associated Mobility Management Plan so as to have regard to the consequence of the development proposed in the Planning Application on traffic volumes at the time on Kennelsfort Road.”
Motion 2
Councillor D. Keating (13260 - 4)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 - 4)

 The Council shall, following consultations with the local community and prior to the opening for use of any additional retail unit, put in place arrangements that ensure that Kennelsfort Road is not a main feeder route for the Liffey Valley Development.

RESPONSE

SLO 13 of the County Development Plan which states that it is an objective of the Plan ‘to divert traffic out of Kennelsfort Road and adjoining residential areas and construct either a flyover or a traffic roundabout at the junction of Kennelsfort Road/Galway Road to accommodate local traffic between Palmerstown Village and the Greater Palmerstown Residential Area.’

Discussions have been initiated between the traffic department of South Dublin County Council and the National Roads Authority regarding future proposals for the Kennelsfort Road junction with the N4. However, it is considered appropriate that an objective be inserted to the Plan which will support the delivery of this short term objective of the County Development Plan.  This is provided for in the previous motion. Any proposals affecting the junction will have implications for how the Kennelsfort Road will operate. It is therefore recommended that the motion be adopted with modifications providing for re-examination of the operation of Kennelsfort Road in conjunction with improvements to the main junction.

Manager’s Recommendation

It is recommended that the motion be adopted with amendments as follows;

It is an objective of the Local Area Plan to support within the 6 year timeframe of the Local Area Plan the provision of a segregated junction at the intersection of the Kennelsford Road and N4 at Palmerstown as set out in the County Development Plan 2004-2010 and to re-evaluate Kennelsfort Road as part of this exercise.”
Following discussion the follow amended motion was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor D. Keating and RESOLVED:

“It shall be an objective of the Local Area Plan that there shall be an evaluation of any Planning Applications and associated Mobility Management Plan so as to have regard to the consequence of the development proposed in the Planning Application on traffic volumes at the time on Kennelsfort Road.”
Motion 3
Councillor E. Tuffy (13121)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13343)

Amend recommendation No. 14 of the Manager’s Report, so that the last two sentences read as follows:

‘It is an objective of the Plan that the training and employment provisions put in place as part of the Town Centre scheme include the provision of training facilities and programmes, both prior to and subsequent to the development, the setting up of a monitoring group which will include local residents, and effective promotional arrangements. Training and employment provision will be progressed through collaboration between the developer, employers, FAS, the LES, Co. Dublin VEC and SDCC. It is also an objective to the Plan that suitable units be provided in Liffey Valley for start-up businesses, including retail and service enterprises, promoted by local people, that rental levies be subsidized and that the Developer, the County Enterprise Board, SDCC and Clondalkin Partnership be involved in the delivery of the project’

RESPONSE

The Manager agrees with the proposed amendment to Motion No. 14 with minor changes providing for flexibility in respect of the bodies which may be involved in collaboration process.

Manager’s Recommendation:

It is recommended that the Motion be adopted with amendments, as follows:

‘It is an objective of the Plan that the training and employment provisions put in place as part of the Town Centre scheme include the provision of training facilities and programmes, both prior to and subsequent to the development, the setting up of a monitoring group which will include local residents, and effective promotional arrangements. Training and employment provision will be progressed through collaboration between the developer and employers and organizations such as FAS, the LES, Co. Dublin VEC and SDCC. It is also an objective to the Plan that suitable units be provided in Liffey Valley for start-up businesses, including retail and service enterprises, promoted by local people, that rental levies be subsidized and that the Developer and other organizations such as the County Enterprise Board, SDCC and Clondalkin Partnership be involved in the delivery of the project’

It was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor D. Keating and RESOLVED:

“That the Manger’s recommendation be ADOPTED and APPROVED”
2.3.
MEMBERS MOTIONS NOT AGREED (2)
Motion 1

Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 7)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 - 7)

 That, in line with the County Development Plan, Libraries shall be provided and operational at Palmerstown and North Clondalkin prior to the opening of the Regional Library at Liffey Valley.
RESPONSE

The Library Development Plan 2007 – 2011 states that the Libraries Department is committed to opening digital libraries in Palmerstown and North Clondalkin as well as a Regional Library in Liffey Valley. The order of opening depends very much on factors such as finding suitable buildings to house the digital libraries, delivering the buildings themselves and putting together all the resources needed. The order of delivery of these digital libraries in areas outside of the remit of the Proposed Local Area Plan and it would be seriously damaging to the delivery of the proposed Regional Library at Liffey Valley if its delivery were limited by such a provision.

Manager’s Recommendation:

It is recommended that the motion not be adopted
The following amended motion was proposed Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor E. Tuffy: 
“Amend 6.1 to “It is an objective of the Local Area Plan, in line with the objectives of the County Development Plan 2006-2010, to support within the 6-year timeframe of the Local Plan the provision of Branch/Digital Libraries at Palmerstown and North Clondalkin which shall be supported by and integrated with the proposed Civic Core at Liffey Valley including a Regional Library.”
The amended motion was AGREED.

Motion 2
Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 1)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 – 1)

SLO 27 in the County Development Plan which seeks the provision of an additional junction with the M50 at Cloverhill shall be completed and in use before any of the additional retail units in Liffey Valley is opened for use.

RESPONSE

This motion is not considered to be valid. It seeks to impose a negative pre-condition on the development of land further to a 6 year Local Area Plan that will not be achieved within that timescale. The effect of the motion would be nullify the Plan, by rendering it impossible to implement and would be contrary to the proper planning and development of the area and the provisions of the County Development Plan.

The motion relates to matters which could not be implemented.

The following amended motion was proposed Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor E. Tuffy.
“It shall be an objective of the 6 year LAP in line with SLO 27 in the County Development Plan to promote the provision of an additional junction with the M50 at Cloverhill.”

The amended motion was AGREED.
2.4 MEMBERS MOTIONS/ ISSUES RAISED RELATING TO MATTERS THAT COULD NOT BE IMPLEMENTED  (9)

Motion 1
Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 2)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 – 2)

The provision of an additional north-south link west of Adamstown linking the N7 & N4 to Fingal across the Liffey is a Long Term Road Objective identified in the County Development Plan and shall be in place before any of the additional retail units in Liffey Valley is opened for use. 

RESPONSE

This motion is not considered to be valid. It seeks to impose a negative pre-condition on the development of land further to a 6 year Local Area Plan that will not be achieved within that timescale. The effect of the motion would be nullify the Plan, by rendering it impossible to implement and would be contrary to the proper planning and development of the area and the provisions of the County Development Plan.

It is considered that the motion could not be implemented.”

The following amended motion was proposed by Councillor G. O. Connell, seconded by Councillor E. Tuffy:

“It shall be an objective of the Council to promote the provision of an additional north-south link west of Adamstown linking the N7 and N4 to Fingal across the Liffey which is a Long Term Road Objective identified in the County Development Plan 2004-1010”
The amended motion was AGREED.
Motion 2
Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 5)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 – 5)

The plan to be amended as appropriate to provide for direct access/egress to the N4 for the Liffey Valley Development and that this shall be completed and in use before any additional retail unit is opened for use.

RESPONSE

This motion is not considered to be valid. It seeks to impose a negative pre-condition on the development of land further to a 6 year Local Area Plan that will not be achieved within that timescale. The effect of the motion would be nullify the Plan, by rendering it impossible to implement and would be contrary to the proper planning and development of the area and the provisions of the County Development Plan.

It is considered that the motion could not be implemented.
A discussion followed with contributions from Councillors G. O’Connell, E. Tuffy, T. Gilligan, D. Keating, S. O’Connor, T. Ridge, B. Gogarty, C. Keane, J. Daly and M. Murphy.  
Mr. P. Hogan, Senior Planner, Mr. T. Doherty, Director of Planning and Ms. L. Basford responded to the Members’ queries and extracts from correspondence received from the Commercial Operations & Strategic Planning Department of the NRA was cited as follows:
“As you will be aware close to a billion euros is being invested in upgrading the M50 motorway addressing its current deficiencies - insufficient traffic lanes, inadequate junction capacity and lack of toll plaza capacity. Having invested that level of funding in upgrading the road, it is essential that the benefits that will flow from that investment are "locked in" to the project and are not eroded inappropriately.

In recognition of this, it is the policy of the NRA not to allow the development of any additional junctions on the M50 motorway.  Existing junctions are already very closely spaced and, in any event, spare motorway capacity to facilitate additional junctions is simply not available on this strategically vital motorway corridor.

A similar situation pertains on the N4 national road.  Again, there is a major project currently underway to upgrade the non-motorway section of the N4, from Leixlip to the M50. Having made this substantial investment, the NRA would be totally opposed to the undermining of the benefits of that project by the implementation of an additional junction on this completed road. 

In regard to the Kennelsfort junction, the Authority has agreed to fund a detailed traffic study in relation to this junction.  However, any proposals that may arise from that study work are unlikely to be undertaken in the short term prior to 2011 given the extent of the Authority's other commitments under the roads programme during that period.  All projects for consideration post 2010 will be considered on the basis of their merits and will be subject to a prioritisation process in terms of delivery scheduling.”

Following discussion it was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor E. Tuffy:
“The plan to be amended as appropriate to provide for direct access/egress to the N4 for the Liffey Valley Development and that this shall be completed and in use before any additional retail unit is opened for use.”
It was AGREED that a roll call vote would be taken and the result was as follows:

FOR:
12 (twelve)

Councillors P. Cosgrave, J. Daly, R. Dowds, T. Gilligan, B. Gogarty, D. Keating, T. McDermott, A. McGaughey, M. Murphy, G. O’Connell, T. Ridge and E. Tuffy.

AGAINST:
3 (three)

Councillors C. Keane, E. Maloney and J. Neville.

ABSTAIN: 
0 (none)

The motion was PASSED.
Motion 3
Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 6)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 – 6)

That the plan be suitably amended to accommodate a park and ride facility that will alleviate the commuter traffic levels through the residential Kennelsfort Road and neighboring estates.

RESPONSE

The motion proposed does not relate directly to the Proposed Local Area Plan and is not specific enough to allow formal amendment to the Plan.

It is considered that the motion could not be implemented.

The response was NOTED.
Motion 4
Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 10)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 – 10)

That, in line with the Myles Wright recommendations, the Council shall draw up a complementary and integrated redevelopment and regeneration plan for Quarryvale / North Clondalkin that brings into focus the relative needs and locations of these residential communities with the Liffey Valley Town Centre, Clonburris Town Centre and the Fonthill Business Park and the residential communities of South Lucan, that includes the provision of essential infrastructural services and amenities at present not provided for the greatly expanded population of these several areas of Lucan and Clondalkin and present it to the elected members for approval prior to the opening for use of any additional retail unit in the Liffey Valley Development.

RESPONSE

The detailed study referred to in the motion is outside of the scope of the Local Area Plan and would require a separate statutory process.

It is considered that the motion could not be implemented.

The following amended motion was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor T. Ridge:

“It shall be an objective of the Council in line with the Myles Wright recommendations, that the Council shall draw up a complementary and integrated redevelopment and regeneration plan for Quarryvale / North Clondalkin that brings into focus the relative needs and locations of these residential communities with the Liffey Valley Town Centre, Clonburris Town Centre and the Fonthill Business Park and the residential communities of South Lucan, that includes the provision of essential infrastructural services and amenities at present not provided for the greatly expanded population of these several areas of Lucan and Clondalkin and present it to the elected members for approval”

The motion, as amended, was AGREED.
Motion 5
Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 11)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 – 11)

Amend Manager’s Motion 9 to read “The 6 year timeframe of the Local Area Plan is dependent on the delivery of Metro West and Lucan Luas as supportive infrastructure of the Plan and as such shall be in place before any additional retail unit is opened and in use.

RESPONSE

This motion seeks to impose a negative pre-condition on the development of land further to a 6 year Local Area Plan that will not be achieved within that timescale. The effect of the motion would be nullify the Plan, by rendering it impossible to achieve and would be contrary to the proper planning and development of the area and the provisions of the County Development Plan.

It is considered that the motion could not be implemented.

The motion in the names of Councillors D. Keating and G. O’Connell was WITHDRAWN.
Motion 6
Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 12)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 – 12)

There shall be a community dividend built into the levies imposed on any future development at Liffey Valley and this levy shall be used by the Council with the approval of the elected members for the enhancement of the quality of life of the existing communities of Quarryvale, Palmerstown and Ballyowen.

RESPONSE

Development Levies are subject to the South Dublin County Council Development Contributions Scheme.  The Scheme includes provision for a levy for community infrastructure.  Any amendments to the Scheme would be subject to a statutory process which is separate to the Local Area Plan process. 

It is considered that the motion could not be implemented.

The following amended motion was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor D. Keating:

It shall be an objective of the Council there shall, subject to amendments to the current Development Levy Scheme, be a community dividend built into the levies imposed on any future development at Liffey Valley and this levy shall be used by the Council with the approval of the elected members for the enhancement of the quality of life of the existing communities of Quarryvale, Palmerstown and Ballyowen.

The motion, as amended, was AGREED.
Motion 7
Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 13)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 – 13)

 The Council shall initiate a process for the renaming the new area of “Liffey Valley” that distinguishes this built-up area from the more extensive and internationally recognised Liffey Valley landscape and heritage area.

RESPONSE

The naming of new areas is subject to a separate statutory process and is outside of the scope of the Local Area Plan process. 

It is considered that the motion could not be implemented.

The following amended motion was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor D. Keating:
It shall be an objective of the Council to initiate the separate statutory process with a view to renaming the new area of “Liffey Valley Center” in a manner that distinguishes this built-up area from the more extensive and internationally recognized Liffey Valley landscape and heritage area.

The motion, as amended, was AGREED.
Motion 8
Councillor D. Keating (13260 – 9)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13223 – 9)

Motion 9. Make amendments to the plan to reflect the following changes – at least 60% of the development should be required to implement green energy solutions such as solar panels and or other Sustainable Energy Ireland, SEI approved heat generation solutions.

RESPONSE

The motion is unspecific as to what aspect of the development it refers to.

It is considered that the motion could not be implemented.

The response was NOTED.
Motion 9
Councillor T. Ridge ( 13346)

That the proposed Liffey Valley Town Centre Local Area Planning Scheme not be made 

Reasoning for rejecting the Liffey Valley Town Centre Local Area

The LAP is unsatisfactory as it fails to provide a detailed masterplan for the entirety of the Liffey Valley Lands as required by the 2004 County Development Plan. The document is too vague relating to possible future development. 

Town Centre designation is inappropiate for this location considering 26,000 units are proposed between Adamstown and Clonburris. 

Linkages to Lucan, Clondalkin, Palmerstown, Adamstown & Clonburris are too weak to support Town Centre designation 

No further commercial or residential development should be allowed on the Liffey Valley LAP Lands until both the M50 &N4 upgrades are complete &the proposed Metro West & LUAS line F to Lucan via Liffey Valley are operational 

The LAP should seek to provide for the social & economic regeneration of the adjoining residential communities.

RESPONSE

Planning permission was granted on appeal for the Liffey Valley Shopping Centre in the mid 1990’s, and the centre opened in 1998. A range of other activities on the site, including a hotel, leisure centre, pub and restaurant, office building, cinema, crèche, motor showrooms together with additional retail floorspace have since been permitted and built. In recognition of the variety of uses, scale of activity and nature of the centre as a local meeting place and emerging centre of accessibility, the area was designated as a Town Centre during the review of the South Dublin County Development Plan 2004-2010. The Elected Members of South Dublin County Council adopted a new County Development Plan for the period 2004-2010 in December 2004. The Development Plan designates the Liffey Valley Centre at Quarryvale as a Town Centre. It is the policy of the Planning Authority to facilitate the development of the Liffey Valley Centre as a Town Centre and to ensure that the centre is developed in accordance with a detailed Masterplan. This objective is to be achieved within the timeframe of the current County Development Plan 2004-2010.

The designation of the site as a Town Centre was made having regard to the existing development on the site at the time, the recognition of the benefits which the existing Shopping Centre has brought to the North Clondalkin area and having regard to the need to ensure that Liffey Valley retained its attractiveness as a retail destination within the County. 

This designation was made in the context of South Dublin County Council’s strategy in relation to Town, District and Local Centres as set out in the County Development Plan 2004-2010.  This strategy provides for the development of a hierarchy of high quality, vibrant, and sustainable urban centres including an expanded County Town at Tallaght, Town Centres at Clondalkin and Liffey Valley, a strong network of District Centres and the wide range of local and neighbourhood centres. The Plan has been prepared in the context of existing and future development throughout the county including at Adamstown and Clonburris. The Plan has been prepared in conjunction with the Clonburris SDZ/LAP. It is within this context that the site at Liffey Valley was identified as the appropriate location for a Town Centre for the North Clondalkin/Lucan and Palmestown area and it is within this context that the proposed Local Area Plan has been prepared. 

Specific Local Objective (SLO) No. 17 of the County Development Plan requires the preparation of a detailed Masterplan for the Town Centre, to provide for the upgrading of the urban form of the Town Centre area to provide for the development of new streets and civic spaces, and a range of people intensive uses appropriate to a town centre (including retail, commercial, residential, recreational, community and cultural activities) based on high quality urban design. 

The level of development permissible during the LAP lifetime is based on available infrastructure. It is proposed to focus new development into three linked development cores, based on Civic, Retail and Residential uses. This will provide the critical mass of development within each area that is needed to ensure an upgraded urban form and activity. Lands within the wider Town Centre area may be capable of redevelopment in the longer term, subject to the provision of an integrated public transport network. The clustering approach will realise current infrastructure capacities without undermining future development potential. 

In respect of the Metro West and Luas schemes it should be noted that the Town Centre zoning was adopted as part of the review of the County Development Plan 2004-2010 in the knowledge that Metro West and Luas would not be in place to serve a 6 year Local Area Plan. The Plan has been prepared having regard to this fact. While Metro West and potentially Luas will serve and support the Town Centre in the longer term, the Local Area Plan has been prepared having regard to the existing road network and existing infrastructure serving the area. The Plan only provides for development which can be supported by that infrastructure.

The proposed Local Area Plan has been prepared with due regard being had to the amount and form of development which could be accommodated within the 6 year Local Area Plan timeframe. Therefore, the proposed plan does not provide for the build out of the entire area zoned for Town Centre uses during the 6 year timeframe.

In respect of the detail contained within the Plan, Chapter 3 provides a detailed strategic Framework for the future development of the 3 Development Cores.. Chapter 4 includes detailed Framework Plans for the each of the core areas addressing each core area in greater detail dealing with issues such as landuse, density, built form and building heights. Chapter 5 provides detailed guidance on development standards applying to Development Management and Chaper 6 contains a detailed phasing strategy,

In preparation of the Plan the planning authority has been cognizant of the concerns expressed throughout the public consultation process in respect of the creation of linkages to adjoining communities at Palmerstown, Lucan, Neillstown and Quarryvale. The Plan includes provisions for creation of a local shuttle bus service to provide greater links to these communities and the Plan itself provides for pedestrian and cycle linkages throughout the new Town Centre linking to existing cycle and pedestrian facilities outside of the site.

The proposed Local Area Plan is consistent with the polices and objectives as outlined above.

In transport terms and given the timeframe involved the M50 and N4 upgrades will be in place prior to the opening of the new Town Centre.

In addition South Dublin County Council commissioned a comprehensive assessment of retail floorspace capacity in the County in 2006.This study was carried out by DTZ Planning, Economic and Development Consultants and completed in August 2007. The ‘South Dublin County Retail Study’ was required to inform how the quantum and format of development identified at Liffey Valley in the County Development Plan should be realigned in the light of recent developments and proposals at Adamstown, Tallaght and Clonburris and to inform the preparation of a Strategic Development Zone Planning Scheme and Local Area Plan for the Clonburris Area. The assessment provides guidance on the level and type of new retail and associated commercial development that should be facilitated in the Liffey Valley and Clonburris areas. 

The report highlights the fact that Tallaght and Liffey Valley’s role, importance and potential in the County’s Retail  Hierarchy as Level 2 Major centres are clear and unambiguous and that it is important that their position within the hierarchy is maintained. 

The report found that Liffey Valley SC role as a Level 2 centre is established. In order to ensure that this position is retained and build upon it needs to be facilitated to provide the range of functions and diversity of a Town Centre. This is required to be redressed in the interests of the proper planning and sustainable development of the North Clondalkin/Lucan area. (Section 9.19)

The additional key ingredients ‘necessary to sustain and enhance Liffey Valley’s role, importance and competitiveness within the context of the wider mix of land uses/development potential and objectives for the area’.(Section 9.24). The report goes on to identify these needs as follows; a quality department store, a convenience anchor and other convenience floorspace, additional middle and higher order comparison floorspace, and additional non retail services floorspace  which will add the dynamic and vitality of a Town Centre.

The planning authority consider that the creation of a mixed use Town Centre will provide benefits in the form of employment, training and community facilities to adjoining communities in North Clondalkin.

Summary

In summary the Plan has been prepared taking into account the 6 year timeframe of the Plan and a recognition of what is achievable in infrastructure terms during that timeframe and n the basis of the provision of the County Development Plan 2004-2010 and the findings of the Retail Study. The Plan provides a detailed framework for the future development of the Liffey Valley centre as the Town Centre for the North Clondalkin, Lucan and Palmerstown areas. It is the opinion of the Planning Authority that the Local Area Plan is consistent with the proper planning and sustainable development of the County and is consistent with the provisions of the County Development Plan. The Manager recommends that the motion not be adopted.

Manager’s Recommendation

It is recommended that the motion not be adopted

The motion was WITHDRAWN.
3.
RESOLUTION TO MAKE THE LIFFEY VALLEY TOWN CENTRE 
LOCAL AREA PLAN
It was proposed by Councillor B. Gogarty, seconded by Councillor D. Keating:
“That South Dublin County Council decides to make the Proposed Liffey Valley Town Centre Local Area Plan, as set out in the Draft Local Area Plan document, together with the 22 no. proposed changes as detailed in the Manager’s Report on submissions and subject to the variations and modifications as adopted at the Special Meeting of South Dublin County Council on 12 December 2007, in accordance with S.20 (3) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as amended.”
It was AGREED that a roll call vote would be taken and the result was as follows:
FOR:
15 (fifteen)
Councillors P. Cosgrave, J. Daly, R. Dowds, T. Gilligan, B. Gogarty, C. Keane, D. Keating, E. Maloney, T. McDermott, A. McGaughey, M. Murphy, S. O’Connor, G. O’Connell, T. Ridge and E. Tuffy.

AGAINST:
0 (none)
ABSTAIN: 
0 (none)
The resolution was PASSED unanimously.
This concluded consideration of the Liffey Valley LAP, subject to statutory process.

(C/0489/07)
CLONBURRIS PROPOSED SDZ PLANNING SCHEME & PROPOSED LOCAL AREA PLAN
This item was introduced with a DVD presentation on the proposed SDZ Planning Scheme and Local Area Plan and in line with an earlier agreement on running order the following items were for consideration in relation to the Clonburris LAP:
1.
Manager’s Report on submissions & recommendations 

2.
Member’s Motions 
(i) Member’s Motion’s Agreed (2 no. as per Manager’s Report on Motions)
(ii) Member’s Motions Agreed subject to Amendment (4 no. as per Manager’s Report on Motions)
(iii) Member’s Motions not agreed (6 no. as per Manager’s Report on Motions 
3.
Resolution 
1.
MANAGER’S REPORT ON SUBMISSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. Paul Hogan, Senior Planner presented the Manager’s Report on Submissions dated November 2007 with an outline of the 50 recommendations contained therein, which had been circulated, and an additional recommendation no. 51 as outlined as follows: 
No. 51

Add the following additional target to Sustainability Indicator   

UR.TR.01:
“The preparation of an Accessibility Strategy to provide best practice design guidance that will assist the promotion of an inclusive environment with equal access for all throughout Clonburris.
A discussion followed with contributions from Councillors D. Keating, R. Dowds and T. Ridge.

Following discussion it was proposed by Councillor R. Dowds, seconded by Councillor T. Ridge and RESOLVED:

““That the Manager’s Report on Submissions and the recommendations contained therein be ADOPTED and APPROVED subject to any amendment  required as a result of any subsequent motion passed.”

2.
MEMBERS MOTIONS  ClONBURRIS LAP
The serial number shown in brackets after each motion below identifies the motion in the composite book of Clonburris Motions as submitted by Members following receipt of the Manager’s Report on submissions received following the period of public display.

2.1
MOTIONS AGREED CLONBURRIS LAP (2) 
Motion 1

Councillor R. Dowds (13103)

South Dublin County Council agrees that appropriate housing for the elderly is built in significant quantities in the Clonburris SDZ and LAP so that they may benefit from good public transport and provide a mix of generations in the area.

Response 

A sustainable district as proposed at Clonburris is one where a range of housing types and tenures are provided to cater for a variety of housing needs and where residents can easily access the range of facilities and amenities they need to support their day-to-day needs.  The timely and accessible provision of such facilities will contribute to the quality of life enjoyed by residents in that the provision of a variety of housing types and tenures will address the housing needs of the range of residents that form a sustainable community throughout their life cycle including singles, couples, families and the elderly.  The Draft Plan requires that 15% of all residential units in each neighbourhood be social and affordable housing. This is in accordance with the South Dublin County Council Housing Strategy and is considered an appropriate proportion that will contribute to the overall mix of housing tenure on the site. Sustainability Indicator QL.SC.01 requires that a Clonburris Social and Affordable Housing Strategy be developed to provide guidance on the mix, type and location of social and affordable housing across the site to ensure that a strategic approach is taken to addressing housing need.  It is not possible through a Plan of this nature to control the number of owner occupied units on the site.

A range of building typologies is essential to creating a robust and adaptable built fabric for the differing needs of the community.  It is stated in the plan that urban blocks will generally contain a diversity of building types, building owners and land uses.  It is an objective to achieve a mix of building typologies reflecting the grain and character of the neighbourhoods and providing appropriate adaptability in mixed use areas.  All community facilities are to be located within a 5-10 minute walking distance.  Having regard to the desire to provide a range of quality homes in Clonburris with generous internal spaces, the design of all new homes is required to comply with the internal space standards set out in the recent publication ‘Quality Housing for Sustainable Communities’ and apartments also need to comply with the new apartment standards.  

All of this strongly facilitates housing for the elderly without being overly restrictive on exact locations and numbers; this creates a naturally mixed community with a freedom of choice on where to live.
Manager’s Recommendation

It is recommended that the motion be adopted.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Dowds, seconded by Councillor B. Gogarty and RESOLVED:

“That the Managers recommendation be ADOPTED  and APPROVED.
Motion 2

Councillor D. Keating (13072 - 11)

Councillor E. Tuffy (13115)

Councillor S. O’Connor (13182)

Councillor B. Gogarty (13213)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13225 - 11)

Councillor T. Ridge (13363)

Make the amendments to the plan to reflect the following change: - The Griffeen Park improvements to be moved from Phase 7 of the Clonburris SDZ to Phase 2 of the Clonburris LAP.

The SDZ and LAP areas of the plan will be modified with all necessary variations to incorporate this change.
Response
The Planning Scheme indicates that the Griffeen Park Extension is to be required either at Phase 3 of the LAP (now proposed to be 1,601-2,400 units), or Phase 7 of the SDZ (5,001-6,000 units), whichever comes first. This is to ensure that the development of the park, and associated facilities which will be required by the new community takes place even if development is initially only concentrated in the LAP, Or SDZ area. 

Section H.6.4 of the Plan states that specified infrastructure and facilities must be provided no later than set out in the phasing scheme, or such facilities can be provided earlier, as has happened in Adamstown. Therefore, the extension to Griffeen Park must be provided.

In addition, the development of Grand Canal Park, and Clonburris Park in the SDZ phases prior to phase 7, will ensure adequate parks and facilities at the same time, or just prior to the development of Griffeen Park, depending on the roll-out of development in the Plan area. 

In conclusion, at the outset of LAP Phase 3, only 1,600 units will have been permitted, therefore it is considered that the proposals for the development of the Griffeen Park extension by either Phase 3 (LAP) Or, Phase 7 (SDZ) will provide the development of Griffeen Valley Park in a timely manner. 

Recommendation

The objective of the motion is agreed and is already incorporated into the Plan. It is recommended that the motion not be adopted, however, for the reason explained above, that whichever phase is earlier will require it.
The motion was WITHDRAWN.
2.2
MEMBERS MOTIONS AGREED SUBJECT TO AMENDMENT -CLONBURRIS LAP  ( 4) 
Motion 1

Councillor R. Dowds (13079)

South Dublin County Council agrees that each apartment building in the Clonburris SDZ and LAP contains the following:

(a)
Utility room in each apartment

(b)
Locked area for bicycles, large children’s toys on the ground floor

(c)
Hidden drying area for each apartment building
RESPONSE

All residential units are required to comply with the recently released Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for Apartments and Quality Housing for Sustainable Communities, produced by the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government. These are considered to produce good standards for new homes and are regarded as the most up-to-date standards. It is proposed to amend the text to ensure that any future revisions of these guidance documents also apply to development at Clonburris. Sustainability indicators deal with the provision of satisfactory study space and private space and levels of daylighting to be provided in order to ensure well-designed new homes in Clonburris.

These guidelines make provision for general storage which should be additional to kitchen presses and bedroom furniture.  Adequate provision is also outlined for refuse storage and drying facilities.  Storage areas should be capable of accommodating bulky items, such as a child’s buggy.

With regards to refuse storage, provision is made for adequate space within apartments for the temporary storage of segregated materials prior to deposition in communal waste storage.

The guidelines state that the need for adequate, secure bicycle parking should be addressed at the design stage.  Where external racks are provided, they should be under cover.  It is thought that individual’s will place their own locks on their bikes if required.

The guidelines state that communal facilities for drying clothes may be provided in well-ventilated areas in some larger schemes.  Where this is not done, consideration will need to be given to the provision of drying facilities within each unit, such as screened balconies.

Apartment housing at Clonburris is therefore already required to comply with the most up-to-date design standards as published by the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government.  This is seen to be sufficient to ensure that all apartment housing is of the highest standard.  

Manager’s Recommendation

It is recommended that the motion be adopted with the following amendment:

That South Dublin County Council directs that all apartment housing is of the highest standard, in line with the recent Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for Apartments published by the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, September 2007 and that any future revisions to these standards will also apply to Clonburris.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Dowds, seconded by Councillor B. Gogarty and RESOLVED:

“That the Manger’s recommendation be ADOPTED and APPROVED”
Motion 2

Councillor G. O’Connell (13224-7)

“Make amendments to the plan to reflect the following changes – all public/civic buildings of two stories or more shall be serviced by lifts. This to include schools and community centres
Response.
Section 1.12 of the Building Regulations 2004, Technical Guidance Document M: relates to Access for People with Disabilities, and provides the legislative guidance for circumstances under which lifts must be installed in buildings. Regarding non-commercial buildings, Part M requires the provision of lifts for all buildings including schools and community centres under the following circumstances. These include:-

Section. 1.12 A suitable passenger lift should be provided to any storey above or below the entrance storey which:

(a) in a two storey building has a nett floor area per floor of more than 280 m2; or

(b) in a building of more than two storeys has a nett floor area per floor of more than 200 m2. (The 200 m2 figure appears to apply to the floor area on each floor of the dwelling units accessed from the same stair core).  It is considered that this requirement would apply in the majority of cases, and almost certainly larger buildings such as public schools and medium to large community centres. 

Development within the Clonburris Plan area must legally adhere to the requirements of the Building Regulations. It is considered that this will be sufficient to ensure that lifts are installed in relevant public buildings. 

Recommendation.

Agree with motion subject to the following amendment:- as is required under Part M of the Building Regulations 2004. 

It was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor B. Gogarty and RESOLVED:

“That the Manger’s recommendation be ADOPTED and APPROVED”
Motion 3
Councillor G. O’Connell (13224 – 15)
Make amendments to the plan to reflect the following changes – in line with the Council’s own design policies, satellite, and other aerials and devices will not be allowed to be sited on the front of buildings.

RESPONSE
The Plan proposes the development of a data infrastructure spine through the development which could accommodate a number of communication mediums. Such a system would be available to service providers to use.  All buildings in the district shall be connected to the data spine.  The provision of IT, broadband internet and high speed telecommunications infrastructure to the district as a whole will enable activities such as home office working, e-commercial business and education uses to prosper. 

The Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments state that to avoid subsequent demands for the installation of numerous individual satellite dishes on apartment complexes, developers should be encouraged to consider the potential for locating communal dishes as part of the overall design, e.g. at roof level. 

The Planning and Development Regulations, 2001 contain the following information under Class 4:

Description of Development:

(a) The erection of a wireless or television antenna, other than a satellite television signal receiving antenna, on the roof of a house.

(b) The erection on or within the curtilage of a house, of a dish type antenna used for the receiving and transmitting of signals from satellites

Conditions and Limitations:

The height of the antenna above the roof of the house shall not exceed 6 metres.

1. Not more than one such antenna shall be erected on, or within the curtilage of a house.

2. The diameter of any such antenna shall not exceed 1 metre.

3. No such antenna shall be erected on, or forward of, the front wall of the house.

4. No such antenna shall be erected on the front roof slope of the house or higher than the highest part of the roof of the house.

The regulations state that no antenna be erected on the front wall of the house, the Council agrees with these regulations.  However, some flexibility may be shown only in exceptional cases where a single aspect dwelling has no other option but to put a device on the front of the building. 

Manager’s Recommendation

It is recommended that the motion be adopted with the following amendment:

In line with the Council’s own design policies, satellite, and other aerials and devices will not be allowed to be sited on the front of buildings except in exceptional circumstances where no other location apart from the front wall of the building can be found.

It was proposed by Councillor G. O’Connell, seconded by Councillor B. Gogarty and RESOLVED:

“That the Manger’s recommendation be ADOPTED and APPROVED”

Motion 4
Councillor E. Tuffy  (13125)
Section H.7 Development/Phasing Strategy

Amend section H.7 by transferring Primary School No.1/LAP from Phase 2 to Phase 1 and add a note as follows:

‘The designation of the site for a Primary School in Kishoge Cross to be notified to the Department of Education and Science as a possible location for the existing Esker Educate Together National School.’

RESPONSE

The Plan provides for up to 6 no. primary schools and 3 no. post primary schools as part of the infrastructural requirements for Clonburris to serve the education needs of children in Clonburris. The number of schools proposed meets the Department of Education and Science’s planning requirements for the eventual population of Clonburris. 

It is considered inappropriate to determine the patron bodies of any schools within a land use plan. The patron bodies for new schools will be selected by the Department of Education and Science prior to school opening.  However, the Department of Education has already started pre-planning discussion in respect of this site.
The proposed primary school site located in Kishoge Cross neighbourhood in the LAP area is located to the north west of the site and will be accessible to the wider area. The Infrastructure Phasing Scheme requires that this school be provided no later than Phase 2. The school could be provided sooner than this, if required and, if appropriate access arrangements are in place. It is proposed to amend the Draft Plan to move the Kishoge Cross primary school forward in the Phasing Scheme.    

Recommendation
Agree with motion subject to amendment:

That the following note be omitted: ‘The designation of the site for a Primary School in Kishoge Cross to be notified to the Department of Education and Science as a possible location for the existing Esker Educate Together National School.’

It was proposed by Councillor E. Tuffy, seconded by Councillor B. Gogarty and RESOLVED:

“That the Manger’s recommendation be ADOPTED and APPROVED”

2.3
MEMBERS MOTIONS NOT AGREED CLONBURRIS LAP  (6)
It was agreed that motions under this heading would be dealt with in the following order of priority.

Motion 1

Councillor R. Dowds (13058)

Councillor E. Tuffy (13104) 

Councillor S. O’Connor (13171)

Councillor D. Keating (13072 -1)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13225 -16)

Councillor T. Ridge (13348)

 “Make the amendments to the plan to reflect the following change to the quantum of

residential development permitted under development scenarios A, B and C proposed in the Plan:

Scenario A – reduce the number of residential units permitted from 11,800 to 4,000 units

Scenario B – reduce the number of residential units from 14,800 to 9,000 units

Scenario C – reduce the number of residential units from 16,000 to 12,000 residential units

The SDZ and LAP areas of the plan will be modified with all necessary variations to incorporate these changes in the quantum of development.”

Motion 2

Councillor R. Dowds (13060)

Councillor D. Keating (13072 – 3)

Councillor E. Tuffy (13107) 

Councillor S. O’Connor (13173)

Councillor B. Gogarty X 2 (13153 & 13202)

Councillor T. Ridge X 2 (13322 & 13350)

 “Make amendments to the plan to reflect the following change: - All the recommendations from the study into delivery of the ongoing services from Heuston Station to the remainder of the city following the commissioning of the Kildare Route project as required by the Kildare Route Project Railway Order must be fully implemented and operational before any units in the LAP or SDZ areas are occupied.

The SDZ and LAP areas of the plan will be modified with all necessary variations to incorporate this change.”

Motion 3

Councillor R. Dowds (13062)

Councillor D. Keating (13072 - 5)

Councillor E. Tuffy (13109) 

Councillor B. Gogarty X 2 (13155 & 13204) 

Councillor S. O’Connor (13176)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13225 – 20)

Councillor T. Ridge X 2 (13324 & 13353)

 “Make amendments to the plan to reflect the following change: - The City Centre Rail Interconnector must be operational before Scenario B can commence. 

The SDZ and LAP areas of the plan will be modified with all necessary variations to incorporate this change.”

Motion 4

Councillor E. Tuffy (13111) 

Councillor B. Gogarty X 2 (13158 & 13208) 

Councillor G. O’Connell (13225 – 23)

Councillor T. Ridge (13329)

Councillor R. Dowds (13064)

Councillor D. Keating (13072 – 7)

Councillor S. O’Connor  X 2 (13354 & 13178)
 “The additional junction with the M50 at Cloverhill as identified in the transport assessment for this Plan as being necessary must be operational before Scenario C can commence. 

The SDZ and LAP areas of the plan will be modified with all necessary variations to incorporate this change.”

Motion 5

Councillor E. Tuffy (13112) 

Councillor D. Keating (13072 – 8)

Councillor S. O’Connor (13179)

Councillor T. Ridge (13360)

Councillor R. Dowds (13065)

 “The provision of an additional north-south link west of Adamstown linking the N7 & N4 to Fingal across the Liffey as identified in the transport assessment for this Plan as being necessary must be operational before Scenario C can commence. 

The SDZ and LAP areas of the plan will be modified with all necessary variations to incorporate this change”.

Motion 6

Councillor R. Dowds (13066)

Councillor D. Keating (13072 - 9) 

Councillor E. Tuffy (13113)

Councillor S. O’Connor (13180)

Councillor B. Gogarty (13211) 

Councillor G. O’Connell (13225 - 26)

Councillor T. Ridge X 2 (13361) & (13331)

 “Amend paragraph two in clause H.6.2 to read as follows: -

As a minimum, major public transport projects must be operational; and Written approval for progression to a subsequent development scenario must be gained from the Development Agency/Planning Authority.

The SDZ and LAP areas of the plan will be modified with all necessary variations to incorporate this change.”

The members received and considered the Manager’s Response in relation to the Motions as follows:
Motion 1

Councillor R. Dowds (13058)

Councillor E. Tuffy (13104) 
Councillor S. O’Connor (13171)

Councillor D. Keating (13072 -1)

Councillor G. O’Connell (13225 -16)

Councillor T. Ridge (13348)

 “Make the amendments to the plan to reflect the following change to the quantum of

residential development permitted under development scenarios A, B and C proposed in the Plan:

Scenario A – reduce the number of residential units permitted from 11,800 to 4,000 units

Scenario B – reduce the number of residential units from 14,800 to 9,000 units

Scenario C – reduce the number of residential units from 16,000 to 12,000 residential units

The SDZ and LAP areas of the plan will be modified with all necessary variations to incorporate these changes in the quantum of development.”

RESPONSE

The lands at Clonburris have been zoned for development since 1998 and the current zoning consists of residential development (A and A1), district centre, and open space.  The principle of development in the area is therefore well established. No restrictions have been placed in the Development Plan on when these zoned lands should come forward for development. In addition to the current zoning of the lands for development in the County Development Plan, two-thirds of the area was designated as a Strategic Development Zone (SDZ) by the Government in 2006. Section 166, Part IX of the Planning and Development Act 2000 states that SDZ status can be designated “where in the opinion of the Government, specified development is of economic or social importance to the state…”  This designation recognises the strategic location of the area and the opportunities that arise from the investment in the major public transport infrastructure in the area. 

The quantum and type of development proposed at Clonburris has been influenced by a number of factors including:

· The designation of two-thirds of the area as a SDZ by the Government in 2006, which recognises the Strategic importance of the site.

· The major public transport projects under construction or planned for this area which will significantly increase the public transport accessibility of the area. It is sustainable to locate a substantive proportion of the new residential development needed in the County close to excellent public transport connections;

· Government policy which promotes sustainable forms of development and a higher density of development around public transport nodes. This has translated to a vision in Clonburris of a sustainable community in this area by providing a density and mix of development to provide the potential for residents to live, work, shop and access community facilities within the area, thus reducing the need to travel by private car.

· A detailed multi-modal transport assessment including a public transport capacity assessment, traffic modeling in relation to the road network that demonstrates that the proposed quantum and mix of development can be accommodated.

The significant investment in public transport on the site has given rise to an exceptional and extraordinary opportunity to provide for a sustainable community on the site.  The investment in public transport includes: the upgrade of the Kildare rail line, including two new stations within the Clonburris site to be completed by 2010; the chosen route for the orbital Metro along Fonthill Road, linking with the Kildare rail line, to be achieved by 2014; and the city centre interconnector rail project linking the site directly with the docklands by 2015/2016.  This considerable investment in infrastructure will present South Dublin with the best public transport connected site in Ireland, outside of Dublin City Centre.  It is therefore critical that a strategic approach is taken to the development of the area to realise its full potential.  The County Development Plan requires the preparation of a Local Area Plan for the area and two-thirds of the site was designated a Strategic Development Zone (SDZ) in July 2006 and this requires the preparation of a Planning Scheme.  

A Plan encompassing both the LAP and SDZ was prepared and this Plan was informed by a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) prepared after consultation with the   Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), The Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government (DoEHLG) and the Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources (DoCMNR).  The SEA incorporated a rigorous and robust analysis of various options for development on the site.  Four options of how development could progress on the site were assessed within the SEA.  These included the development of the site in accordance with the County Development Plan and development of the site with low, medium and high densities.  The SEA demonstrated that the optimum use of the land would be represented by providing a maximum of density and population which can support the proposed public transport, but which would not create significant negative effects on the receiving environment.

The SEA found that the development of the lands at Clonburris must balance the requirement for sustainable development with the ecological and infrastructural constraints and quality of life issues of the site and surrounding area.  Government policy from national to local level strongly advocates suitably dense development of appropriate land uses adjacent to public transport networks.  Additionally, effective use of the public transport infrastructure in order to develop sustainable transport patterns should be uppermost in the proposals for the development of lands on the site.  The nature, scope of development and form taken must maximise access to public transport, reduce demand for public and private transport movements, co-locate land uses and create walkable neighbourhoods.  In order to develop the site in the most sustainable manner, optimum use should be made of the infrastructural servicing of the land.  It is considered that the optimum use of the land would be represented by providing a maximum density and population which can support the proposed public transport, but which would not create significant negative effects on the receiving environment.  It was considered that the population and quantum of development proposed for the site under Option 3, medium density of 15-16,000 residential units, was appropriate.  In providing for the recreational, community and working needs of the local area, the scale and massing of development provided opportunities for the provision of a range of facilities which would not be possible in a less populated area.  The proposed quantum of development would create suitable densities to facilitate high usage of public transport.  

The implementation of a sustainable transport policy in Clonburris involves creating a balance between reducing the need to travel, facilitating travel movements by way of public transport and minimising impact on the surrounding road network.  In order to facilitate a sustainable transport policy such as this, a high density of development is required in order to create the demand and critical mass for higher order local facilities which can satisfy a significant amount of day to day needs within the site.  It is asserted that the proposed population and density would provide the critical mass required to create demand for a sufficient level of commercial, retail, community and employment uses within the site.  It is also maintained that the provision of higher densities of development in proximity to such public transport nodes will facilitate more intensive use of public transport and surrounding facilities.

Clonburris is a large scale project and long term project and will take between 15-20 years to develop out completely based on a construction rate of up to 1000 new residential units per year.  It is therefore unlikely to be fully completed until the mid-late 2020s.  It is fully accepted that if the 16,000 residential units and other development proposed in the draft Plan were to be provided with no supporting public transport or other infrastructure, then the impact on the surrounding area and infrastructure would be completely unacceptable. However, the overall quantum of development proposed for Clonburris has been broken down into three development scenarios, each tied to the delivery of the major public transport and other facilities required to support new development, and the Plan clearly states that development cannot proceed beyond a phase until that specified for that phase has been delivered.    

The three development scenarios have been informed by a detailed public transport capacity and road network assessment so that the quantum of development permitted at each stage is clearly related to the capacity available on public transport and the surrounding road network. The phasing plan clearly ties the amount of development that is permitted to the public transport project needed to support it. It is considered that the amount of development permitted under each of the three scenarios is appropriate. However, a number of amendments have been recommended to the Manager’s Report on submissions received on the draft Plan to address the concerns raised – these include a reduction in the number of residential units permitted under Scenarios A and B; and a requirement that public transport capacity (see Recommendation No. 2) and evaluation of modal share are addressed before permission is given to move from one development scenario to the next.

In preparing the draft Clonburris Plan which incorporates the SDZ Planning Scheme, the Council commissioned transport, retail and sustainability studies. These studies, along with the Strategic Environmental Assessment undertaken in respect of the Plan, have provided a robust basis for considering the form of future development of this area and have taken account of the impact of a fully built-out Adamstown development, and other large scale developments proposed or underway in the area. The phasing plan proposed as part of the Plan has taken account of the potential impact of the proposed development and clearly set out the infrastructure that must be in place at each stage of the development in order to minimise its impact.

This Motion seeks to defer the orderly and sustainable development of zoned lands by unrealistically reducing the quantum of development within Clonburris.  The proposed reduction in the quantum of development would have a drastic impact on the integrity of the significant public transport infrastructure invested in the area by diminishing the critical mass and population needed to make the infrastructure viable.  The cost of the infrastructure must be recuperated and the developers of the land must be able to realise an economic benefit from it so as to ensure the economic viability of developing the site.  If it is not economically viable the remarkable opportunity we have to develop one of the best public transport sites in the State into a community built on sustainable principles, provided with unprecedented access to public transport, community facilities, public parks, retail, commercial and employment units may be lost.  

The extent of reduction in the quantum of development proposed would not only be contrary to Government policy but would be damaging to the roll out of the Plan.

However, in recognition of concern expressed regarding the quantum of development permissible in Scenario A in particular, taking into account the likely timescales for delivery of other relevant transport infrastructure and the likely roll-out of development, it is proposed to further amend the Recommendation No. 19 of the Manager’s Report on submissions received on the draft SDZ Planning Scheme and LAP.

Recommendation

A reduction in the number of residential units permitted under Scenario A to 8,000 units is now proposed, provided Scenario A is based on four tracking of the Kildare Route and two new rail stations and does not include preconditions on development other than those set out in the draft SDZ Planning Scheme and LAP and Manager’s Report.

A reduction in the number of residential units permitted under Scenario B to 12,000 units is now proposed, provided Scenario B is based on delivery of Metro West as set out in the draft Planning Scheme and LAP and does not include preconditions on development other than those set out in the draft SDZ Planning Scheme and LAP and Manager’s Report.

The total amount of development permissible in Scenario C, remains up to 16,000 dwelling units, provided Scenario C is based on delivery of the ‘City Centre Rail Interconnector’ as set out in the draft Planning Scheme and LAP and does not include preconditions on development other than those set out in the draft SDZ Planning Scheme and LAP and Manager’s Report.

This requires further change to Tables 8 and 9 on Page 22 of the Plan and a pro-rata amendment to Table 9 across each neighbourhood for each Scenario.

‘Metro West operational’ remains in Phase 3 LAP, but LAP phases 1-4 are now all 800 dwellings each and Phase 3 is therefore 1,600-2,400 units. LAP phase 5 is now 3,200+ units 

‘City Centre Rail Interconnector operational’ remains in Phase 4 LAP, but LAP phases 1-4 are now 800 dwellings each and Phase 4 is 2,400-3,200 units. LAP phase 5 is now 3,200+ units 

Metro West operational’ moves to Phase 7 SDZ (5,000-6,000 units), with a specific requirement related to not more than 5,600 dwellings.

‘City Centre Rail Interconnector operational’ remains in Phase 10 SDZ (8,000-9,000 dwellings), with a specific requirement related to not more than 8,800 dwellings.  Phases 10-12 each revert to 1,000 dwellings.” 

End of recommendation
A discussion followed with contributions from Councillors R. Dowds, D. Keating, M. Murphy and S. O’Connor, following which it was agreed to defer consideration of this motion to an adjourned Special Meeting of the Council to be held on Tuesday 18th December at 3:30 p.m.

The meeting concluded at 19:30 p.m. 
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