COMHAIRLE CONTAE ÁTHA CLIATH THEAS

SOUTH  DUBLIN  COUNTY  COUNCIL

	Minutes of Special Meeting (Planning) of South Dublin County Council

held on 12th December 2011


	PRESENT 


	Councillors
	 Councillors

	Bond, C.
	Jones, C.

	Bonner, B.
	Kearns, P.

	Brophy, C.
	Kenny, G.

	Coburn, E.
	King, C.

	Corr, M.
	Lavelle, W.

	Cosgrave, P.
	Lawlor, B.

	Delaney, T.
	Looney, D.

	Dermody, AM.
	McDonagh, M.

	Devine, M.
	O’Connell, G.

	Duff, M.
	Ridge, T.

	Gilligan, T.
	Tuffy, E.

	Hannon, J.
Higgins, E.


	Walsh, E.


OFFICIALS PRESENT

	County Manager
	J. Horan 

	Directors / Heads of Function


	P. Poole, F. Nevin J. Walsh, B. Coman, C. Henehan, T. Walsh

	Senior Executive Officer
	M. Maguire

	Senior Architect 
	E. Conroy 

	Senior Planner
	C. Ryan,  P. Hogan

	Senior Executive Planner
	J. Johnson, P Devlin, M. O’Connor

	Executive Planner
	T. McGibbon, D. Murray

	Administrative Officers
	J. Kilgarriff, E. Leech, T. Shanahan

	A./Administrative Officer
	M. O’Neill

	Clerical Officer
	M. Dunne

	I.T.
	C. Whelan 


H1/SP1211 
CONSIDERATION OF MANAGER'S REPORT ON DRAFT



FORTUNESTOWN LOCAL AREA PLAN
Mr. F. Nevin, Director of Planning, opened the meeting by outlining the two items to be considered and reminded the Members of their responsibilities and obligations in the making of Local Area Plans under the Development Planning guidelines and Planning & Development Act 2000.
Mr. Nevin listed the 3 main issues that had presented since circulation of the Manager’s Report and of the 25 Members’ Motions received relating to these items, details of which and responses have all been circulated. 

· Density and dwelling mix
· Streams Corridor/Flooding

· Other main changes to proposed Local Area Plan

Mr. Nevin then referred to the Addendum to the Manager’s report which also addressed the items raised.

Senior Planner Mr. P. Hogan delivered a presentation and highlighted the main issues relating to the three issues.
Following the presentation the Mayor opened consideration of the Members’ Motions to the floor.

Density and Dwelling Mix 
The addendum to the Manager’s Report was noted and following Motions, which had a similar content and related to the Density and Dwelling Mix issue, were considered as follows:
MOTION 1 – proposed by Councillor C. King – seconded by Councillor M. Devine.
MOTION 4 – proposed by Councillor C. King – seconded by Councillor J. Hannon.
MOTION 14 – proposed by Councillor M. Corr – seconded by Councillor M. Duff.
MOTION 15 – proposed by Councillor W. Lavelle – seconded by Councillor C. Brophy.
MOTION 19 – proposed by Councillor J. Hannon – seconded by Councillor C. King.
MOTION 21 – proposed by Councillor M. Corr – seconded by Councillor M. Duff.
Members spoke in turn on their Motions and much of the debate centred on the 85% to 15% mix of houses to apartments/duplexes proposed by motions. In response, the Manager proposed an additional safeguard to require a minimum average floor area of 110 sq. metres.  Some Members felt that this could lead to a larger amount of units with a smaller than 110 sq metres floor area while others felt that the Manager’s report adequately addressed these issues.  

Following extensive debate the following amendment was proposed for each of the above motions by Councillor E. Walsh, seconded by Councillor P. Cosgrave:    

“It is an objective of the LAP that a minimum of 85% of own door housing on their own site be provided achieving a minimum average floor area of 110 sq metres. That the remaining 15% be only permissible in appropriate areas or particular locations such as Luas stops and landmark junctions and be designed sensitively to reflect positively on the broader aesthetics of the area including the nearby Mountains.”
The amended Motion(s) were AGREED by show of hands as follows:
For 

12

Against
 7

Abstained 
2    
MOTION 3 was proposed by Councillor C. King, seconded by Councillor J. Hannon and AGREED.
MOTIONS No. 5/6/7/8/9 were proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor M. Duff.  Councillor Corr accepted the Manager’s Report.
MOTION 10 – WITHDRAWN.
MOTION 11 – WITHDRAWN.
MOTION 12 - proposed by Councillor M. Corr, seconded by Councillor D. Looney and AGREED.
MOTION 13 – WITHDRAWN.
MOTION 16 and 17 - proposed by Councillor Brophy, seconded by Councillor King and AGREED
MOTION18 – WITHDRAWN.
MOTION 20 – WITHDRAWN.

MOTION 23 -  proposed by Councillor C. Bond, seconded by Councillor M. Corr.
Councillor Bond queried the response to the Motion and a debate followed with contributions from Councillors M.  Corr, P. Cosgrave, M. Duff, D. Looney, C. Brophy, J. Hannon, T. Ridge and W. Lavelle, all of whom supported the Motion, during which the following points were raised:

· The need to develop what was considered a very sterile landscape

· A levy per unit to be imposed to cover the cost 

Mr. F. Nevin, Director of Services, responded by stating that it would be difficult to impose a levy of this type without setting a precedent.  However, as the adoption of the Plan was a reserved function it would have to be considered if that was the Members wish.  Alternatively the Council could word the permission seeking the provision of trees.

A show of hands vote was called for and the following was the result

For 

11
Against
 7

Abstained
 2
 The Motion was AGREED.
The Manager stated that the proposal would form part of the Draft Plan and a Special Levy would be drafted to accommodate the provision of trees.

MOTION 24 - proposed by Councillor C. Bond, seconded by Councillor M. Duff. Councillor Bond agreed to accept the amended Managers response.

MOTION N0 25 – proposed by Councillor  M. Duff, seconded by Councillor D. Looney and AGREED.
The Manager’s report on the introduction of a maximum height limit of three storeys, with exceptions justifiable only in limited exceptional circumstances was accepted.
Stream Corridors/ Flooding 
The Manager outlined the merits of what was being proposed in the draft plan and stated that culverting should be limited to the absolute minimum, being acceptable  only in case of absolute necessity.  He strongly recommended to the Members that this remain.  

MOTION 2 was proposed by Councillor C. King, seconded by Councillor C.  Brophy.  Councillors D. Looney and G. O’Connell expressed concern at proposals to culvert and stated that they could not support this.

Following extensive debate the following amended motion was proposed by Councillor E. Walsh, seconded by Councillor W. Lavelle:
“That limited sections of streams may be sensitively diverted where appropriate with the highest standards of engineering design and environmental mitigation taking full account of flood risk assessments etc., to avoid significant negative environmental impact.”
The amended Motion was AGREED by a show of hands as follows:
For:

12
Against:
  7
Abstained:
  2
MOTION 22 submitted by Councillor M. Corr was WITHDRAWN.
The Manager confirmed that the amended Draft Plan as now agreed (having regard to the addendum to the Manager’s report and the motions / amended motions as agreed and outlined in the foregoing) will now go back on public display and following the prescribed timeframes will be back before the Council for consideration in early April.

H2/SP1211 
PROPOSED NEWCASTLE VARIATION
Consideration of Manager's Report on Proposed Variation of County Development Plan in Respect of Retirement Village at Ballynakelly, Newcastle.
Mr. F. Nevin, Director of Services, advised the Members that they shall be restricted to considering the proper planning and sustainable development of the area to which the development plan relates.  Before the debate was opened to the floor he reiterated that the Manager’s position  had not changed since this item was previously before the Members and that in his opinion 75% of the content of the proposed Variation could be dealt with under the current Development Plan.
The Mayor, Councillor C. Jones then opened the debate to the floor.
Councillor P. Cosgrave strongly supported the Management view and was opposed to the Variation.

A debate on the merits of the proposed Variation of the Development Plan followed.   Councillors T. Delaney, T. Ridge, W. Lavelle, B. Bonner, G. O’Connell, M. Devine, J. Hannon, M. Duff and T. Gilligan all expressed support for the proposal for the following reasons:

· The social benefits to the Newcastle community

· The feeling that Newcastle had been neglected in previous development and this would enhance the Village
· Creation of employment

· Stability to elderly who can enjoy independent living

Councillors E. Tuffy, E. Walsh, M. Corr and D. Looney were opposed to the Variation for the following reasons:
· 75% of the Variation could be dealt with under current Development Plan

· Development would contradict principles of planning

The Mayor, Councillor C. Jones, requested clarification in respect of the assessment of a future planning application, particularly in respect of the retirement village proposal, should the variation be adopted. Director of Services, Mr. F. Nevin confirmed that the variation did not change the underlying zoning of the land and the zoning and the relevant policies relating to same would form part of the assessment of any such planning application. 

A roll call vote on the proposed Variation of County Development Plan was taken and the result was as follows:

For (14)  
Councillors B. Bonner, C. Brophy, E. Coburn, T. Delaney, M. Devine, M. Duff, T. Gilligan, J. Hannon, C. King, B. Lawlor, W. Lavelle, M. McDonagh, G. O’Connell, T. Ridge
Against (7) 
Councillors C. Bond, M. Corr, P. Cosgrave, C. Jones, D. Looney, E. Tuffy, E. Walsh

Absent (5)   
Councillors AM. Dermody, E. Higgins, P. Kearns, G. Kenny, J. Lahart

It was formally resolved that  “the Council shall adopt the South Dublin County Council Development Plan 2010 - 2016, “RETIREMENT VILLAGE” NEWCASTLE (Variation No.1).


Signed:________________________________

Mayor

Date:__________________________________
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