Environmental Assessment of Elected Representatives Motions and Certain Headed Items 
Draft Development Plan Meeting. 

September 6th 2010. 
	Motion/

Item No. 
	Proposed Amendment
	Assessment 

	Headed Item 4. 
	Liffey Valley Zoning. It is considered that the subject lands should revert back to their original zoning (Objectives ‘G’ and ‘GB’).
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 

SEA Assessment It is considered that while the proposed ‘I’ objective would have positive impacts in relation to the SEOs, it is also noted that the existing zoning (G. High Amenity) also affords significant levels of protection for the Liffey Valley. 

	Motion 1

Item ID

24495 
E Tuffy
	PA013

That in Section 0.5 Land Use Zoning, Table 1.1(a) Development Plan Zoning Objectives, the Zone “I” be retained with the Objective “ To protect and enhance the outstanding character and amenity of the Liffey Valley and to preserve its strategic importance as a green break between urban settlement areas”.  
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment. It is considered that the proposed ‘I’ objective would have positive impacts in relation to the SEOs, and the proposed amendment offers no significant additional protection. It is also noted that the existing zoning (G. High Amenity) also affords significant levels of protection for these lands as a greenbelt. 

	Motion 2

Item ID

24474 

W. Lavelle
	That both amendment PA157 and amendment PA013 (Land Use Zoning Objectives Matrix) be modified such that ' hotel/motel' and 'public house' use classes be simply clarified as 'open for consideration - in existing premises only' under zoning objective 'I'.
	L1 W3 B1 B2 B3

SEA Assessment The proposed amendment would have positive impacts on the SEOs due to restrictions on new buildings within the Liffey Valley. It is noted that the existing zoning (G. High Amenity) also affords significant levels of protection for the Liffey Valley.

	Motion 3

Item ID

24475 

W. Lavelle
	That both amendment PA157 and amendment PA013 (Land Use Zoning Objectives Matrix) be clarified and modified such that 'Aerodrome/Airfield' and 'Concrete/Asphalt Plant in or adjacent to a Quarry' use classes be listed as 'not permitted'  under zoning objective 'I'. 

It is noted that the Manager states in the associated report on submissions that these two use classes were left blank in the two amendments (PA013 and PA157) and he continues to state that:  'Given that the box was not indicated, the use would be considered in conjunction with general policies of the plan and the zoning objectives for the area’. In this regard it is therefore noted that policy PA021 which if left as is, provides for clear policy limitations on development within areas designated under this Liffey Valley Zoning Objective ‘I’; and therefore already has the affect of restricting development of both the 'Aerodrome/Airfield' and 'Concrete/Asphalt Plant in or adjacent to a Quarry' use classes. Therefore the proposed modification is not a material variation of the plan - but simply a clarification being wholly consistent with the objectives for the Liffey Valley zone. To drop the introduction of the Liffey Valley Zoning would however be a material variation of the Draft plan and such is neither required nor desirable.
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W2 W3 CH1 CH2 L1

SEA Assessment The proposed amendment would have positive impacts on the environmental health of the Liffey Valley. It is noted that the existing zoning (G. High Amenity) also affords significant levels of protection for the Liffey Valley.

	Headed Item 6
	Recommended deletion of PA020 which proposed to introduce a new policy H31(A): ‘Exceptional Housing Need in the Dublin Mountain Zone’, which states:

It is the policy of the Council within areas designated with Zoning Objective ‘H’ (“to protect and enhance the outstanding natural character of the Dublin Mountain Area”) to consider permitting a new or replacement dwelling on a suitable site where the applicant is a person such as Registered General Nurse caring, nurturing and looking after the health and well being of an immediate elderly family member or relation in the community in a professional capacity that would otherwise require hospitalisation.
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W2 W3 CH1 CH2 L1 C1 C2

SEA Assessment PA020 would be likely to result in significant negative environmental impacts on biodiversity, protected species, protected sites, landscape, water quality, car dependency and the sustainable use of services, due to additional development of rural housing. While some conflicts would be likely to be mitigated there are likely to be significant residual negative impacts.

The deletion of PA020 would be appropriate.

	Motion 4

Item ID

24476 

W. Lavelle
	To modify amendment PA021 by modifying Point 1 under '1.2.52.iv (a)Policy H32(A): Liffey Valley Zone' as follows: "1. Development directly related to the area’s amenity potential or to its use for agriculture, but not to impinge on the landscape, or vistas of the valley or compromise its biodiversity or amenity."
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W2 W3 CH1 CH2 L1

SEA Assessment The proposed amendment would result in an improved level of protection for the Liffey Valley, however, it is noted that the existing zoning (G. High Amenity) also affords significant levels of protection.

	Motion 5

Item ID

24479 

W. Lavelle
	Amendment PA021, updating section 1.2.52 of the plan should have included a further update to policy H35 to include a reference to the new Liffey Valley Zone (to reflect the prior decision of the Councillors), and to provide consistency and clarity within the plan. The policy H35 already includes High Amenity, rural, and mountain zones and should include the Liffey Valley 'I' Zone also, so the amendment PA021 should be updated with policy H35 which should read as follows:

1.2.52.vii Policy H35: Replacement Dwellings in Rural Areas and Liffey Valley Zone

It is the policy of the Council, when considering planning applications for the refurbishment or replacement of existing dwellings in Liffey Valley, rural, mountain and high amenity zones,

To be satisfied that there is a genuine need of replacement and/ or refurbishment. 

To be satisfied that the roof, internal and external walls of the dwelling are substantially intact. 

Require that in mountain, Liffey Valley and high amenity zones the replacement house shall be constructed substantially on the footprint of the existing house, unless there is a strong planning reason to allow alternative siting to be permitted (e.g. existing house within 200m of a stream or water course).
	L1 W3 B1 B2 B3

SEA Assessment The proposed amendment would result in an improved level of protection for the Liffey Valley, however, it is noted that the existing zoning (G. High Amenity) also affords significant levels of protection.


	Motion 6

Item ID

24522 

R. Dowds
	That it is the Policy of the Council to promote a practice in Building Construction of the highest standards of energy efficiency particularly in the areas of insulation, air tightness, passive Solar gain, efficiency and provision of appropriate renewable energy systems.

While specific energy performance standards of new buildings are set by National Standards i.e. Building Regulations, Energy Performance, and Renewable Energy Installations exceeding the minimum statutory requirements will be encouraged to as high a degree as practically possible in any given situation.
	SEA Assessment. It is acknowledged that the promotion and implementation of high standards of energy efficiency would reduce greenhouse gas emissions. It is noted that the Draft Development Plan contains several policies regarding the promotion of energy efficient construction techniques and dwellings. 

	Motion 7

Item ID

24477 

W. Lavelle
	That the additional text proposed in amendment PA059 be omitted from the Draft Development Plan i.e. "It is an objective of the Council to examine the lands adjacent to Cooldrinagh Lane and beside the former Tara Co-op site with a view to determining the suitability of this location for a park and ride facility."
	 B1 B2 B3 L1 CH1
SEA Assessment In the original assessment of PA059, concern was expressed that the location and design of the park and ride might impact upon on-site biodiversity issues as well as landscape and heritage.

The deletion of PA059 would be appropriate.

	Motion 8

Item ID

24472 

W. Lavelle
	That amendment PA080 be omitted from the Development Plan
	S3 

SEA Assessment Notwithstanding the obvious environmental benefits of restricting incinerator construction and operation in South Dublin, the consequences of not adhering to the waste management strategy for the GDA may be greater in environmental terms, due to increased demand for landfill as a result of restriction incinerator

	Motion 9

Item ID

24486  
G. O’Connell


	PA080 amend Section 2.3.4 Waste Strategy of the Draft Plan – the following proposed addition to the text should be DELETED:

“It is an objective of the Council that no commercial or publicly-controlled incinerator other than for industrial processes or health purposes be built in South Dublin.”
	S3 

SEA Assessment Notwithstanding the obvious environmental benefits of restricting incinerator construction and operation in South Dublin, the consequences of not adhering to the waste management strategy for the GDA may be greater in environmental terms, due to increased demand for landfill as a result of restriction incinerator

	Motion 10

Item ID

24550 

T. Ridge
	Re. Ref. no. PA080 amending section 2.3.4..Waste Strategy of the Draft Plan—The proposed addition to the text “It is an objective of the Council that no commercial or publicly controlled incinerator other than for industrial processes or purposes or health be built in Sth County Dublin. I propose that that this addition be deleted
	S3 

SEA Assessment Notwithstanding the obvious environmental benefits of restricting incinerator construction and operation in South Dublin, the consequences of not adhering to the waste management strategy for the GDA may be greater in environmental terms, due to increased demand for landfill as a result of restriction incinerator

	Motion 11 

Item ID

24551 

T. Ridge
	Re. Ref no.PA081 amending section2.4.5. Waste Mgt. Plan and that the words” further be left in the text, so that it reads” “No further waste to energy incinerator or waste to energy thermal treatment facility, will be situated in South Dublin Co  Council.
	S3 

SEA Assessment Notwithstanding the obvious environmental benefits of restricting incinerator construction and operation in South Dublin, the consequences of not adhering to the waste management strategy for the GDA may be greater in environmental terms, due to increased demand for landfill as a result of restriction incinerator

	Motion 12

Item ID

24487 

G. O’Connell

	PA081 amend Section 2.4.5 Waste Management Plans - that the word 'further' be left in the text so that it reads:

“No further waste-to-energy incinerator or waste-to-energy thermal treatment facility will be situated in the County."
	S3 

SEA Assessment Notwithstanding the obvious environmental benefits of restricting incinerator construction and operation in South Dublin, the consequences of not adhering to the waste management strategy for the GDA may be greater in environmental terms, due to increased demand for landfill as a result of restriction incinerator

	Motion 13

Item ID

24457 

R. Dowds

	PA080 That Motion 120 and its amendments, as listed in the 4 May, 2010 amendment document,( Item ID; 23311) be withdrawn from the County Development Plan on the grounds that it weakens the protection of South Dublin from incinerators. (Note: Original wording of the motion was as follows: That no commercial or publicly controlled incinerator be built in South Dublin.)
	S3

SEA Assessment Notwithstanding the obvious environmental benefits of restricting incinerator construction and operation in South Dublin, the consequences of not adhering to the waste management strategy for the GDA may be greater in environmental terms, due to increased demand for landfill as a result of restriction incinerator 

	Motion 14

Item ID

24480 

W. Lavelle
	Amendment PA097 updating the Telecommunications policies for the Liffey Valley Zone should have also included an update to section 2.5.7.i  policy EC3 (to reflect the prior decision of the Councillors), and to provide consistency and clarity within the plan.

The policy  EC3 already includes High Amenity , rural, and mountain zones and should include the Liffey Valley 'I'  Zone also, so the amendment PA097 should be updated with policy EC3 which should read as follows:

2.5.7.i Policy EC3: Telecommunication Infrastructure in Sensitive Landscapes

It is the policy of the Council that all planning applications for energy and communications infrastructure on lands located in Liffey Valley, rural, high amenity and mountain zones (zones I, B, G and H) above the 120m contour, shall be accompanied by an assessment of the potential visual impacts of the proposed development on the landscape - demonstrating that impacts have been anticipated and avoided to a level consistent with the sensitivity of the landscape, in order to support, protect and improve the landscape character of sensitive lands.
	L1 W3 B1 B2 B3

SEA Assessment The proposed amendment would result in an improved level of protection for the Liffey Valley, however, it is noted that the existing zoning (G. High Amenity) also affords significant levels of protection.


	Motion 15

Item ID

24488  
G. O’Connell
	PA099 amending Section 2.5.8. (Under “In the consideration of proposals for telecommunications antennae and support structures, applications will be required to demonstrate the following:”) That at the end of the 3rd point “or walking route” be added.
	HH1 C1 C2

SEA Assessment: This would maintain established walking routes. 

	Motion 16

Item ID

24517 

E. Tuffy.


	PA100 That in Section 2.5.9 Renewable Energy the word “primarily” be deleted from the last line of the 3rd paragraph, so that it reads “lands zoned for development.”
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1

SEA Assessment the location of any such project on lands zoned for development would reduce the potential impact on Greenfield land zoned for agriculture. 

	Motion 17

24489  
G. O’Connell
	PA104 amending Section 2.5.15 “That “and walking routes” should be added to the 4th bullet point.”
	HH1 C1 C2

SEA Assessment: This would maintain established walking routes.

	Motion 18

Item ID

24494 

E. Tuffy
	PA123 County Villages. 
That the following addendum be added to PA123 ( Section Ref. 3.3.23) after the words “urban design for the villages” at the end of the second paragraph. “It will be the policy of the Council, during the term of this Development Plan, to encourage and support proposals from local communities, and community organisations such as Community Council’s, and proposals from Local Area Committees of the Council, which seek to have a Village Design Statement for a particular village drawn up through a process involving community participation, the Heritage Council and the Council’s Planning Department”.  
	CH1 CH2 HH1 L1 B3

SEA Statement. It is acknowledged that village design statements can facilitate the protection of heritage, identification of habitats, and the promotion of villages as attractive centres. 

	Motion 19

Item ID

24473 

W. Lavelle
	That amendment PA210 re: definition of the 'Shop - Neighbourhood' use class be modified by adding the following additional sentence: "It also includes a small supermarket on a scale directly related to the role and function of the settlement and its catchment and not exceeding 1500sqM in gross floor area."
	C1 C2 HH1. 

SEA Assessment: The inclusion of the retail use within Neighbourhood centres would increase retail offering and reduce car movements and dependency. 

	Motion 20

Item ID

24481 

E. Tuffy

	PA117

Amend 3.3.6.iv(a) Policy TDL9(A) Tallaght Education City, as follows: 

Change “Tallaght Education City” to “Tallaght Education and Innovation City” 

Add to the first paragraph, after “in Tallaght” the words “and the promotion of innovation and enterprise” 

In the second paragraph change “Education City” to Education and Innovation City” 

Delete all after “transport infrastructure” in the existing second paragraph, ie the reference to City West Institute. 

Add the following paragraph: “ It is an objective of the Council to promote  innovation, entrepreneurship and business start-ups in Tallaght Education and Innovation City, including in City West Business Park , through facilitating and supporting institutions and organisations involved in these activities”

	C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment Citywest is not as centrally located to community, leisure and retail facilities as Tallaght Town Centre, and therefore would be less likely to result in reduced car dependency and emissions as a student facility located in the town centre. 
Omitting Citywest Institute from the policy would remove potential for increased transport movements. 


	Motion 21

Item ID

24482 

E Tuffy

	PA109

Amend 3.2.21.ii Policy EE39: Restriction Area at Casement Aerodrome 

To read.

“It is the policy of the Council to continue to negotiate with the Department of Defence regarding restrictions at Casement Aerodrome.
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment. It is uncertain whether negotiations with the Department of Defence would result in the easing of restrictions of development in the areas surrounding Baldonnell. It has been continually noted throughout the environmental assessment that these lands are visually and environmentally sensitive, and are not considered appropriate for significant development. It is noted however, that if the proposed amendment were to be accompanied by motion 24483, then a positive result would ensue. 

	Motion 22

Item ID

24483 
E. Tuffy
	PA110
Delete Policy EE39A “Casement Aerodrome- Security Consultation Zone” as in June 2010 Amendment Ref. No. PA110 

Replace with

Policy EE39A “Casement Area – Security Consultation Zone”

“It is the policy of the Council to continue to negotiate with the Department of Defence to prevent encroachment of development around Casement Aerodrome which would interfere with its safe operation”
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment. It has been continually noted throughout the environmental assessment that these lands are visually and environmentally sensitive, and are not considered appropriate for significant development. Restricting development would maintain the defacto greenbelt between Newcastle and Clondalkin as well as the associated rivers and habitats. 

	Motion 23

Item ID

24490 
G. O’Connell


	PA139 to PA143 amending Sections 4.3.7 i, 4.3.7 ii, 4.3.7iiio, 4.3.7iv, and 4.3.7v, That the time limit of “during the lifetime” provided for in each of these policies be substituted by “within three years of adoption”
	L1 B1 B2 B3 W1

SEA Assessment. It is acknowledged that the speedy development of the relevant strategies would assist in the protection of habitats, landscapes and waterbodies. 

	Motion 24

Item ID

24492 
G O’Connell. 


	PA175 seeking to delete SLO 26. Cloverhill – Connection to M50 Motorway, that the original wording and objective be restored to read as follows:

“Provide a connection to the M50 Motorway at Cloverhill to serve the industrial and residential areas of North Clondalkin by providing a roads infrastructure to:

a) Maintain a southern connection from Palmerstown Woods Estate to Clondalkin Village;

b) Divert heavy commercial out of Clondalkin Village, via the Cloverhill Motorway Interchange.”
	C1 C2 HH1. 

SEA Assessment. It has been continually noted throughout the environmental assessment that the proposed Cloverhill connection to the M50 would promote and encourage increased car movements and car dependency. It is therefore not recommended that this objective be reinstated. 



	Motion 25

Item ID

24520 

R. Dowds 
	The Grand Canal 12th Lock Master Plan is subject to the following:-

The Grand Canal Way should be developed on the North Side westbound to Hazelhatch but not on the South Side. 

Traffic control for cyclists safety at the 12th Lock Bridge. 

The 3 storey Mill Building adjacent to the 12th Lock Bridge should be included in the list of protected structures. 

The Grand Canal should not be used as a flood relief route. 

Any restorative work on the Grand Canal should not impact negatively on the local natural environment.
	B1 B2 B3 W1 CH1 CH2 L1 

SEA Assessment. While the thrust of the motion is acknowledged, it is considered that the protection of the Grand Canal as per LHA22, will ensure that the any plan will identify and protect the most sensitive areas of the canal, and direct proposals for development of management accordingly. 

	Motion 26

Item ID

24491 
G. O’Connell
	PA198 amend new SLO That “within the lifetime of the Plan” be added.
	L1 B1 B2 B3 W1

SEA Assessment. It is acknowledged that the speedy development of the relevant strategy would assist in the protection of habitats, landscapes and the Dodder

	Motion 27

Item ID

24485 
E. Tuffy
	PA211. Reinstate in Amendment Ref. No. PA228 as in June 2010 Proposed Amendments to Draft Development Plan, the sentence “ For safety and security reasons, it is also the policy of the Council that no new developments be permitted within the restricted area shown on the maps and which comprises the aerodrome and the lands immediately adjoining the aerodrome boundary.”  
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment. It has been continually noted throughout the environmental assessment that these lands are visually and environmentally sensitive, and are not considered appropriate for significant development. Restricting development would maintain the defacto greenbelt between Newcastle and Clondalkin as well as the associated rivers and habitats.

	Motion 28

Item ID

24515
G. O’Connell
	PA211 on Casement Aerodrome I propose that the Managers recommendations on the matter be adopted.
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment. It has been continually noted throughout the environmental assessment that these lands are visually and environmentally sensitive, and are not considered appropriate for significant development. Restricting development would maintain the defacto greenbelt between Newcastle and Clondalkin as well as the associated rivers and habitats.

	Motion 29

Item ID

24519 

T. Gilligan
	To modify the Draft County Development Plan Index Map/ Map 3 to reduce the area of the ‘Security Consultation Zone’ to approximately 300 metres west from the edge of Runway 05/23. (For the avoidance of doubt, this area is not to be taken from the edge of the taxiway). This is in accordance with Policy EE39A of the Amended Draft County Development Plan. The flight safety zones (red zones) shall remain unaffected. Page ref. 126 Draft Amendment Plan 2010-2016
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment: Removal of the restrictions applied to the lands around Casement Aerodrome have potential to negatively impact on biodiversity, landscape, habitats, flooding and watercourses, however, these effects are likely to be mitigated, as long as the surrounding lands remain in agricultural use.

However, significant additional impacts on the landscape and habitats, which are unlikely to be mitigated, would be envisaged if the proposed amendments to the security zones and runway restrictions were to be adopted along with a subsequent rezoning for the surrounding lands from ‘B’ agriculture, to industrial zoned lands. 

	Motion 30

Item ID

24553 

T. Ridge
	To modify the Draft County Development Plan Index Map/ Map 3 to reduce the area of the "Security Consultation Zone" to approximately 300 metres west from the edge of Runway 05/23.  (For the avoidance of doubt, this area is not to be taken from the edge of the taxiway).  This is in accordance with Policy EE39A of the Amended Draft County Development Plan.  The flight zones (red zones) shall remain Unaffected.  Page ref. 126 Draft Amendment Plan 2010-2016
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment: Removal of the restrictions applied to the lands around Casement Aerodrome have potential to negatively impact on biodiversity, landscape, habitats, flooding and watercourses, however, these effects are likely to be mitigated, as long as the surrounding lands remain in agricultural use.

However, significant additional impacts on the landscape and habitats, which are unlikely to be mitigated, would be envisaged if the proposed amendments to the security zones and runway restrictions were to be adopted along with a subsequent rezoning for the surrounding lands from ‘B’ agriculture, to industrial zoned lands.

	Headed Item 28
	Recommended deletion to Proposed Amendment PA228 which relates to zoning of lands, north of the Naas Road. 
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment. As has been previously noted PA228 if adopted would undermine the development strategy of the Development Plan as assessed by the Environmental Report. This would have direct negative consequences for Biodiversity (river and hedge systems)/Transport (no high quality public transport nearby)/Heritage (impacts on RMP021-021 & 021-020/Landscape (Visual Sprawl in a rural area)/Rivers (Camac)/Flooding (Camac) in the zoned area, as well as indirectly having negative effects on the sustainable reuse of brownfield sites, biodiversity, landscape, and increased car usage. The Draft Plan has proposed locations for EP1-EP3 zoned lands, based on need and suitable location. 

Deleting the amendments and maintaining the ‘B’ agriculture zoning for these lands is considered the most appropriate option.


	Motion 31

Item ID

24484 
E. Tuffy 


	PA228 Delete Amendment Ref. No. PA228 as in June 2010 Proposed Amendments to Draft Development Plan- Zoning. Revert back to Draft Development Plan Map 3, where lands in question have zoning objective B “ To protect and improve rural amenity and to provide for the development of agriculture”
	B1 B2 B3 W1 W3 M1 M2 CH1 CH2 C1 C2 HH1 

SEA Assessment. As has been previously noted PA228 if adopted would undermine the development strategy of the Development Plan as assessed by the Environmental Report. This would have direct negative consequences for Biodiversity (river and hedge systems)/Transport (no high quality public transport nearby)/Heritage (impacts on RMP021-021 & 021-020/Landscape (Visual Sprawl in a rural area)/Rivers (Camac)/Flooding (Camac) in the zoned area, as well as indirectly having negative effects on the sustainable reuse of brownfield sites, biodiversity, landscape, and increased car usage. The Draft Plan has proposed locations for EP1-EP3 zoned lands, based on need and suitable location. 

Deleting the amendments and maintaining the ‘B’ agriculture zoning for these lands is considered the most appropriate option. 




