	Motion No.
	Councillor (s)
	Motion
	Managers Response and Recommendation

	Motion 1
	Cllr Cathal King,  Cllr Devine, Cllr Brophy


	That the plan be amended where appropriate to include “That a proportion of 85% house type dwellings be appropriate in all applications and an absolute maximum of 15% apartment/duplex type dwellings be appropriate within the plan lands. That this 15% be only permissible in appropriate areas at particular locations such as Luas stops and junctions to be used as landmark buildings and be designed sensitively to reflect positively on the broader aesthetics of the area including the nearby Mountains”. 
	Response

Further to the changes recommended in the Manager’s Report on submissions on the proposed Fortunestown Local Area Plan dated 16 November, it was proposed by the Manager that the following additional changes be made to the proposed LAP.  It is recommended that these are much more effective means of ensuring the objective of the motion in compliance with the County Development Plan 2010-16:-
“Allow provision for well-designed qualitative schemes on the Plan lands within the range of 30-50 dwellings per hectare that support delivery of well-designed own door housing in the form of innovate housing layouts, that successfully integrate good internal and external space and amenity provision, car parking and public open space and would demonstrably improve the range and choice of housing on the Plan lands and the District as a whole.”

It is further proposed in the that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and
“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”

Both safeguards allow only for the extremely limited circumstances where for example, an apartment or duplex type unit may be desirable to provide visual interest at the centre of what might otherwise be a long, uniform terrace; or, would be suited to an awkwardly shaped part of a site to enable more of the balance of a site to be used for larger own-door housing units.

There is a particular difficulty with introducing a specific percentage, quota or breakdown of dwelling type, such as 85% housing, as proposed.
The changes recommended above are a balanced and proportionate response to concerns regarding density at LAP stage, whereas introducing a requirement for 85% housing is a level of prescription inappropriate to an LAP and would be an inflexible level of detail much more suited to a specific site development brief. 

The density range proposed i.e. 30-50 dph already means that up to 100% own door housing could be provided and will ensure a very high overall proportion of own-door housing development on the lands as a whole.  Specifying a figure in a Plan raises many significant negative issues and is not recommended.  Below are just some:-

· Very different sites such as for example one adjoining Luas and another at a more elevated location up the hill nearly a mile to the south, must have the same dwelling mix;

· Even parts of the same landholding if subject to more than one application could have an artificially restricted mix that doesn’t reflect site conditions and context;

· There would be very limited scope for dwelling mix within the overall Plan lands which would be contrary to a specific policy of the County Development Plan;

· It could result in 85% minimum standard starter homes, which would not assist the development of a sustainable community and is not what the existing community would wish to see developed, as indicated at public consultation stage;

· The 15% non-houses are more likely to be offered as the social and affordable element;

· It offers no flexibility, for example, 20% duplex units may be preferable to 15% apartments;

· It is a very specific reaction to what the market wishes to provide now, yet would be written into the LAP for the next six years.

The 85% figure is based on a 50 dph net scheme designed and permitted elsewhere that was suggested as an example of what is possible, not what the rule should be.  In particular, the 85% houses in that instance are a variety of eleven extremely well designed house types with an overall scheme average floor area of 110m2 (i.e. the average floor area includes the 15% apartments).

Whilst the 85% own door housing figure may be seen as a safeguard, it is of concern that such market-driven prescription could limit choice and lead to unintended outcomes.  The alternative recommended below recognises that the achievement of 85% own-door housing is possible, but firmly places that onus is on the developer to satisfy the planning authority that what it is being presented forms part of a well-designed scheme that meets qualitative performance criteria with regard to considerations such as space and design amenity and car parking etc.  

Specifying 85% housing in a Plan makes it far too easy for an inappropriate and poorly designed scheme to demand permission for the one and only reason that it is 85% housing.  The alternative recommended below proposes a more appropriate wording that would address the need for qualitative outcomes.
Further illustration of this comes from the planning analysis of an 85% housing scheme with an average house floor area of 117.4m2 (1,263ft2) against a range of qualitative standards aimed at ensuring the delivery of genuine flexible family accommodation as opposed to minimum standard starter homes.  The table below indicates the proportion of the proposed 150 houses in the 85% housing 49 dph net scheme that meet a variety of qualitative standards:-

Element of Family Home

No. of Houses proposed with 
identified elements

Kitchen dining area large enough to accommodate a table and six chairs in addition to the usual range of appliances and work surfaces.

147 (98%)

Provision of a utility room capable of accommodating a minimum of two appliances or kitchen units.

70 (47%)

Additional units that could incorporate a utility room with a simple change to the internal ground floor layout (Option A House Type 1).

58 (39%)

Flexible or adaptable family room located downstairs in addition to and separate from the kitchen/dining and living room. 

40 (27%)

Additional units are designed so as to easily incorporate a ground floor extension containing a flexible family room (House types 1, 4 and 5)  

80 (53%)

In-curtilage parking is provided for House Type 3 

10 (7%).

Internal car-port parking is provided for in House Type 6

15 (10%)

Storage is provided close to the front door

147 (98%)

Gardens in excess of 60sq m

70 (47%)

Access provided to rear garden through a side/ through passage.

97 (65%)

Designated bin storage

150 (100%)

Internal layout designed so that attic can be converted without impacting on first floor layout.

68 (45%)

Specifying that 85% of dwellings in the Plan must be houses alone wouldn’t require any of the above qualitative requirements to be met, whereas enabling a high proportion (which may include up to 85% or more) of the dwellings in the Plan area to be houses, subject to demonstrating that they are well designed and balance a range of qualitative criteria such as those above, would, and is far more preferable.  

The criteria used in the example above are of such diversity and variability and subject to site and scheme-specific design that it would not only be inappropriate, but extremely difficult to properly weight them in an LAP in the absence of a specific design proposal.  

Finally, notwithstanding the above, should the elected members decide to specify a requirement for 85% houses, this should only be done in conjunction with a minimum average net floor area safeguard, to avoid excessive unsustainable provision of minimum standard accommodation.  It is recommended that a figure of 110m2 (1,184ft2) for the overall minimum average floor area of all developments (i.e. including duplexes/apartments) would be reasonable, given the aspiration of the elected members, community and developers for own-door family housing in this area.  
Recommendation

Amend Plan as follows and remove any conflicting text.

“Allow provision for well-designed qualitative schemes on the Plan lands within the range of 30-50 dwellings per hectare that support delivery of well-designed own door housing in the form of innovate housing layouts, that successfully integrate good internal and external space and amenity provision, car parking and public open space and would demonstrably improve the range and choice of housing on the Plan lands and the District as a whole.”

It is further proposed in the that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and
“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”


	Motion 2
	Cllr Cathal King, Cllr Devine, Cllr Brophy and John Hannon


	That the plan to be amended where appropriate to include “That streams may be sensitively diverted and/or culverted where appropriate with the highest standards of Engineering design taking full account of flood risk assessments etc. That a common sense approach be applied to this matter to ensure that the most efficient use of the land available can be applied”.


	Response

The preservation of open streams along their original path of flow is critical in terms of managing flood risk, maintaining sustainable drainage systems, maintaining biodiversity and landscape character and in providing significant opportunities for human recreation via walking and cycling. It is an essential aspect in the provision of an integrated Green Infrastructure in the LAP. 

The culverting of sections of open stream in order to provide more land for development is contrary to the stated policy in the South Dublin County Development Plan (Policy WD1: Water Supply and Drainage and objectives set out in Section 2.3.9 Ground and Surface Waters, pages 150-152), contrary to the provisions of the Greater Dublin Drainage Study (which South Dublin Council has committed to implement), and to the Flood Risk Management Guidelines 2009. The Eastern Fisheries Board is also opposed to culverting of streams which are spawning grounds for fish.

The culverting of sections of open stream would raise serious concerns under the European Habitat Directive (Stage 2 Screening would be required), to the provisions of the European Water Framework Directive and to the Environmental Liability, Birds and Strategic Environmental Directives. The Eastern Fisheries Board is also opposed to culverting of streams which are spawning grounds for fish.

The streams that flow through the LAP lands form the framework of the Green Infrastructure network.  With their riverside edges and proposed pathways, they will link with a necklace of public open space, parks, and hedgerows providing significant opportunities for human recreation via walking and cycling and ultimately form a potential link between the Plan lands and the Dublin Mountains.  The need to provide quality recreation spaces locally were stated repeatedly by residents at the District Centre display and in the submissions to the draft LAP. 

Recommendation
No change recommended.


	Motion 3
	Cllr Cathal King, Cllr Devine, Cllr Brophy and John Hannon


	That the plan be amended where appropriate to include: “That no additional vehicular access to McUilluim Estate be part of the plan but that a pedestrian link be provided to ensure residents have additional pedestrian access points to the nearby local amenities and facilities. Any such pedestrian link should be designed sensitively and appropriately to ensure it/they should not become possible anti-social black spots. Any such pedestrian links should also lead at their ‘end point’ to appropriate pedestrian crossings to the adjoining local amenities and Facilities”. 
	Response

This motion is agreed.

Recommendation    
The wording of the plan will be changed to reflect the contents of the motion and a reference made to cycling.


	Motion 4
	Cllr Cathal King, Cllr Devine,  and John Hannon


	That the Manager’s draft changes be amended under the heading ‘Densities’ in paragraph three by deleting the text “with exceptions justifiable only in limited exceptional circumstances”.
	Response

The Manager’s change is intended as a safeguard to allow only for the extremely limited circumstances where for example, a double-duplex type unit (two storey over two storey home) may be desirable to provide visual interest at the centre of what might otherwise be a long, uniform-height terrace; or, where such a unit type may be would be suited to an awkwardly shaped part of a site in order to enable more of the balance of the site to be used for larger own-door housing units.  The density range of 30-50 dph and other proposed changes and safeguards would ensure that it is not necessary for buildings to generally exceed 1-3 storeys, unless for very specific unforeseen reasons, such as the examples given, but which cannot be determined in advance of a detailed site design.  
Recommendation

Retain draft text:-

“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”



	Motion 5
	Cllr Corr
	That in keeping with the stated objectives of the West Tallaght Study to achieve a Garda Station locally, a site be made available and offered by South Dublin County Council to the relevant authorities.  The proposed site in question is currently in public ownership and is adjacent to the Luas stop at Cheeverstown.  See site number 2 on attached map.
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	Response
This motion is agreed
Recommendation:

The plan to be amended to reflect the contents of the motion.

	Motion 6
	Cllr Corr
	That the plan contains a stated objective with regard to the provision of youth specific facilities.


	Response
This motion is agreed.  

Objective  LUD1 regarding Community facilities can be amended to include reference to ‘youth specific facilities’
Recommendation:

Amend Objective LUD1 as follows by inclusion of the wording ‘youth specific facilities’:

“Provide Community facilities, which shall include youth specific facilities, across the Plan Lands at a rate of 300 sq.m. per 1,000 dwellings (Objective LUD1)”

	Motion 7
	Cllr Corr
	That electric vehicle charging points are provided at strategic locations throughout the plan area.


	Response
This motion is agreed.  

The Council is open to the provision of electric vehicle charging points.  However, the implementation of such is currently being investigated under another project.  Policy T17 Electric Transport Programme of the South Dublin County Development Plan states ‘It is the policy of the Council to support the Government’s Electric Transport Programme by facilitating the roll-out of charging infrastructure for electric vehicles through the planning system.’  Since the County Development Plan was adopted, the Council has been progressing a number of renewable energy initiatives, in particular the Tallaght Sustainable Energy Community (SEC).   The implementation of electric vehicle charging points is acceptable in principle and will be considered subject to the preparation of an overall strategic scheme for the County.
Recommendation:

The wording of the plan will be changed to reflect the contents of the motion.

	Motion 8
	Cllr Corr
	That the Social housing provision within the plan ensures that units are dispersed throughout the developments in an ad hoc way as opposed to the practiced segregated approach used to date.
	Response

The objective of this motion is agreed in principle.  It is intended that social housing within the Fortunestown LAP area will be dealt with in a dispersed way throughout the area, as facilitated by RAS and ASH Schemes.

Recommendation

The wording of the plan will be changed to include the above as an objective.



	Motion 9
	Cllr Corr
	That the plan allows for the provision of Enterprise units for small local start-up businesses.


	Response

This motion is agreed.
Recommendation:

The motion to be reflected in the plan.

	Motion 10
	Cllr Corr
	That the plan states a preference for local employment on all construction projects.


	Response

This motion cannot be implemented. Whilst the Planning Authority supports the intention behind this motion there is no legal provision to either determine or provide incentives for such a scheme. 
Recommendation

No change recommended

	Motion 11
	Cllr Corr
	That the plan includes the provision of a Recycling facility on or offsite with a view to creating local employment.


	Response

This motion cannot be implemented.  Whilst the Planning Authority supports the intention behind this motion there is no legal provision to either determine or provide incentives for such a scheme.  
Recommendation

No change recommended

	Motion 12
	Cllr Corr
	That there is a written objective within the Plan to provide for a type of 3rd Level Institute.


	Response
This motion is agreed 

The County Development Plan designates the site to the east of Citywest road as follows: ‘to provide for a Post Primary School or other Institution.’ In order to be consistent with the County Development Plan, the designation of the two Secondary School sites should include for ‘one of the Secondary School sites shall include for  ‘or  other Institution’ .
Recommendation

Amend objective LUD4 by inserting ‘or other institution’ as follows:

“Development of the Saggart-Cooldown Commons and Cheeverstown neighbourhoods shall each include for the construction of a secondary school on a site (two in total) that measures at least two hectares. One of these secondary schools shall include for ‘or other institution’ (Objective LUD4).”

	Motion 13
	Cllr Corr
	That provision of school sites within the Plan area be agreed with existing schools in the area in order to avoid unnecessary issues arising at a later date and that the Manager takes the views of the local schools into strong consideration when providing schools sites.


	Response

This motion cannot be implemented.  The identification of need for school sites is determined by the Department of Education and Skills having regard to existing provision in the area. Should existing schools have views on the identification of school sites they should inform the Department. Communication between existing schools and the Department is not a matter for the Local Area Plan.  
Recommendation

No change recommended



	Motion 14
	Cllr Corr
	That the manager includes a stipulation in the plan that incorporates the following principles:

Residential development will consist of houses only except on sites immediately adjacent to the Luas line with emphasis to be placed on the provision of family homes i.e. 3 bedroom/2 bedroom houses with front and back gardens.

Development height not to exceed 3 storeys except at landmark locations such as junctions where minimal aspects of development may reach 5 storeys.

Preferred architectural style within the plan area to be contemporary in nature.

	Response

Further to the changes recommended in the Manager’s Report on 
submissions on the proposed Fortunestown Local Area Plan dated 16 November, it was proposed by the Manager that the following additional changes be made to the proposed LAP.  It is recommended that these are more effective means of ensuring the objective of the motion in compliance with the County Development Plan 2010-16:-
“Allow provision for well-designed qualitative schemes on the Plan lands within the range of 30-50 dwellings per hectare that support delivery of well-designed own door housing in the form of innovate housing layouts, that successfully integrate good internal and external space and amenity provision, car parking and public open space and would demonstrably improve the range and choice of housing on the Plan lands and the District as a whole.”

It is further proposed in the that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and
“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”

The safeguards allow only for the extremely limited circumstances where for example, an apartment or duplex type unit may be desirable to provide visual interest at the centre of what might otherwise be a long, uniform-height terrace; or, would be suited to an awkwardly shaped part of a site to enable more of the balance of a site to be used for larger own-door housing units. They didn’t consider a maximum height, but given the exceptional circumstances, a maximum of five storeys would be sufficient.
The changes recommended above are a balanced and proportionate response to concerns regarding housing mix and density at LAP stage.
100% own door housing could be provided and will ensure a very high overall proportion of own-door housing development on the lands as a whole.  

Whilst the 2-3 bedroom own door housing figure may be seen as a safeguard, it is of concern that a two or three bedroom unit at minimum standard can be a limited ‘family’ home, and that such market-driven prescription could limit choice and lead to unintended outcomes.  The alternative recommended below recognises that the achievement of 100% own-door housing is possible, but firmly places that onus is on the developer to satisfy the planning authority that what it is being presented forms part of a well-designed scheme that meets qualitative performance criteria with regard to considerations such as space and design amenity and car parking etc.  

Specifying 2-3 bedroom housing in a Plan makes it far too easy for an inappropriate and poorly designed scheme to demand permission for the one and only reason that it is 2-3 bedroom housing.  The alternative recommended below proposes a more appropriate wording that would address the need for qualitative outcomes.
Further illustration of this comes from the planning analysis of a 2-4 bedroom housing scheme with an average house floor area of 117.4m2 (1,263ft2) against a range of qualitative standards aimed at ensuring the delivery of genuine flexible family accommodation as opposed to minimum standard starter homes.  The table below indicates the proportion of the proposed 150 houses in the 2-4 bedroom housing 49 dph net scheme that meet a variety of qualitative standards:-

Element of Family Home

No. of Houses proposed with 
identified elements

Kitchen dining area large enough to accommodate a table and six chairs in addition to the usual range of appliances and work surfaces.

147 (98%)

Provision of a utility room capable of accommodating a minimum of two appliances or kitchen units.

70 (47%)

Additional units that could incorporate a utility room with a simple change to the internal ground floor layout (Option A House Type 1).

58 (39%)

Flexible or adaptable family room located downstairs in addition to and separate from the kitchen/dining and living room. 

40 (27%)

Additional units are designed so as to easily incorporate a ground floor extension containing a flexible family room (House types 1, 4 and 5)  

80 (53%)

In-curtilage parking is provided for House Type 3 

10 (7%).

Internal car-port parking is provided for in House Type 6

15 (10%)

Storage is provided close to the front door

147 (98%)

Gardens in excess of 60sq m

70 (47%)

Access provided to rear garden through a side/ through passage.

97 (65%)

Designated bin storage

150 (100%)

Internal layout designed so that attic can be converted without impacting on first floor layout.

68 (45%)

Specifying that dwellings in the Plan area must be 2-3 bedroom houses alone wouldn’t require any of the above qualitative requirements to be met, whereas enabling a high proportion of the dwellings in the Plan area to be houses, but subject to demonstrating that they are well designed and balance a range of qualitative criteria such as those above, would, and is far more preferable.  

The criteria used in the example above are of such diversity and variability and subject to site and scheme-specific design that it would not only be inappropriate, but extremely difficult to properly weight them in an LAP in the absence of a specific design proposal.  

On the issue of contemporary design, it may be more reasonable to specify a mix of contemporary and traditional designs.

Finally, notwithstanding the above, should the elected members decide to specify a non-qualitative requirement for 2-3 bedroom houses, against the Manager’s recommendation below, this should only be done in conjunction with a minimum average net floor area safeguard, to avoid excessive unsustainable provision of minimum standard accommodation.  It is recommended that a figure of 110m2 (1,184ft2) for the overall minimum average floor area of all developments (i.e. including duplexes/apartments) would be reasonable, given the aspiration of the elected members, community and developers for own-door family housing in this area.  
Recommendation

Amend Plan as follows and remove any conflicting text.

“Allow provision for well-designed qualitative schemes on the Plan lands within the range of 30-50 dwellings per hectare that support delivery of well-designed own door housing in the form of innovate housing layouts, that successfully integrate good internal and external space and amenity provision, car parking and public open space and would demonstrably improve the range and choice of housing on the Plan lands and the District as a whole.”

It is further proposed in the that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and
“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable to a maximum of four or five storeys only in limited circumstances.”
A mix of contemporary and traditional designs may be considered.

 

	Motion 15
	Cllr William Lavelle , Cllr Colm Brophy
	To amend figure 5.7 such that:

· areas currently proposed for a of residential density of c. 50 dwellings per hectare be reduced to c. 40 dwellings per hectare; 

· the areas currently proposed for a of residential density of c. 40 dwellings per hectare be reduced to c. 35 dwellings per hectare;

And that all other figures and sections of the draft LAP relating to or which refer to residential density and overall dwelling numbers be amended accordingly.


	Response

Further to the changes recommended in the Manager’s Report on submissions on the proposed Fortunestown Local Area Plan dated 16 November, it is proposed by the Manager that the following additional change be made to the proposed LAP:-

“in order to facilitate the provision of own door housing, net residential densities of 30-50 dwellings per hectare shall apply to the Plan lands, retaining the general objectives that densities be at the higher end of this range within 5 minutes walk of Luas stops in accordance with County Development Plan policy and National Guidance and that they would be at the lower end of this range at the extremities of the Plan lands.”

It is considered that this wording would more appropriately address concerns regarding density in a flexible manner, whilst also enabling the LAP to remain compliant with relevant local and national policy and guidance as set out in the relevant policies of the South Dublin County Development Plan 2010-16 and DoEH&LG Guidelines for Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas. 

It is further proposed that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and

“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”

There is a particular difficulty with introducing specific density maxima below 50 dph on these lands as it would preclude compliance with the County Development Plan and National Policy guidance.  It would cause the LAP to materially contravene a policy of the County Development Plan and be at odds with the Sustainable Residential Development Guidelines.  
The changes recommended below are a more flexible, balanced and proportionate response to concerns regarding density at LAP stage.  
The density range proposed i.e. 30-50 dph means that up to 100% own door housing could be provided and will ensure a very high overall proportion of own-door housing development on the lands as a whole.  

Recommendation

Amend Plan as follows and remove any conflicting text.

“Allow provision for well-designed qualitative schemes on the Plan lands within the range of 30-50 dwellings per hectare that support delivery of well-designed own door housing in the form of innovate housing layouts, that successfully integrate good internal and external space and amenity provision, car parking and public open space and would demonstrably improve the range and choice of housing on the Plan lands and the District as a whole.”

It is further proposed in the that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and
“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”


	Motion 16
	Cllr Colm Brophy Cllr Cathal King


	To amend the Draft LAP and all figures and maps to OMIT the proposed link to/from the existing cul-de-sac at Ard Mor Lawns; and to amend objective AM 16 to replace the opening work “encourage” with the words “facilitate, with residents’ general approval”. 
          
	Response:

This motion is agreed. 
Recommendation
The plan to be amended in accordance with the contents of the motion.


	Motion 17
	Cllr William Lavelle, Cllr Colm Brophy Cllr Cathal King
	To omit the parking requirement reductions outlined in section 7.2.3.
	Response
This motion is agreed.

Recommendation

To omit the last two sentences of the first paragraph of Section 7.2.3 as follows (omission highlighted by strikethrough):

The quantum of car parking shall be provided in line with the standards set out under the South Dublin County Council Development Plan, 2010-2016.  Parking requirements shall be reduced by 20% in the context of the accessibility of the Plan Lands to the Luas line.  A further reduction should also be considered for development within the Fortunestown Centre or within 400 metres walking distance of Luas stops especially for employment intensive development.

	Motion 18
	Cllr William Lavelle , Cllr Colm Brophy  Cllr Cathal King
	To amend objective LUD 1 to increase the required community spaces per 1000 dwellings to 600 sq.m.      


	Response
The provision of 300sqm of community space per 1000 dwellings is considered reasonable, whilst 600sqm per 1000 dwellings would be excessive. 

Recommendation

No change recommended

	Motion 19
	Cllr John Hannon
	That 85% minimum of all residential development will be in the form of own door standard (non apartment) housing


	Response

Further to the changes recommended in the Manager’s Report on submissions on the proposed Fortunestown Local Area Plan dated 16 November, it was proposed by the Manager that the following additional changes be made to the proposed LAP.  It is recommended that these are much more effective means of ensuring the objective of the motion in compliance with the County Development Plan 2010-16:-
“Allow provision for well-designed qualitative schemes on the Plan lands within the range of 30-50 dwellings per hectare that support delivery of well-designed own door housing in the form of innovate housing layouts, that successfully integrate good internal and external space and amenity provision, car parking and public open space and would demonstrably improve the range and choice of housing on the Plan lands and the District as a whole.”

It is further proposed in the that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and
“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”

Both safeguards allow only for the extremely limited circumstances where for example, an apartment or duplex type unit may be desirable to provide visual interest at the centre of what might otherwise be a long, uniform terrace; or, would be suited to an awkwardly shaped part of a site to enable more of the balance of a site to be used for larger own-door housing units.

There is a particular difficulty with introducing a specific percentage, quota or breakdown of dwelling type, such as 85% housing, as proposed.
The changes recommended above are a balanced and proportionate response to concerns regarding density at LAP stage, whereas introducing a requirement for 85% housing is a level of prescription inappropriate to an LAP and would be an inflexible level of detail much more suited to a specific site development brief. 

The density range proposed i.e. 30-50 dph already means that up to 100% own door housing could be provided and will ensure a very high overall proportion of own-door housing development on the lands as a whole.  Specifying a figure in a Plan raises many significant negative issues and is not recommended.  Below are just some:-

· Very different sites such as for example one adjoining Luas and another at a more elevated location up the hill nearly a mile to the south, must have the same dwelling mix;

· Even parts of the same landholding if subject to more than one application could have an artificially restricted mix that doesn’t reflect site conditions and context;

· There would be very limited scope for dwelling mix within the overall Plan lands which would be contrary to a specific policy of the County Development Plan;

· It could result in 85% minimum standard starter homes, which would not assist the development of a sustainable community and is not what the existing community would wish to see developed, as indicated at public consultation stage;

· The 15% non-houses are more likely to be offered as the social and affordable element;

· It offers no flexibility, for example, 20% duplex units may be preferable to 15% apartments;

· It is a very specific reaction to what the market wishes to provide now, yet would be written into the LAP for the next six years.

The 85% figure is based on a 50 dph net scheme designed and permitted elsewhere that was suggested as an example of what is possible, not what the rule should be.  In particular, the 85% houses in that instance are a variety of eleven extremely well designed house types with an overall scheme average floor area of 110m2 (i.e. the average floor area includes the 15% apartments).

Whilst the 85% own door housing figure may be seen as a safeguard, it is of concern that such market-driven prescription could limit choice and lead to unintended outcomes.  The alternative recommended below recognises that the achievement of 85% own-door housing is possible, but firmly places that onus is on the developer to satisfy the planning authority that what it is being presented forms part of a well-designed scheme that meets qualitative performance criteria with regard to considerations such as space and design amenity and car parking etc.  

Specifying 85% housing in a Plan makes it far too easy for an inappropriate and poorly designed scheme to demand permission for the one and only reason that it is 85% housing.  The alternative recommended below proposes a more appropriate wording that would address the need for qualitative outcomes.
Further illustration of this comes from the planning analysis of an 85% housing scheme with an average house floor area of 117.4m2 (1,263ft2) against a range of qualitative standards aimed at ensuring the delivery of genuine flexible family accommodation as opposed to minimum standard starter homes.  The table below indicates the proportion of the proposed 150 houses in the 85% housing 49 dph net scheme that meet a variety of qualitative standards:-

Element of Family Home

No. of Houses proposed with 
identified elements

Kitchen dining area large enough to accommodate a table and six chairs in addition to the usual range of appliances and work surfaces.

147 (98%)

Provision of a utility room capable of accommodating a minimum of two appliances or kitchen units.

70 (47%)

Additional units that could incorporate a utility room with a simple change to the internal ground floor layout (Option A House Type 1).

58 (39%)

Flexible or adaptable family room located downstairs in addition to and separate from the kitchen/dining and living room. 

40 (27%)

Additional units are designed so as to easily incorporate a ground floor extension containing a flexible family room (House types 1, 4 and 5)  

80 (53%)

In-curtilage parking is provided for House Type 3 

10 (7%).

Internal car-port parking is provided for in House Type 6

15 (10%)

Storage is provided close to the front door

147 (98%)

Gardens in excess of 60sq m

70 (47%)

Access provided to rear garden through a side/ through passage.

97 (65%)

Designated bin storage

150 (100%)

Internal layout designed so that attic can be converted without impacting on first floor layout.

68 (45%)

Specifying that 85% of dwellings in the Plan must be houses alone wouldn’t require any of the above qualitative requirements to be met, whereas enabling a high proportion (which may include up to 85% or more) of the dwellings in the Plan area to be houses, subject to demonstrating that they are well designed and balance a range of qualitative criteria such as those above, would, and is far more preferable.  

The criteria used in the example above are of such diversity and variability and subject to site and scheme-specific design that it would not only be inappropriate, but extremely difficult to properly weight them in an LAP in the absence of a specific design proposal.  

Finally, notwithstanding the above, should the elected members decide to specify a requirement for 85% houses, this should only be done in conjunction with a minimum average net floor area safeguard, to avoid excessive unsustainable provision of minimum standard accommodation.  It is recommended that a figure of 110m2 (1,184ft2) for the overall minimum average floor area of all developments (i.e. including duplexes/apartments) would be reasonable, given the aspiration of the elected members, community and developers for own-door family housing in this area.  
Recommendation

Amend Plan as follows and remove any conflicting text.

“Allow provision for well-designed qualitative schemes on the Plan lands within the range of 30-50 dwellings per hectare that support delivery of well-designed own door housing in the form of innovate housing layouts, that successfully integrate good internal and external space and amenity provision, car parking and public open space and would demonstrably improve the range and choice of housing on the Plan lands and the District as a whole.”

It is further proposed in the that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and
“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”


	Motion 20
	Cllr Corr
	With regard to the Boherboy Neighbourhood, allow for the provision of an appropriate site of at least 1 hectare to be reserved for a primary school in north-western section of lands, if required by the Department of Education and Skills.
	Response

School sites are indicative and will be required to be located on sites suitable to the Department of Education and Skills. Allowance will be made within the Plan for the relocation of the schools generally within a landholding subject to the provision of an appropriate and deliverable site that meets the requirements of the Department of Education and in accordance with the phasing requirements of the LAP.
Recommendation

Change Plan accordingly.

	Motion 21
	Cllr Corr
	Density

Development should be predominantly housing (approx. 85%) and that apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.
	Response

Further to the changes recommended in the Manager’s Report on submissions on the proposed Fortunestown Local Area Plan dated 16 November, it was proposed by the Manager that the following additional changes be made to the proposed LAP.  It is recommended that these are much more effective means of ensuring the objective of the motion in compliance with the County Development Plan 2010-16:-
“Allow provision for well-designed qualitative schemes on the Plan lands within the range of 30-50 dwellings per hectare that support delivery of well-designed own door housing in the form of innovate housing layouts, that successfully integrate good internal and external space and amenity provision, car parking and public open space and would demonstrably improve the range and choice of housing on the Plan lands and the District as a whole.”

It is further proposed in the that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and
“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”

Both safeguards allow only for the extremely limited circumstances where for example, an apartment or duplex type unit may be desirable to provide visual interest at the centre of what might otherwise be a long, uniform terrace; or, would be suited to an awkwardly shaped part of a site to enable more of the balance of a site to be used for larger own-door housing units.

There is a particular difficulty with introducing a specific percentage, quota or breakdown of dwelling type, such as 85% housing, as proposed.
The changes recommended above are a balanced and proportionate response to concerns regarding density at LAP stage, whereas introducing a requirement for 85% housing is a level of prescription inappropriate to an LAP and would be an inflexible level of detail much more suited to a specific site development brief. 

The density range proposed i.e. 30-50 dph already means that up to 100% own door housing could be provided and will ensure a very high overall proportion of own-door housing development on the lands as a whole.  Specifying a figure in a Plan raises many significant negative issues and is not recommended.  Below are just some:-

· Very different sites such as for example one adjoining Luas and another at a more elevated location up the hill nearly a mile to the south, must have the same dwelling mix;

· Even parts of the same landholding if subject to more than one application could have an artificially restricted mix that doesn’t reflect site conditions and context;

· There would be very limited scope for dwelling mix within the overall Plan lands which would be contrary to a specific policy of the County Development Plan;

· It could result in 85% minimum standard starter homes, which would not assist the development of a sustainable community and is not what the existing community would wish to see developed, as indicated at public consultation stage;

· The 15% non-houses are more likely to be offered as the social and affordable element;

· It offers no flexibility, for example, 20% duplex units may be preferable to 15% apartments;

· It is a very specific reaction to what the market wishes to provide now, yet would be written into the LAP for the next six years.

The 85% figure is based on a 50 dph net scheme designed and permitted elsewhere that was suggested as an example of what is possible, not what the rule should be.  In particular, the 85% houses in that instance are a variety of eleven extremely well designed house types with an overall scheme average floor area of 110m2 (i.e. the average floor area includes the 15% apartments).

Whilst the 85% own door housing figure may be seen as a safeguard, it is of concern that such market-driven prescription could limit choice and lead to unintended outcomes.  The alternative recommended below recognises that the achievement of 85% own-door housing is possible, but firmly places that onus is on the developer to satisfy the planning authority that what it is being presented forms part of a well-designed scheme that meets qualitative performance criteria with regard to considerations such as space and design amenity and car parking etc.  

Specifying 85% housing in a Plan makes it far too easy for an inappropriate and poorly designed scheme to demand permission for the one and only reason that it is 85% housing.  The alternative recommended below proposes a more appropriate wording that would address the need for qualitative outcomes.
Further illustration of this comes from the planning analysis of an 85% housing scheme with an average house floor area of 117.4m2 (1,263ft2) against a range of qualitative standards aimed at ensuring the delivery of genuine flexible family accommodation as opposed to minimum standard starter homes.  The table below indicates the proportion of the proposed 150 houses in the 85% housing 49 dph net scheme that meet a variety of qualitative standards:-

Element of Family Home

No. of Houses proposed with 
identified elements

Kitchen dining area large enough to accommodate a table and six chairs in addition to the usual range of appliances and work surfaces.

147 (98%)

Provision of a utility room capable of accommodating a minimum of two appliances or kitchen units.

70 (47%)

Additional units that could incorporate a utility room with a simple change to the internal ground floor layout (Option A House Type 1).

58 (39%)

Flexible or adaptable family room located downstairs in addition to and separate from the kitchen/dining and living room. 

40 (27%)

Additional units are designed so as to easily incorporate a ground floor extension containing a flexible family room (House types 1, 4 and 5)  

80 (53%)

In-curtilage parking is provided for House Type 3 

10 (7%).

Internal car-port parking is provided for in House Type 6

15 (10%)

Storage is provided close to the front door

147 (98%)

Gardens in excess of 60sq m

70 (47%)

Access provided to rear garden through a side/ through passage.

97 (65%)

Designated bin storage

150 (100%)

Internal layout designed so that attic can be converted without impacting on first floor layout.

68 (45%)

Specifying that 85% of dwellings in the Plan must be houses alone wouldn’t require any of the above qualitative requirements to be met, whereas enabling a high proportion (which may include up to 85% or more) of the dwellings in the Plan area to be houses, subject to demonstrating that they are well designed and balance a range of qualitative criteria such as those above, would, and is far more preferable.  

The criteria used in the example above are of such diversity and variability and subject to site and scheme-specific design that it would not only be inappropriate, but extremely difficult to properly weight them in an LAP in the absence of a specific design proposal.  

Finally, notwithstanding the above, should the elected members decide to specify a requirement for 85% houses, this should only be done in conjunction with a minimum average net floor area safeguard, to avoid excessive unsustainable provision of minimum standard accommodation.  It is recommended that a figure of 110m2 (1,184ft2) for the overall minimum average floor area of all developments (i.e. including duplexes/apartments) would be reasonable, given the aspiration of the elected members, community and developers for own-door family housing in this area.  
Recommendation

Amend Plan as follows and remove any conflicting text.

“Allow provision for well-designed qualitative schemes on the Plan lands within the range of 30-50 dwellings per hectare that support delivery of well-designed own door housing in the form of innovate housing layouts, that successfully integrate good internal and external space and amenity provision, car parking and public open space and would demonstrably improve the range and choice of housing on the Plan lands and the District as a whole.”

It is further proposed in the that this be safeguarded by stating that:-

“apartments will not generally be permitted and shall only be used in limited circumstances where required for reasons of urban design, subject to Development Management consideration.”

and
“that there will be a maximum height limit of three storeys on the Plan lands, with exceptions justifiable only in limited circumstances.”


	Motion 22
	Cllr Corr
	Landscape, Flooding and Biodiversity

In order to create an urban form of development diverting and limited culverting of streams shall be allowed provided same does not materially adversely affect biodiversity, flood risk and attenuation capacity.


	Further to the changes recommended in the Manager’s Report on submissions on the proposed Fortunestown Local Area Plan dated 16 November, it was proposed by the Manager that the following additional changes be made to the proposed LAP.  It is recommended that these are much more effective means of ensuring the objective of the motion in compliance with the County Development Plan 2010-16:-

	Motion 23
	Cllr Chris bond


	That in addition to normal landscaping requirements within developments and in the interest of the proper environmental enhancement and greening up of the Plan area a commitment by way of a levy will be required towards the planting of a tree for every residential unit which has been granted permission within the plan lands – trees to be planted where there are clear deficits within Jobstown Park and along Fortunestown Lane/Way and the Cheeverstown Road.
	Response

The financial contributions issue is being dealt with by a working group of the Development SPC where the discussion on development levies and contribution schemes are ongoing in an effort to reduce contributions.

Normal landscaping (parks and open spaces) is governed by the financial contributions scheme under S.48 of the Planning and Development Act. The amount at present for residential development is €120 per square metre. The Parks Department receives 11.4% of the €120 which amounts to €13.68 per square metre.

Recommendation

No change recommended


	Motion 24
	Cllr Chris bond


	That a local library be provided within the Citywest shopping centre.


	Response

This motion is agreed.  The provision can be made for either a library building or space within or adjacent the Citywest Shopping Centre.
Recommendation
Amend the third paragraph and second bullet point of section 6.3.3 to read as follows [deletions shown as strikethrough and additions in bold]:

A library is designated adjacent to the neighbourhood park in the northern portion of the neighbourhood and nearby to a primary school site designated in the Fortunestown Centre.  A library building or space will be located within or adjacent to the Citywest Shopping Centre which forms part of the Fortunestown District Centre.  It is therefore an objective of the Plan that:
· Development of the Citywest Road Neighbourhood shall, in consultation with the Planning Authority, include for the provision of a library building or space, within or in close proximity to the Citywest Shopping Centre. (Objective MN3)


	Motion 25
	Cllr Mick Duff
	That the Manager includes an objective within the plan for the provision of a Healthcare facility to cater to the needs of the rapidly growing population locally.

	Response

It is agreed that the Plan should include an objective for the provision for a Healthcare facility.
Recommendation
Amend section 5.4.3 (page 24) to include a fourth bullet point as follows:

‘It is an objective of the Plan to make provision for a Healthcare Facility within or adjacent to the Citywest Shopping Centre’
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