DÚN LAOGHAIRE-RATHDOWN COUNTY COUNCIL

Minutes of the County Council
held in the County Hall, Marine Road, Dun Laoghaire, Co. Dublin
on Monday, 11 April 2011 at 5.00 pm
PRESENT

Bailey, John F

Bailey, Maria

Baker, Marie

Bhreathnach, Niamh

Boyhan, Victor

Culhane, Aidan

Devlin, Cormac

Dillon Byrne, Jane

Fitzpatrick, Stephen

Fox, Tony

Hand, Pat

Horkan, Gerry


Joyce, Tom

Lewis, Hugh

Marren, Donal

McCarthy, Lettie

Murphy, Tom

O'Callaghan, Denis

O'Dea, Jim

O'Keeffe, Gearoid

Richmond, Neale

Saul, Barry

Smyth, Carrie

Stewart, Patricia

	Ward, Barry


	


Apologies for inability to attend were received for Councillor Aoife Brennan.
An Cathaoirleach, Councillor Lettie McCarthy presided.

OFFICIALS PRESENT

Owen Keegan (County Manager), Kathleen Holohan (Deputy Manager), Tony Pluck (Director of Corporate Services & IT), Frank Austin (Director of Water & Waste Services), Gerard Hayden (Director of Human Resources & County Development Board), Charles Mac Namara (Director of Housing), Tom McHugh (Director of Transportation), Andrée Dargan (County Architect), Helena Cunningham (A/Head of Finance), Mary Henchy (Senior Planner), Tracey Flanagan (Senior Executive Planner), Maura Murphy (Administrative Officer Corporate Services) and Pamela Graydon (Senior Staff Officer Corporate Services)
<AI1>
Vote of Congratulations 

An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy congratulated Councillor A. Brennan and her family on the birth of her baby.
</AI1>
<AI2>
Confirmation of Minutes 

Minutes of County Council Meeting held on Monday, 14 March 2011

It was proposed by Councillor M. Baker, seconded by Councillor D. O’Callaghan and RESOLVED:

“That the minutes of County Council meeting held on the 14 March 2011 be ADOPTED and APPROVED.”
</AI2>
<AI3>
Re-ordering of Agenda 

It was AGREED to take Item Nos. 3 to 20 ahead of Item No. 2 (Report of the Manager under Section 13 (4) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) in relation to Proposed Variation No. 2 of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan)
</AI3>
<AI4>
Questions 

It was proposed by Councillor A. Culhane, seconded by Councillor H. Lewis and RESOLVED:

“That pursuant to Standing Order No. 92 question numbers A.1 to A.21 be ADOPTED and APPROVED.”
</AI4>
<AI5>
Recycling of Old Tyres and Car Batteries 

Question:  Councillor M. Baker

“To ask the Manager where old tyres and car batteries can be recycled in the County?”

Reply:

“All twenty-three registered tyre retailers in DLR will accept waste tyres on a one-for-one basis when supplying new replacement tyres.  These tyres are then collected by waste collectors with appropriate waste collection permits for transfer to companies who specialize in recycling end-of-life tyres.  A list of the registered retailers is being posted on the Council’s web site or can be obtained from the Water and Waste Services Department Enforcement Unit. 

Members of the public who are already in possession of waste tyres must engage a permitted waste collector duly authorized to collect this waste type.  While most of the larger waste companies hold relevant collection permits the public can contact the Enforcement Unit for verification of any collector’s permit.

Waste car batteries are accepted free-of-charge at Ballyogan Recycling Park or at any car battery retailer on a one-for-zero basis (i.e. the public is not obliged to buy a new battery when depositing a waste battery).”
</AI5>
<AI6>
Circus Field, Williamstowm 

Question:  Councillor V. Boyhan

“To ask the Manager to provide copies of the following Managers Orders pursuant to the County Managers Acts, & Local Government Act

Managers Order Number:

GO/138/09

GO/148/09

And any other Managers Orders issued for the period 2009/2010 in relation to the Circus Field, Williamstown, (Blackrock Parklands)?”

Reply:

“Copies of the relevant Managers Orders are attached.”

</AI6>
<AI7>
Circus Field, Williamstown 

Question:  Councillor  V. Boyhan

"To ask the Manager to provide details of any restrictions, covenants or conditions attached to, or inferred on lease, or title, or inhibitions regarding the use of, lands known as the Circus Field Williamstown which now forms part of what is commonly called, Blackrock Parklands?"

Reply:

“The Council hold the fee simple title of the Circus Field, Williamstown, with no restrictions, covenants or conditions.”
</AI7>
<AI8>
3 Year Capital Programme 

Question:
Councillor V. Boyhan
“To ask the Manager to bring a report for a draft 3 year Capital Programme to the April Council meeting, setting out the various projects and options open to the Council for capital projects?”  

Reply:

“The 3 year capital programme is currently being finalised and will be brought to the Council in May for consideration.”
</AI8>
<AI9>
Works at the Circus Field 

Question:  Councillor V. Boyhan

“To ask the Manager to provide details of the executives request for retrospective funding in relation to works at the Circus Field which forms part of the Blackrock Parklands?”
Reply:

“A funding request for the cost of providing the overflow Park and Ride facility at the Circus Field location has been submitted to the National Transport Authority.  This request is under consideration.”
</AI9>
<AI10>
Transport Strategy 2011 - 2030 

Question:  Councillor V. Boyhan 

“To ask the Manager to provide a copy of the Council executives submission to the National Transport Agency on its Transport Strategy 2011 – 2030?” 
Reply:

“When the submission is completed, copies will be made available to all the Councillors.”
</AI10>
<AI11>
Overtime Paid in Financial Year 2010 

Question:
Councillor G. Horkan

“To ask the Manager to list the top ten amounts of overtime paid (gross cost) relating to Financial year 2010 and the Basic Payroll Cost (Annual Salary/Wage) relating to each of those individuals?”
Reply:

“The 10 largest overtime payments made to individual employees of the Council in 2010, in descending order, are listed on the attached sheet together with details of their Basic Wage/Salary Payment. Basic Pay includes allowances paid in the nature of pay (Travel, & Differential).

It must also be noted that the Basic Pay figure, as stated, is that prior to the adjustment in respect of the pension related deduction which is subtracted from Gross Pay prior to the calculation of Nett Pay.

	No
	O/T Earnings
	Basic Pay
	Total Earnings

	1
	€38,687.22
	€48,464.97
	€87,152.19

	2
	€38,135.90
	€48,484.20
	€86,620.10

	3
	€34,498.39
	€55,022.95
	€89,521.34

	4
	€32,774.84
	€48,488.88
	€81,263.72

	5
	€29,997.02
	€51,344.61
	€81,341.63

	6
	€29,665.98
	€48,543.63
	€78,209.61

	7
	€29,623.33
	€54,515.28
	€84,138.61

	8
	€28,630.53
	€55,745.90
	€84,376.43

	9
	€27,453.07
	€55,089.53
	€82,542.60

	10
	€26,556.73
	€54,252.47
	€80,809.20”


</AI11>
<AI12>
Basic Gross Payroll Cost 

Question:  Councillor G. Horkan

“To ask the Manager to provide an analysis of Basic Gross Payroll cost, specifying how many employees annual basic salary is below 20,000 euro and then how many employees are in each band of 10,000 euro(20,000-29,999, 30,000-39,999 etc) above that up to the highest level based on 2010 pay rates?”
Reply:

“The earnings of Council Employees and the bands they came within for the year 2010 are set out on the attached sheet. Gross Pay as indicated on the earnings bands, includes overtime and allowances paid in the nature of pay (Travel & Differential). It must also be noted that:

	1.
	The earning bands are prior to the adjustment in respect of the pension related deduction which is subtracted from Gross Pay prior to the calculation of Nett Pay.

	2.
	The totals in respect of employee numbers and earnings exclude Community Employment Scheme Participants (who are not direct employees of the Council), Pensioners & Councillors.


	Earnings Band
	Number of Employees in Band

	
	

	< €10,000
	81

	>€10,001 < €20,000
	50

	>€20,001 < €30,000
	146

	>€30,001 < €40,000
	270

	>€40,001 < €50,000
	295

	>€50,001 < €60,000
	151

	>€60,001 < €70,000
	90

	>€70,001 < €80,000
	51

	>€80,001 < €90,000
	35

	>€90,001
	13

	
	

	Total
	1,182”


</AI12>
<AI13>
Bye-Laws 

Question:  Councillor R. Humphreys

“To ask the Manager further to the question at the September 2009 meeting whether there are any further bye-laws not listed in the answer to that question; whether he can confirm that all bye-laws are now contained and indexed on the Council website; and in particular if he can clarify the issue of cemeteries bye-laws which are mentioned on the Parks Department website but not in the reply to the question of September 2009, and if such bye-laws exist if he will make a copy available and if he will make a statement on the matter?”

Reply:

“All Bye-laws listed below are available on the Council’s website www.dlrcoco.ie under the a-z of services.

Transportation Department

Bye-Laws made by Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council, after consultation with the Commissioner of the Garda Síochána, on the 1st day of December, 1998 under Section 72 of the Roads Act, 1993 affecting the control of Skips on Public Roads.

The Traffic byelaws currently in operation are:

	1.
	Appointed Stands (Street Service Vehicles) Bye-Laws, 2008 [Date: 08/12/2008]

	
	

	2.
	Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council Speed Limit Byelaws 2002 Review. [Date: 11/05/2004]
The Speed Limit bye laws should read

Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council Road Traffic Special Speed Limit Bye-Laws 2009 (came into affect 11/01/2010)

	
	

	3.
	Parking Control Bye Laws – 11th June 2007

	
	

	4.
	Skip Bye-laws


Environment Culture & Community

Parks Bye-Laws were implemented by the Council in 2003

Draft Cemetery Bye-Laws are under review and Parks will revert to Councillor at a future date

Bye-Laws for the Control of Horses, made on the 10th March 1998

Bye-Laws for the Prevention and Control of Litter, made on the 13th May 2009

Casual Trading Bye-Laws, made on the 1st April 1998

Beach Bye-Laws, made on the 24th July 2009

Bye-Laws for the Regulation and Control of the Consumption of Intoxicating Liquor, made on the 12th June 2003

Water & Waste Services Department
Bye-laws for the Storage, Presentation and Collection of Household and Commercial Waste Using Wheeled Bins and Plastic Bags, adopted on 14th April 09.”
</AI13>
<AI14>
Councillors Expenses 2010 

Question:  Councillor R. Humphreys

“To ask the Manager further to the question at the February 2011 meeting if he is now in a position to issue a document to all councillors publicly listing the expenses, allowances and payments made to each Councillor in 2010, in excel or similar format, as he did in 2009 and if he will make a statement on the matter?”

Reply:

“Please find attached list of Councillors expenses for 2010.”

	
	
	*DIVISON OF TOTAL MOBILE PHONE PAYMENTS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2010
COUNCILLOR PAYMENTS
€
	Total Mobile Phone Bill for 2010 per Councillor
	Amount of Mobile Phone Bill paid by Council for 2010
	Balance of Phone Bill paid by Councillor for 2010
(See Mobile Phone Bills 2010 note below in black)
	Travel & Subsistence for attendance at Meetings for 2010 as per Circular LG 33/06 (Includes deductions such as LAMA annual membership fee, Mobile Phone Bills and Mobile Phone Bill Review - Please see explanation below in green)
	Salary 2010                   (Gross Amount) - As per circular LG 26/09
	Cathaoirleach/Leas Cathaoirleach & County Development Board Chair 2010
(Gross Amount)
	Cathaoirleach Car Allowance for 2010  
	Travel & Subsistence for attendance at Conferences for 2010 - As per circular
LG 33/06 and LG 02/10
	SPC Allowance 2010 for Chairpersons only - As per circular LG 33/06
	Broadband Expenses (Allowed up to a max of €29.99 per month)             (Please see note below in blue)
	TOTAL AMOUNT PAID TO COUNCILLOR 2010

	John Bailey
	€529.96
	€265.02
	€264.94
	€6,161.02
	€16,724.04
	
	
	€1,673.16
	
	€359.88
	€25,183.12

	Bailey Maria [Chair County Development Board  payment from Jan - June 2010]                                                       [SPC Chair Allowance]
	€641.21
	€320.62
	€320.59
	€6,133.51
	€16,724.04
	€2,850.00
	 
	€1,673.26
	€6,000.00
	€359.88
	€34,061.31

	Baker Marie *Cathaoirleach *- June 09 - June 2010                      (Paid from 1st Jan - 13th June 2010)                                         
	€278.51
	€139.29
	€139.22
	€6,311.64
	€16,724.04
	€12,136.00
	€3,193.46
	€863.54
	 
	€359.88
	€39,727.85

	Bhreathnach Niamh (Broadband bills - paid from Oct 2009 - Dec 2010 - Cllr's bills are €45 per month)
	€411.93
	€205.97
	€205.96
	€6,270.90
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€449.85
	€23,650.76

	Boyd Barrett Richard
	€763.70
	€381.88
	€381.82
	€6,119.36
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€0.00
	€23,225.28

	Boyhan Victor                            (Broadband bills - paid from Feb - Dec 2010)
	€487.98
	€244.01
	€243.97
	€6,233.19
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€2,758.93
	 
	€299.90
	€26,260.07

	Brennan Aoife                     (Broadband bills - paid from Dec 09 - Dec 10)
	€354.50
	€177.27
	€177.23
	€6,289.25
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€657.42
	 
	€389.87
	€24,237.85

	Culhane Aidan [Chair County Development Board July - Dec 2010][SPC Chair Allowance]           
	€533.68
	€244.36
	€289.32
	€6,145.11
	€16,724.04
	€2,850.00
	 
	€439.78
	€6,000.00
	€359.88
	€32,763.17

	Devlin Cormac
	€864.52
	€404.53
	€459.99
	€6,076.87
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€973.24
	 
	€359.88
	€24,538.56

	Dillon Byrne Jane
	€340.11
	€170.07
	€170.04
	€6,315.84
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€1,820.90
	 
	€359.88
	€25,390.73

	Fitzpatrick Stephen 
	€273.45
	€136.71
	€136.74
	€4,888.72
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€0.00
	€21,749.47

	Fox Tony                           (Switched to a different broadband provider in Sep - Cllr's bills are €32 per month)
	€377.19
	€188.61
	€188.58
	€6,192.13
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€3,660.92
	 
	€359.88
	€27,125.58

	Hand Pat
	€306.32
	€153.17
	€153.15
	€6,297.70
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€6,269.80
	 
	€359.88
	€29,804.59

	Horkan Gerry                                            [SPC Chair Allowance]
	€275.40
	€137.69
	€137.71
	€6,319.11
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€6,214.46
	€6,000.00
	€359.88
	€35,755.18

	Humphreys Richard                           * Leas Chathaoirleach* - June 09- June 2010                                   (Paid from 1st Jan - 13th June 2010)
	€331.42
	€165.88
	€165.54
	€6,285.34
	€16,724.04
	€3,029.46
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€0.00
	€26,204.72

	Joyce Tom                         [SPC Chair Allowance]
	€272.85
	€136.47
	€136.38
	€6,314.48
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€702.88
	€6,000.00
	€0.00
	€29,877.87

	Lewis Hugh                        (Broadband bills - paid from 12th June 2009 - Dec 2010)                      
	€341.28
	€170.68
	€170.60
	€4,888.78
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€557.81
	€22,341.31

	Marren Donal
	€289.67
	€144.83
	€144.84
	€6,306.01
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€2,760.74
	 
	€359.88
	€26,295.50

	McCarthy Lettie *Cathaoirleach*                       June 2010 - June 2011                       (Paid from 14th June - 31st Dec 2010)                                             
	€330.85
	€165.43
	€165.42
	€6,285.46
	€16,724.04
	€16,002.96
	€4,000.74
	€453.01
	 
	€359.88
	€43,991.52

	Mitchell O' Connor Mary
	€804.26
	€377.08
	€427.18
	€5,932.30
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€359.88
	€23,393.30

	Murphy Tom 
	€272.85
	€136.47
	€136.38
	€6,314.50
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€0.00
	€23,175.01

	O'Callaghan Denis [SPC Chair Allowance]                                
	€282.84
	€141.46
	€141.38
	€6,309.50
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€383.43
	€6,000.00
	€359.88
	€29,918.31

	O'Dea Jim (Co-opted 5th July 2010)                                          (Broadband bills - Cllr's broadband bills are €11.99 per month)     
	€142.25
	€72.15
	€70.10
	€3,172.84
	€8,182.19
	 
	 
	€329.97
	 
	€82.00
	€11,839.15

	O'Keeffe Gearoid  (Broadband bills - paid from Sep 2009 - Dec 2010                                                Cllr's broadband bills are €24.49 per month) 
	€1,292.27
	€457.68
	€834.59
	€6,119.48
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€5,081.70
	 
	€391.84
	€28,774.74

	O'Leary Jim                                            [Retired 11th May 2010]       (Total Mobile Bills includes Oct, Nov and Dec 09 Mobile Bills - Submitted Late)            
	€1,215.62
	€371.17
	€844.45
	€2,749.67
	€6,024.25
	 
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€130.60
	€9,275.69

	Richmond Neale * Leas Chathaoirleach* -                          June 2010 - July 2011                        (Paid from 14th June - 31st Dec 2010)
	€509.30
	€254.68
	€254.62
	€6,119.48
	€16,724.04
	€3,994.76
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€0.00
	€27,092.96

	Saul Barry 
	€305.36
	€152.69
	€152.67
	€6,298.20
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€2,785.52
	 
	€0.00
	€25,960.45

	Smyth Carrie
	€298.38
	€149.10
	€149.28
	€6,356.63
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€545.13
	 
	€359.88
	€24,134.78

	Ward Barry                                          (Broadband bills -  Cllr's broadband bills are €22 per month)
	€1,317.23
	€517.42
	€799.81
	€6,428.27
	€16,724.04
	 
	 
	€0.00
	 
	€264.00
	€23,933.73

	TOTALS
	€14,444.89
	€6,582.39
	€7,862.50
	€171,635.29
	€465,755.52
	€40,863.18
	€7,194.20
	€40,047.79
	€30,000.00
	€7,604.19
	€769,682.56

	Explanations Below:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mobile Phone Bills 2010 - As per circular LG 33/06, the Council pays for half of each Councillor's mobile phone bills to a maximum of 600.00 euros per annum, anything after that is paid by the Councillor, e.g if a Councillors annual bill is 1,500.00 euros, the Council pays 600 euros and the Cllr pays 900 euros. 27 Councillors were with a mobile phone provider chosen by the Council, the mobile phone bill for the 27 Councillors was paid by the Council and deducted from the Councillors' Meetings payments. Cllr Jim O' Leary and Cllr Barry Ward were with different mobile phone providers so they submitted their bills. The Council paid up to a maximum of €50 per month to them, but didn't deduct money from these Councillors as they were paying their own mobile bills. Cllr Ward was with the same mobile phone provider as the other 27 Councillors for January and February, so half the mobile bills were deducted from his Jan and Feb Meetings Allowance payments. He switched to another provider in March, from then on a payment of up to €50 a month were given to him, no mobile bill deduction occurred from March to December, as Councillor was paying his own mobile bill.
	
	
	
	
	

	Travel & Subsistence Allowance for Meetings Attended in 2010 (Deductions) - A Mobile Phone Review for the year 2009 was completed in January 2010. Subsequently, monies owed to Councillors were paid ton them in their January 2010 payment. Equally, monies owed to the Council were deducted from the Councillors' January payment. LAMA (Local Authorities Members Association) Membership Fee of €35 was deducted from 26 Councillors' March payments. Councillors Jim O'Dea, Richard Boyd Barrett and Jane Dillon Byrne were not members of LAMA in 2010 so no deduction occurred. Please note that a Mobile Phone Review for 2010 was completed in January 2011. Subsequently, monies owed to Councillors were paid to them in their January 2011 payment and monies owed to the Council were deducted from their January payment.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Broadband Payments 2010 - The Council pays for a broadband package worth €29.99 per month. 17 Councillors availed of the broadband package with the Council's chosen broadband provider. 5 Cllrs were with different broadband providers. They submitted their broadband bills and were then paid up to a maximum of €29.99 per month. 7 Cllrs did not receive any broadband payments.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	IT Equipment - All Councillors are provided with a laptop worth €1040.00 and a printer worth €168.19
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


</AI14>
<AI15>
Money Owed to Council 

Question:  Councillor R. Humphreys

“To ask the Manager for a breakdown of the latest estimates of sums owing to the Council, and sources in each case, and for a list of additional steps which he is taking to ensure that such money is promptly and aggressively collected and if he will make a statement on the matter?”

Reply:

“At the Council Meeting held on the 14th of February 2011 the Council’s Audited Annual Financial Statement for the year ended 31 December 2009, together with the Statutory Audit Report, was submitted to, and considered, by Members in accordance with Section 121 (1) of the Local Government Act 2001.   

The amount owed under the Trade Debtors and Prepayments heading in the Annual Financial Statement 2009 is €116.6m for which a detailed analysis of the debtor type is contained on page 16 of that document and is also listed underneath.
	Government debtors
	16.4

	Commercial debtors

	25.0

	Non-commercial debtors
	25.2

	Development debtors

	45.5**

	Other services
	4.4

	Other Local Authorities
	10.1

	Agency works recoupable
	46.1

	Current portion long term debt 
	3.7

	Total gross debtors
	176.4

	 
	 

	Less provision for doubtful debts
	-59.8

	 
	 

	Total
	116.6 


Each Department will have in place internal procedures for the pursuit and collection of monies owing to the Council. These procedures will include the issue of an initial invoice, the issuing of subsequent reminder notices and letters and the issuing of warning and enforcement notices. The Council continuously examines the options available to it to maximise the collection of outstanding monies and utilises those strategies considered appropriate including the use of the services of debt collection agencies and the taking of legal proceedings.

As indicated to Members at the Budget Information Briefing Meeting held on the 20th of December, 2010 the Council will also be undertaking a detailed analysis of water charges debtors in 2011 to identify accounts which may require correction and a similar exercise is also being undertaken in respect of Environmental Waste Charges Accounts.

**Following a detailed analysis of amounts outstanding, which included site inspections, a total of €26m is outstanding, based on constructed units, at present.”
</AI15>
<AI16>
Michael Warren "Gateway" Sculpture 

Question:  Councillor R, Humphreys

“To ask the Manager when the Michael Warren “Gateway” sculpture will be re-erected in a prominent position, and where and if he will make a statement on the matter?”

Reply:

“A report on a possible alternative location for the Michael Warren sculpture was brought to the local Councillors previously but no agreement was reached.  It is proposed to bring a further report to the local Councillors in due course.”
</AI16>
<AI17>
Biodiversity Plan 

Question:  Councillor R. Humphreys
“To ask the Manager for an outline of the actions taken under the Biodiversity Plan since it was adopted in March 2008, in particular whether, as previously signalled, it is intended to re-establish the Biodiversity Plan Forum Group, and if so whether he will ensure that the membership contains a broader pool of elected members than the previous group which had only 1 elected member, 5 current or former officials and 6 persons not involved with DLRCC and if he will make a statement on the matter?”

Reply:

“The Biodiversity Plan, an action of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Heritage Plan, is a countywide plan that was formulated after a period of public consultation with a variety of stakeholders.  Council adopted the Plan in March 2008.  Since then the Biodiversity Officer has implemented a number of projects.  Among these are: Botanical Surveys of various sites, training for Council Staff on biodiversity, biodiversity education packs for schools and community groups for five sites of biodiversity importance in the county, rare plant surveys, appropriate assessments of various plans and projects, a park’s biodiversity policy, habitat survey, invertebrate surveys, red squirrel project as well as a number of well attended biodiversity events throughout the county.  As the Biodiversity Plan is essentially a work programme, principally for the Biodiversity Officer, it has not been deemed necessary to continue with, or establish a new Biodiversity Plan Forum Group.  However, the Biodiversity Officer and Heritage Officer draw on various groups and persons with relevant expertise for the satisfactory implementation of the various projects.”
</AI17>
<AI18>
Domestic Water Charges 

Question:  Councillor H. Lewis

“To ask the Manager if any communication from the new government has been received regarding the introduction of domestic water charges?”

Reply:

“No communication has been received from Central Government on the introduction of domestic water charges.”
</AI18>
<AI19>
Housing Needs Across the County 

Question:  Councillor H. Lewis

“To ask the Manager what communication from the new government has the Council received in relation to an increase of funding or proposals to alleviate the housing needs across the county?”

Reply

“The Department are currently finalising their capital allocations for 2011 and will be notifying the Council of its allocation in due course.  However in the current economic climate, the indications are, that any capital funding provided for the direct provision of social housing under the Council’s own house building programme is likely to meet existing commitments only and that there will be no capital funding available to commence any new schemes.

The Department have indicated that they will continue to support RAS and Long Term Leasing and the Housing Department is continuing to actively promote and implement both of these schemes as a means of meeting our housing need.”
</AI19>
<AI20>
Heights of Buildings 

Question:  Councillor T. Murphy

“To ask the Manager to look at heights of buildings near existing low rise residential areas such as Woodford to keep heights at a maximum of 4 storeys?”

Reply: 

“The issue of determining appropriate building height in the Sandyford area is being progressed through the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan (SUFP) process, currently before the Council. The issue of building heights adjacent to the Woodford estate is addressed specifically in the Manager’s Report on Motions on the SUFP, which is Headed item number 2 on tonight’s meeting. The relevant motion and response are outlined below:

“Motion 2 (r) Proposed Councillor T. Murphy

“That the Manager looks at heights of buildings near existing low rise residential areas such as Woodford to keep heights at a maximum of 4 storey’s.”

Response The Manager does not agree with this motion.

A further assessment, based on the concerns of residents raised in the submissions, was undertaken of the likely impact of the proposed height on the neighbouring residential estate of Woodford. Having regard to the distance of sites 7 and 9 (Drawing No. 14) at approximately 35 metres from the nearest residential property, The Manager, in the Manager’s Report (page 63) makes the following recommendation:

“Remove the provision for additional height on sites 7 and 9 (D14) and respective star symbol on Map 3. To amend BH3 to read  “It is an objective of the Council to consider additional heights over the height limits as indicated in locations identified on Map 3.  On sites other than the Blackthorn Road site, increase in building height shall be limited to an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limit as indicated”.

The proposed building height limits of 5 storeys and 6 storeys (proposed heights with additional height allowance removed) respectively at sites 7 and 9 (Drawing no.14) are considered appropriate and in the interests of the proper planning and sustainable development of the area for the following reasons: 

	· 
	The design of any building on these sites must accord with Objective BH1 and BH2 to ensure that the height of any such development would not have a negative impact on the surrounding environment, thus safeguarding residential amenity (see also Motion no.9 and no.11 to insert text to safeguard residential amenity in Section 3.2.1 and BH3 of SUFP).

	· 
	Site 7 sits on a corner site adjacent to the Sandyford Luas Stop. In accordance with the principles of sustainable development the site has a proposed zoning Objective ‘OE’ and a high proposed plot ratio of 1:2. In its design, the development will provide a pocket park and an important public route from the Sandyford Luas stop. A building height of 5 storeys is therefore considered to be consistent with the design elements outlined above.


Site 9 is located at a prominent junction and requires a building of substance to mark its location. A building height of 6 storeys would sit well to the front of the existing development at Central Park which rises above site 9 and has a building height of 10 storeys. A 6 storey height would provide an appropriate step down.”
</AI20>
<AI21>
Development of Roof Gardens 

Question:  Councillor T. Murphy

“To ask the Manager to take into consideration the development of roof gardens at the planning process for all future developments?”
Reply:

“Section 16.12 of the Development Plan requires large developments to make use of Green Roofs in accordance with the Council’s Green Roofs Guidance Document.  This document, which will be brought before the Environment SPC in the near future, provides for the use of either an 'Intensive' or an 'Extensive' Green Roof.   'Intensive' Green Roofs, or roof gardens, have a deep layer of soil which can support a range of plants, trees and shrubs.  The many benefits of Green Roofs are listed in the Guidance Document including surface water runoff reduction, creation of wildlife habitats, creation of new amenity areas etc

In addition to Green Roofs being mandatory on large developments (with limited exceptions e.g. detached housing etc) their use on all developments is positively encouraged.  Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown's position on Green Roofs is very proactive and we are possibly the first Council to formulate a policy and guidance document on Green Roofs.”
</AI21>
<AI22>
Health & Safety Inspection and Certification 

Question:  Councillor N. Richmond
“To ask the Manager what levels of health & safety inspection and certification are farmers markets in the county subject to?”

Reply:

“Markets are subject to the same health and safety regulations as a retail outlet. Stalls are inspected by the HSE, and stalls selling fresh produce are subject to inspections from the Dept. of Agriculture, and organic stalls are inspected by the organic certification section of the Dept. of Agriculture.

We also do our own inspections on fire extinguishers, fire blankets, spot checks on hot food stalls, and temperature checks on hot and refrigerated food.”
</AI22>
<AI23>
Litter Fines Issued in 2010 

Question:  Councillor C. Smyth
“To ask the Manager to list the litter fines which have been issued in 2010 and to date in 2011 and reason for litter fines?” 

Reply:
“In 2010, the Council issued 1,129 litter fines.
From January – March 2011, the Council issued 207 litter fines.
	2010
	2011
	Reason for Fine

	605
	108

	Issued for general littering incidents

	17
	2
	Issued for placing municipal waste into a litter receptacle

	269
	69

	Issued for illegal signage

	10
	3 
	Issued for failing to keep the area around a skip free from litter

	191
	22
	Issued for offences where a vehicle was used to carry out the offence

	2
	
	Issued for offences involving vehicles transporting skips which were causing litter

	7
	1
	Issued for interfering with a litter receptacle provided by the Council or by other persons/companies

	14
	1
	Issued for failing to keep land in view of a public place free from litter

	2
	
	Issued for failing to keep land where there is more than one dwelling free from litter

	6
	
	Issued for failing to keep a public place free from litter

	4
	
	Issued for failing to clean up after a dog

	2
	1
	Issued for failing to keep footpaths clean and free from litter.”


</AI23>
<AI24>
Sculptures/Monuments/Public Art Pieces 

Question:  Councillor C. Smyth

“To ask the Manager have any sculptures, monuments or public art pieces gone missing in the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council area?”
Reply:

“To the best of our knowledge no works are missing from the County’s public art collection.

Since a condition audit in 2007 the following works were removed:

	· 
	Bernard Mortell, 'Red Sails', 1986, Brighton Vale Seapoint: permanently removed. It was in extremely poor condition with severe corrosion.

	· 
	Michael Verdon, 'Golum', 1986, Marlay Park: permanently removed. In extremely poor condition with the wood decayed and only the steel remaining.

	· 
	Katy Goodhue, 'Street Gatherer', 1986, Marlay Park: permanently removed.  It had decayed to such a degree that only a stump remained which was potentially dangerous.


Additionally, Katy Goodhue's 'Goats' in Dillon Park, Dalkey, is in the process of being removed; again due to extremely poor condition of the work and potential health and safety risks posed and Michael Warren's 'Gateway' has been removed to facilitate a redevelopment of the Metals on Marine Road/Crofton Road.”
</AI24>
<AI25>
Taking in Charge 

Question:  Councillor C. Smyth

“To ask the Manager to report on the taking in charge process and list the estates outstanding?”

Reply:

“Attached below is a report on the current status on the Taking in Charge of developments in Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown. It is important to note however, that all of these developments are monitored on a regular basis and their position on the list / category may be amended due to changing site circumstances. 
	A.
	Estates Taken in Charge during 2010

	
	· 
	KELSTON STILLORGAN

	
	· 
	PAVILION GATE,CARRICKMINES

	
	· 
	CHURCHLANDS, SANDYFORD ROAD

	
	· 
	STONEMASON’S GREEN, RATHFARNHAM

	
	· 
	STRADBROOK HALL, BLACKROCK

	
	

	B.
	Estates taken in charge, to date, in 2011

	
	· 
	CARRICKMINES WOODS (PHASE 1), CARRICKMINES

	
	· 
	BELARMINE, STEPASIDE

	
	

	C.
	Estates where Taking in Charge recommendations are being  Finalised;

	
	· 
	BRENNANSTOWN, CABINTEELY

	
	· 
	OLCOVAR, SHANKHILL

	
	· 
	DRUID VALLEY, CHERRYWOOD

	
	

	D.
	Estates where required works are in progress and nearing completion;

	
	· 
	CAIRN BROOK, CARRICKMINES

	
	· 
	TICKNOCK HILL, SANDYFORD

	
	· 
	BALLINTYRE HALL, BALLINTEER

	
	· 
	WOODPARK HEATH, BALLINTEER

	
	

	E.
	Estates where final Taking in Charge works are being negotiated with the Developers;

	
	· 
	BRENNANSTOWN VALE, FOXROCK

	
	· 
	CARRICKMINES WOODS (PHASE 2), CARRICKMINES

	
	· 
	SPORTS SCIENCE CENTRE (DISTRIBUTOR ROAD)

	
	

	F.
	Estates where required Taking in Charge works are in progress;

	
	· 
	YELLOW NOOK, JOHNSTOWN ROAD, CABINTEELY

	
	· 
	STEPASIDE PARK, STEPASIDE

	
	

	G.
	Estates where little progress has been made in completion of listed Taking in Charge works, Enforcement Proceedings initiated/to be initiated;

	
	· 
	OLD RATHMICHAEL, QUARRY ROAD, SHANKHILL

	
	· 
	FERNDALE RISE, RATHMICHAEL

	
	· 
	SWYNNERTYON (BRIGHTON SQUARE), FOXROCK

	
	· 
	KILGOBBIN WOOD, BALLYOGAN

	
	· 
	THE BELFRY, STEPASIDE

	
	· 
	SIMONS RIDGE (VILLAGE CENTRE + ROCKVIEW + SANDYFORD VIEW + BRACKEN HILL + KILCROSS SQ.), SANDYFORD

	
	· 
	AIKEN’S VILLAGE Ph1 Area 6 Grianan Fidh, SANDYFORD

	
	· 
	AIKEN’S VILLAGE Ph2 Area 1 Clon Brugh, SANDYFORD BC 1485C

	
	· 
	AIKEN’S VILLAGE Ph3 Area 4 Cluain Shee, SANDYFORD

	
	· 
	CAIRNFORT, STEPASIDE

	
	· 
	CRUAGH MANOR & CRUAGH WOODS, STEPASIDE

	
	· 
	ELMFIELD (ACCESS ROAD), SANDYFORD

	
	· 
	THE RECTORY, STEPASIDE

	
	

	H.1.
	Surveys carried out and preliminary lists of Taking in Charge works sent to the Developer;

	
	· 
	BEECHPARK DUPLEX PHASE, STILLORGAN

	
	· 
	CARRICKMINES GREEN, CARRICKMINES

	
	· 
	CLAREMONT, CARRICKMINES

	
	· 
	THE GALLOPS (PHASE 7), BALLYOGAN

	
	· 
	VERONA, SANDYFORD

	
	

	H.2.
	Estates where Taking in Charge surveys to be undertaken;

	
	· 
	TULLYVALE (CONTINUATION OF DISTRIBUTOR ROAD)

	
	· 
	PENRYN (CARRICKMINES MANOR), CARRICKMINES

	
	· 
	WYCKAM POINT (ACCESS RD TO GORT MUIR), BALLINTEER”


</AI25>
<AI26>
Education And Training For Councillors in accordance with Section 142 (5) of the Local Government Act 2001 

 The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

	“(a)
	Tackling Under – Age Drinking in Europe: Towards a Comprehensive EU – Wide Partnership, The Silken Berlaymont Hotel, Brussels; 13th April 2011

	(b)
	IDER 2011: 11th International Disaster & Emergency Resilience Conference, Leopoldine, Piazza Torquato Tasso, Florence, Italy; 13th – 14th April 2011

	(c)
	Seanchaí Kerry Literary & Cultural Centre presents: Developing the Social Economy to Stimulate Economic Growth, The Listowel Arms Hotel, Listowel, Co. Kerry; 24th – 25th March 2011

	(d)
	Nuclear Free Local Authorities Ireland Seminar: Key nuclear policy issues for Irish Local Authorities in 2011, The Boardroom, Council Offices, O’ Hagan House, Monaghan Row, Newry, Co. Down, Northern Ireland; 1st April 2011

	(e)
	The Good Friday Agreement – Local Government, North and South, The Kingsvalley Hotel, Merlin Park, Dublin Road, Galway City; 15th – 17th April 2011

	(f)
	National Public Policy Making and The Councillor, Carlton Millrace Hotel, Bunclody, Co. Wexford; 25th – 27th March 2011

	(g)
	How to Master Your Time: Master strategies for greater professional achievement, Best Western Sligo Southern Hotel, Strandhill Road, Sligo; 15th – 17th April 2011

	(h)
	How to be an effective Chairperson, The Celtic Ross Hotel, Rosscarbery, Co. Cork; 1st – 3rd April 2011

	(i)
	LAMA Spring Seminar: ‘Economic Revival: A Role for Local Government’, Fairways Hotel, Dundalk, Co. Louth; 29th – 30th April 2011

	(j)
	3rd Annual Social Marketing Conference –‘Enabling Sustainable Behaviour: The Environment, Communities, Health & Well Being’, NUI Galway; 15th April 2011

	(k)
	The Future of Local Politics, The Celtic Ross Hotel, Rosscarbery, West Cork; 15th – 17th April 2011

	(l)
	2nd Annual Water Metering Conference 2011, Royal Marine Hotel, Dun Laoghaire, Co. Dublin; 19th May 2011

	(m)
	1st International Conference on Age – Friendly Cities: Building TheWho Global Network, The Burlington Hotel, Dublin; 28th – 30th September 2011

	(n)
	The 1916 Conference, The Riverside Park Hotel, Enniscorthy, Co. Wexford; 26th March 2011

	(o)
	“Executive Accountability & Parliamentary Democracy”, School of Law, NUI Galway; 26th March 2011

	(p)
	Resilient Cities 2011: 2nd World Congress on Cities and Adaptation to Climate Change, Gustav – Stresemann Institute, Bonn, Germany; 3rd – 5th June 2011

	(q)
	Good Governance- Setting the tone from the top, IPA, 57-61 Lansdowne Road, Dublin 4; 8th April 2011

	(r)
	Mayday Conference, Westcourt Hotel, West Street, Drogheda, Co. Louth6th – 7th May 2011;

	(s)
	Local Governance Training Seminar: ‘Programme for Government! & Local Government?’, City North Hotel, Gormanstown, Co. Meath; 6th – 7th May 2011

	(t)
	Respond! Housing Association: Housing in Ireland – Past, Present and Future, Respond! Housing Association, High Park, Grace Park Road, Drumcondra, Dublin 9; 20th April 2011.”


It is recommended that the following resolution be adopted by the Council;

“That the list of Conferences/Seminars/Training Courses set out above be ADOPTED & APPROVED in accordance with Section 142, 5 of the Local Government Act 2001.”

It was proposed by Councillor J. Bailey, seconded by Councillor P. Hand and RESOLVED:

“That the list of Conferences/Seminars/Training Courses set out above be ADOPTED and APPROVED in accordance with Section 142, 5 of the Local Government Act 2001.”

Councillor H. Lewis wished it recorded that he was not in agreement with this approval.
</AI26>
<AI27>
Approval of Nominations in accordance with Section 142 (5) of the Local Government Act 2001 

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“Carlow National Toursim Conference, The Seven Oaks Hotel, Athy Road, Carlow, 3rd – 5th March 2011.

	· 
	Cllr John Bailey

	· 
	Cllr Maria Bailey


‘Ireland’s Energy Opportunity – Cork’s Response,’ Inchydoney Hotel, Clonakilty, Co. Cork, 4th March 2011.

	· 
	Cllr Gerry Horkan


Effective Time and Priority Management; A proven approach to achieving maximum productivity, Ravensdale Suite, Carrickdale Hotel, Carrickarnon, Dundalk, Co. Louth, 18th – 20th March 2011.

	· 
	Cllr John Bailey

	· 
	Cllr Maria Bailey


ACCC Annual Conference, Tullamore Court Hotel, Tullamore, Co. Offaly, 24th – 25th March 2011.

	· 
	Cllr Marie Baker

	· 
	Cllr Denis O’Callaghan

	· 
	Cllr Tony Fox

	· 
	Cllr Victor Boyhan

	· 
	Cllr Barry Ward


ACCC Annual Conference, Tullamore Court Hotel, Tullamore, Co. Offaly, 24th – 25th March 2011.

	· 
	Cllr Marie Baker

	· 
	Cllr Denis O’Callaghan

	· 
	Cllr Tony Fox

	· 
	Cllr Victor Boyhan

	· 
	Cllr Barry Ward


Executive Accountability and Parliamentary Democracy, School of Law, NUI Galway, 26th March 2011.

	· 
	Cllr Dr. Richard Humphreys

	· 
	Cllr Gerry Horkan


Nuclear Free Local Authorities seminar: Key nuclear policy issues for Irish local authorities in 2011, The Boardroom, Council Offices,                 O’Hagan House, Newry, Co. Down, 1st April 2011.

	· 
	Cllr Pat Hand


It is recommended that the following resolution be adopted by the Council;

“That the attendance at Conferences/Seminars/Training Courses as set out above be ADOPTED & APPROVED in accordance with Section 142, 5 of the Local Government Act 2001.”
It was proposed by Councillor S. Fitzpatrick, seconded by Councillor J. Dillon Byrne and RESOLVED:

“That the attendance at Conferences/Seminars/Training Courses as set out above be ADOPTED and APPROVED in accordance with Section 142, 5 of the Local Government Act 2001.”
</AI27>
<AI28>
Proposed Disposal of Properties 

Proposed Disposal of Affordable Housing Units at Rochdale, Honey Park, Dún Laoghaire, Co. Dublin acquired under Part V of the Planning and Development Acts 2000 – 2010and the Housing(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act, 2002, as amended

The following notice, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“COMHAIRLE CONTAE DHÚN LAOGHAIRE-RATH AN DÚIN

 (Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council)

TO EACH MEMBER OF THE DÚN LAOGHAIRE-RATHDOWN COUNCIL

Proposed disposal of Affordable Housing units at Rochdale, Honey Park, Dún Laoghaire, Co. Dublin acquired under Part V of the Planning and Development Acts 2000 – 2010 and the Housing (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act, 2002, as amended

In accordance with Part V of the Planning & Development Act 2000 as amended, the Council acquired the leasehold interest in sixty-three units at Rochdale, Honey Park, Dún Laoghaire, Co. Dublin, comprising twenty x one bedroom and forty three x two bedroom apartments, from Borg Developments and Cosgrave Developments.  These units are being offered for sale to eligible applicants in accordance with the terms of the Council’s Affordable Housing Scheme and to others at the open market price, with priority being given to affordable housing applicants and to first-time buyers.

It is now proposed to dispose of three of these units, comprising of two x two bedroom apartments and one x one bedroom apartment, to eligible applicants who have qualified for mortgage finance from one of the approved lending agencies for the purchase of Affordable Housing (schedule available at the meeting).  These units are being offered in accordance with the Council’s Affordable Housing Scheme.  A drawing showing the location of the units will be available at the meeting. 

In order to comply with the requirements of Section 183 of the Local Government Act 2001, the consent of the Council is required for these disposals. It is therefore recommended that the Council approve the following resolution:

“The Council agree that the disposal of three housing units at Rochdale, Honey Park, Dún Laoghaire, Co Dublin be carried out in accordance with the Affordable Housing Scheme as set out in the foregoing report.”

	21st March 2011
	Signed:
	

	
	
	Charles Mac Namara

	
	
	Director of Housing”


It was proposed by Councillor S. Fitzpatrick, seconded by Councillor N. Richmond and RESOLVED:

“That the Council agree that the disposal of three housing units at Rochdale, Honey Park, Dún Laoghaire, Co Dublin be carried out in accordance with the Affordable Housing Scheme as set out in the foregoing report.”
</AI28>
<AI29>
Proposed Disposal of Properties 

Proposed Disposal of Affordable Housing Units at Wyckham Point, Dundrum, Dublin 16, acquired under Part V of the Planning and Development Acts 2000 – 2008 and the Housing (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act, 2002, as amended

The following notice, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“COMHAIRLE CONTAE DHÚN LAOGHAIRE-RATH AN DÚIN

(Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council)

TO EACH MEMBER OF THE DÚN LAOGHAIRE-RATHDOWN COUNCIL

Proposed disposal of Affordable Housing units at Wyckham Point, Dundrum, Dublin 16, acquired under Part V of the Planning & Development Acts 2000 – 2008 and the Housing (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act, 2002 as amended

In accordance with Part V of the Planning & Development Acts 2000 as amended, the Council entered into an Agreement with Dorville Homes and O’Malley Construction who agreed to provide 70 units for affordable housing at Wyckham Point, Dundrum, Dublin 16. The developer sold 43 of these units, by way of direct sale, to affordable housing nominees of the Council.  The remaining twenty-seven units (5 x 1 bedroom 16 x 2 bedroom and 6 x 3-bedroom apartments) have now been acquired by the Council, as agreed, and are being offered for sale to eligible applicants in accordance with the terms of the Council’s Affordable Housing Scheme and to others at the open market price, with priority being given to affordable housing applicants and to first-time buyers.
It is now proposed to dispose of one of these units, comprising of one x three bedroom apartment, to an eligible applicant who has qualified for mortgage finance from one of the approved lending agencies for the purchase of Affordable Housing (schedule available at the meeting).  This unit is being offered in accordance with the Council’s Affordable Housing Scheme.  A drawing showing the location of the unit will be available at the meeting. 

In order to comply with the requirements of Section 183 of the Local Government Act 2001, the consent of the Council is required for this disposal. It is therefore recommended that the Council approve the following resolution:

“The Council agree that the disposal of one affordable apartment at Wyckham Point, Dundrum, Dublin 16, as set out in the attached schedule be carried out in accordance with the terms specified in the foregoing report.”

	21st March 2011
	Signed:
	

	
	
	Charles Mac Namara

	
	
	Director of Housing”


It was proposed by Councillor A. Culhane, seconded by Councillor P. Hand and RESOLVED:

“That the Council agree that the disposal of one affordable apartment at Wyckham Point, Dundrum, Dublin 16, as set out in the attached schedule be carried out in accordance with the terms specified in the foregoing report.”
</AI29>
<AI30>
Proposed Disposal of Properties 

Proposed Disposal of Freehold Interest in Area of Land at Old Sandyford Road, adjacent to Maxol Filling Station to Maxol Limited, 3 Custom House Plaza, IFSC, Dublin 1

The following notice, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“COMHAIRLE CHONTAE DHUN LAOGHAIRE-RATH AN DUIN

(Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council).

TO EACH MEMBER OF THE DUN LAOGHAIRE-RATHDOWN
COUNTY COUNCIL
LD  739 

Proposed disposal of Freehold Interest in area of land at Old Sandyford Road adjacent to Maxol Filling Station to Maxol Limited, 3 Custom House Plaza, IFSC, Dublin 1.

Patrick Fitzgerald, who was the leasehold owner of Sandyford Filling Station, Sandyford Road, initiated High Court proceedings against the Motorway Scheme and the Environmental Impact Statement prepared in relation to the Southern Cross Motorway, claiming that the construction of the Southern Cross Motorway Scheme adversely affected his garage business. At the High Court Hearing, the Court found in favour of the Council and this decision was appealed to the Supreme Court. Negotiations towards a settlement were initiated and agreement was reached between both parties, prior to the date listed for the Supreme Court Hearing.

This Agreement provided inter alia for the Council disposing of 0.21 hectares of land surrounding the existing Maxol Filling Station to Patrick Fitzgerald, and for Patrick Fitzgerald withdrawing the appeal to the Supreme Court.  Manager’s Order Dev/134/96 approved the terms of the Agreement, which was duly executed by the Council. The disposal of two plots of land which were part of the contract was approved by the County Council on the 9th February 2004 – Managers Order No. DEV 13/04 refers.

The remaining land formed part of the old Sandyford Road and it was agreed that if planning permission was obtained , the Council would put in place the steps necessary to extinguish the public right of way.    The Council further agreed to convey in fee simple to Mr. Fitzgerald such interest as it had in the roadbed of the closed road for a nominal consideration of €127.00.  That agreement was made on the 16th December, 1996.

In 1998 planning permission was sought and granted to Mr. P. Fitzgerald. Register Reference D95A/072 1 refers.  The proposal of the Council to abandon the public road and extinguish the right of way was published in the Irish Independent Newspaper on the 20th June 2008.  Communications were received from 6 parties including a request for an oral hearing which was held on the 15th July 2010.  It was recommended that a Road Closure Order should only be made when all of the parties having an interest in the property known as Maxol Service Station reached an agreement on the provision of access.  Subsequently, agreement of all parties having an interest in the roadway was reached and this agreement was formalized by way of Endorsement dated 6th December 2010.  Mr. P. Fitzgerald sold his remainder interest to Maxol Limited.

The Abandonment of public road and the extinguishment of public right of way at Old Sandyford Road adjacent to the Maxol Filling Station as shown highlighted on Drawing No. RWT-01/11 was approved by the Council at their meeting held on the 14th February 2011.

It is proposed to dispose of the fee simple interest in an area of land at Old Sandyford Road adjacent to Maxol Filling Station measuring circa 472 sq. metres  as outlined in red on Drawing No. PL-11-117 to Maxol Limited, 3, Custom House Plaza, IFSC, Dublin 1, subject to the following conditions:

	1.
	The disposal price in full and final settlement shall be in the sum of €127.00(One hundred and Twenty-Seven euro).

	2.
	Title to be conveyed shall be Freehold.

	3.
	The plot to be disposed of measures an area of circa. 472 sq. metres as shown outlined in red on Drawing No. PL-11-117.

	4.
	No agreement enforceable at Law is created or is intended to be created until an exchange of contracts has taken place.


This proposed disposal is included as an item for consideration on the agenda at the Dundrum Area Committee Meeting (Planning and Transportation) to be held on Monday the 28th of March 2011. 

It is proposed to dispose of the Council’s Freehold Interest in an area of land at Old Sandyford Road adjacent to Maxol Filling Station measuring circa. 472 sq. metres as shown outlined in red on Drawing No.PL-11-117 to Maxol Limited, 3 Custom House Plaza, IFSC, Dublin 1, in accordance with Section 211 of the Planning and Development Act 2000 and subject to the provisions of Section 183 of the Local Government Act 2001 on the terms and conditions as aforementioned.

	
	
	

	
	
	Owen Keegan,

	
	
	County Manager.

	
	
	

	
	
	Dated 23rd day of March 2011.”


It was proposed by Councillor T. Joyce, seconded by Councillor M. Bailey and RESOLVED:

“That the proposed disposal of freehold interest as set out in the above schedule be carried out in accordance with the terms specified in the foregoing report.”
</AI30>
<AI31>
Local Government Act 2001 - Section 19 (3) (a): Casual Vacancy Resulting from the election of Richard Boyd Barrett, People Before Profit Alliance to Dail Éireann. 

It was AGREED to DEFER this Item to the May meeting of the County Council.
</AI31>
<AI32>
Appointment of 1 member to the Housing Strategic Policy Committee 

It was AGREED to DEFER this Item to the May meeting of the County Council.
</AI32>
<AI33>
Appointment of 1 member to the Planning Strategic Policy Committee 

It was AGREED to DEFER this Item to the May meeting of the County Council.
</AI33>
<AI34>
Appointment of 1 member to the board of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Theatre Company 

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members was CONSIDERED:

“At a meeting of the County Council held on 19th May, 1999 it was agreed that the Council is entitled to nominate three of its Members to the Board of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Theatre Company.

At the County Council meeting held on the 19th June 2009 the following Councillors were appointed to the Board:

Councillor Richard Humphries,

Councillor Cormac Devlin,

Councillor Donal Marren.

A vacancy has arisen as a result of the resignation of Councillor Richard Humphries from the Board. Nominations are now sought to fill the vacancy on the Board of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Theatre Company.”

It was proposed by Councillor A. Culhane, seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach and RESOLVED:

“That Councillor J. Dillon Byrne be appointed to the Board of Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown Theatre Company.”
</AI34>
<AI35>
Appointment of 1 Director to Mounttown Community Facility 

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“At the County Council meeting held on February 10, 2011, the Council appointed Councillors Jane Dillon Byrne, John Bailey and Cormac Devlin as Directors of Mounttown Community Facility, a limited company.

A vacancy has arisen on the Board of Directors as a result of the resignation of Councillor Jane Dillon Byrne and it is recommended that the Council approve the nomination of one Councillor to act as Director to the Company.”

It was proposed by Councillor J. Dillon Byrne, seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach and RESOLVED:

“That Councillor S. Fitzpatrick be appointed to the Board of Directors on Mounttown Community Facility.”
</AI35>
<AI36>
Temporary Borrowing by way of Overdraft - Half Year Ending 31st December 2011 

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Council authorised borrowing to a maximum of €6.5m, in accordance with Section 106 of the Local Government Act 2001, by way of temporary overdraft on the County Fund for the period 1st January 2011 to 30th June 2011.  It is necessary to continue the overdraft facilities for the period 1st July 2011 to 31st December, 2011 to a maximum of €6.5m.

Consent of the Council to this proposal, subject to the sanction of the Minister for the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, is now required.”

A discussion took place, during which Ms. H. Cunningham, A/Head of Finance responded to Members queries.

It was proposed by Councillor D. O. Callaghan seconded by Councillor J. Bailey and RESOLVED:

“That the report of the Manager be approved.”
</AI36>
<AI37>
Proposed Extinguishment of Public Right-of-Way under the “Archways” at Holly, Cedar and Cypress Courts, Ballybrack, Co. Dublin. Section 73 of the Roads Act, 1993. 

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The following is a Minute of a report which was considered by the Dun Laoghaire Area Committee at it’s Meeting on Monday, 7th March, 2011

DLP/719/11

"Proposed Extinguishment of Public Rights-of-Way under the “Archways” at Holly, Cedar and Cypress Courts, Ballybrack, Co. Dublin - Section 73 of the Roads Act, 1993" 

The following is the text of a report which appeared on the Agenda for the Dun Laoghaire Area Committee Meeting held on the 6th May, 2009 :- 

“The “Archways” located at Holly Court, Cedar Court and Cypress Court in Ballybrack, have been associated with anti social behaviour for a considerable period of time. To address this issue and following a specific request from An Garda Siochana, it was decided to consider the permanent closure of these ”Archways”. 

The Public Consultation process, outlined in Section 73 of the Roads Act 1993, to Extinguish the Public Rights-of-Way at the locations listed below was advertised in the Irish Independent on the 18th December 2008:

	1.
	The area covered by the Archway at Inagh Court – adjoining No. 88A Inagh Court

	
	

	2.
	The area covered by the Archway at Ennel Court – adjoining No. 56A Ennel Court

	
	

	3.
	The area covered by the Archway at Holly Court – adjoining No. 86A Holly Court

	
	

	4.
	The area covered by the Archway at Cedar Court – adjoining No. 125A Cedar Court

	
	

	5.
	The area covered by the Archway at Cypress Court – adjoining No. 164A Cypress Court

	
	

	6.
	Laneway from point adjacent to Nos. 36 and 37 Loughlinstown Park to a point adjacent to No. 99B Aran Avenue, Ballybrack – known locally as “Graffiti Lane”


Notices were also placed at either end of these areas. The closing date for the receipt of representations/submissions was Friday, 6th February 2009.
20 submissions were received which includes petitions. 

The majority of the submissions related to the proposals to close the laneway known as Graffiti Lane (from Loughlinstown Park to Aran Avenue) and the Archways at Inagh and Ennel Courts. The petitions also related to these proposals. It is proposed to defer consideration of these closures until a later date.

The proposals to extinguish the rights of way under the archways located at Holly Court, Cedar Court and Cypress Court in Ballybrack attracted little comment in the submissions. A number of submissions were in favour while one submission was opposed to all the proposed extinguishments.

This submission included a request for an Oral Hearing but it was not considered expedient to hold such a hearing in this case.

The Economic Development & Community Department and the Housing Department, who are dealing with the anti social behaviour in the area, strongly support the proposed extinguishment. An Garda Siochana also support the proposed extinguishment.

It is proposed that suitable railings will be erected across both sides of each Archway but access will be maintained for cleaning of the areas and maintenance of services. Local residents will be consulted in relation to any works to give effect to the proposal. 

It is recommended that the Public Rights-of-Way under the Archways at Holly, Cedar and Cypress Courts be extinguished in accordance with the provisions of Section 73 of the Roads Act, 1993 and the arrangements set out in the foregoing report.
As this is a Reserved Function the matter is submitted for consideration of the Members.”
At the meeting on the 6th May, 2009, consideration of this matter was deferred following a prior meeting with Ward Councillors who requested further clarification on the materials to be used to give effect to the closures and landscaping of areas around the Archways. The Architects Department were asked to come up with proposals in this regard and these were presented to the Ward Councillors at a meeting on the 8th November, 2010. 

At that meeting the Members requested that a survey be carried out in the houses adjoining these Archways to establish if there was support for the closures amongst the nearby residents. 

A survey was arranged by the Community Section of the Economic Development & Community Department through an organisation based in the local Community known as SWAN (Supporting Women & Networking in Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown). A copy of the report on the survey is attached for the information of the Members. The proposals drawn up by the Architects Department referred to in this report will also be presented at the meeting. 

Having regard to the foregoing, it is recommended that the Public Rights-of-Way under the Archways at Holly, Cedar and Cypress Courts be extinguished in accordance with the provisions of Section 73 of the Roads Act, 1993 and the arrangements set out in the foregoing report.

As this is a Reserved Function the matter is submitted for consideration of the Members.”
Report on Survey of Houses in Holly Court, Cedar Court and Cypress Court  January 2011 (SWAN)
Background:

Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council has received ongoing complaints about the level of serious anti social activity occurring in a number of the archways in the Loughlinstown area.  Following this the Council engaged in a public process to extinguish rights of way in a number of identified locations.  Based on the submissions of residents the Council has agreed to close the archways in the following courts.

Holly Court,                     Cedar Court                Cypress Court

SWAN (Southside Women’s Action Network) was commissioned by the Council to carry out a survey calling to all of the 103 houses in the above named courts.  SWAN is a Community Development Project which has been in the area for the last 8 years.  SWAN has carried out other door to door surveys in the county – Telling the Story of Loughlinstown and Shanganagh/Rathsallagh in 2006 and Cois Cairn Community Research in 2008 as well as being the Lead agency in the RAPID Family Support Research in 2009.  

In conjunction with the Loughlinstown Estate Management, this door to door survey was conducted to ascertain residents’ position with regard to the archways at this time and to show people the design of the intended work. See attached design.

Houses surveyed:
There are 103 houses in the vicinity of the 3 archways.  Residents of 40 of those houses live beside or very close to the archways.  The surveyors called to all 103 houses and called a second time when there was no answer.  The surveyors also a left a note to residents to say they had called with a telephone number to call should the householder wish to do so.  Only 1 person called to give his opinion.

Total respondents.

	Total houses called to
	Total respondents
	Total voting yes
	Total voting no
	Percentage in favour of closing the archways

	103
	63
	60
	3
	95 %


Of those 63 people spoken to 60 of them voted yes to have the archways closed. 3 voted no because of the fear that the closure of the archway would bring the anti social behaviour nearer to his/ her door.

95% of those surveyed voted to have the archways closed. 
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Comments made:

The people who live directly beside the archways asked that the gates must be vandal proof and must be built right up to the top so that no rubbish can be thrown inside.

Of the 63 houses not close to the archways many of the respondents who voted yes did so even though the closure of the archways would not make much difference to them and agreed that it would be a good idea. 

Blocks closer to the arches have major issues in particular 7 people cited the lanes between the houses as being a problem and worried that anti social behaviour will continue in these lanes.

Generally people agreed that the proposed plan looked good but reiterated the need for the gates to be vandal proof and for continued maintenance / vigilance.

During a discussion on this matter at the Area Committee meeting and at a prior meeting with Ward Councillors, the Members emphasised the need to upgrade the areas in front of these Archways and that consideration should be given identifying a source of funding for carrying out this work in conjunction with the closure of the Archways.
As this is a Reserved Function, it is recommended that the Council adopt the following resolution:-

Following consideration of this matter by the Dun Laoghaire Area Committee at it’s meeting on the 7th March, 2011, that this Council RESOLVES that the Public Rights of Way over the areas covered by the Archways at Holly, Cedar & Cypress Courts in Loughlinstown and as delineated on Drawing No. RM-012-11-08 be extinguished pursuant to the provisions of Section 73 of the Roads Act, 1993.

It was proposed by Councillor D. Marren, seconded by Councillor H. Lewis and RESOLVED:

“That this Council RESOLVES that the Public Rights of Way over the areas covered by the Archways at Holly, Cedar & Cypress Courts in Loughlinstown and as delineated on Drawing No. RM-012-11-08 be extinguished pursuant to the provisions of Section 73 of the Roads Act, 1993.”
</AI37>
<AI38>
Cathaoirleach's Business: Councillor L. McCarthy 

It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.
</AI38>
<AI39>
"2010 Annual Report of the Joint Policing Committee, in accordance with Section 36(5) of the Garda Siochana Act 2005" 

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED and NOTED:

“Following Guidelines issued jointly by the Minister for Justice Equity & Law Reform and the Minister for the Environment, Heritage & Local Government in September 2008, a Joint Policing Committee was formed in Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown.

These guidelines were made under the under the Garda Síochána Act 2005.

Membership of the Joint Policing Committee consists of the following:

	· 
	14 members nominated from the elected representatives of the Council;

	
	

	· 
	In addition the Cathaoirleach is an ex-officio member;

	
	

	· 
	5 members nominated from the Dún Laoghaire–Rathdown representatives in Oireachtas Éireann;

	
	

	· 
	2 Garda officers nominated by the Garda Commissioner;

	
	

	· 
	The County manager is an ex-officio member together with a member of Council staff nominated by him;

	
	

	· 
	3 Persons representing the community and voluntary sectors in the county, elected through the DLR Community & Voluntary Forum.


The inaugural meeting of the DLR JPC took place on April 2009.

The elected members of the Committee in 2010 were :

Councilors and  Members of the Oireachtas 
Marie Baker (Cllr.)

Niamh Bhreathnach (Cllr.)

Aoife Brennan (Cllr.)

Larry Butler (Senator)

Maria Corrigan (Senator.)

Ciarán Cuffe (T.D.)

Cormac Devlin (Cllr.)

Jane Dillon Byrne (Cllr.) 

Dr. Richard Humphries(Cllr.),Vice Chair
Tom Joyce (Cllr.)

Hugh Lewis (Cllr.)

Lettie McCarthy (Cllr.) 

Mary Mitchell O’Connor (Cllr.) 

Jim O’ Dea (Cllr.) from July 2010

Carrie Smyth (Cllr.)

Barry Saul (Cllr.)

Alan Shatter (T.D.)

Barry Ward (Cllr.) Chair.
Alex White (Senator)

Community Representatives

Seamas O’ Neill (West of County)

Teresa Waters  (East of County)

Christine Morton (RAPID Area)

Gardai

Chief Superintendent Philip Moynihan

Superintendent Martin Fitzgerald

Council Staff

Owen Keegan, County Manager

Gerard Hayden, Director of HR & CDB Department

Activities in 2010
The Chair of the DLR Joint Policing Committee is Cllr. Barry Ward; Vice Chair is Cllr. Dr. Richard Humphries.

Meetings of the DLR JPC took place on 19th April, 1st July and 15th November 2010.

At these meetings, the Gardaí detailed levels and patterns of crime in the county. The Gardaí agreed, on request from the Chairman, and in accordance with the Terms of Reference, that they would answer questions from the elected representatives. Additional community Gardaí were deployed in areas where the public representatives had highlighted problems and action taken by the Gardaí was outlined. Discussions took place on how best DLR County Council and the Gardaí can help to alleviate the underlying causes of crime and therefore make the county a safer place to live in. 

The first public meeting of the Committee was arranged for 20th October 2010 but, as senior Gardaí were unable to attend, the meeting was postponed until 21st February 2011.

During the year the Committee agreed terms of reference and a work plan.

A Local Policing Forum was formed in the RADIP area of Shanganagh/ Loughlinstown, in consultation with the Garda Chief Superintendent. This forum used the existing RAPID area Safety & Security Committee as a basis for forming this forum. This Local Policing Forum arranged public meetings in Shanganagh on 29th September and Loughlinstown on 30th September 2010. These meetings were well attended and local issues raised will form the basis of the work plan for the Local Policing Forum.

Barry Ward,

Chair,

Dun Laoghaire Rathdown Joint Policing Committee.”
</AI39>
<AI40>
Proposed Variation of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016 - Core Strategy - Process and Principal Provisions 

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED and NOTED:

“The new Planning and Development (Amendment) Act 2010 commenced in August 2010 – some four months after the adoption of the 2010-2016 Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan.  One of the key forward planning provisions of the new Act requires Planning Authorities (i) to prepare a Core Strategy and (ii) to ensure that said Core Strategy is incorporated into Development Plan(s) within one year of the adoption of the relevant Regional Planning Guidelines for their area.  The Regional Planning Guidelines for the Greater Dublin Area 2010-2022 were adopted on 15th June 2010.  As the new Act promoting the Core Strategy concept post-dated the adoption of 2010-2016 County Development Plan the ‘incorporation’ process will require to be advanced in Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown by way of a formal Variation.

The original catalyst behind the Core Strategy proposal stemmed from a growing concern on the part of the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government that there was evidence of significant ‘over zoning’ of residential land in many County Development Plans that was simply not tenable or sustainable.  Analysis of one county, for example, revealed a zoned residential land supply 1200% in excess of anticipated demand.  In contrast, disparities of this scale have never been evident in this County.  Indeed, in relative terms, there is a reasonable equilibrium between the land supply-demand equation in Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown.

In respect of the key Residential component underpinning the Core Strategy the 2010 (Amendment) Act requires the Strategy to include (among other elements):

	· 
	A detailed analysis of population and housing targets.  (In the case of DLR the housing targets prescribed by the Regional Planning Guidelines are c.2000 units per annum between 2010-2016 and c.3000 units per annum between 2016-2022.)

	
	

	· 
	A summary of the amount of land zoned for development of housing and how this amount of land compares to the previous zoning of such lands in the preceding Development Plan.

	
	

	· 
	The area or level of any shortfall or excess of residential lands or capacity.

	
	

	· 
	A description of the proposed existing and future distribution of population within the Development Plan area i.e. the settlement hierarchy.  (In the context of Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown, however, with its highly unique spatial characteristics, the applicability of a settlement hierarchy concept is questionable.)

	
	

	· 
	A considered and objective prioritisation and phasing of residential development within the Development Plan area.


While the focus of the Core Strategy primarily revolves around an ‘evidentially-based’ quantification of the zoning of residential lands other elements of the Core Strategy include:

	· 
	Retail Development – to demonstrate that the requirement for future retail floor space is closely aligned to specific population projections

	
	

	· 
	Employment Land Use – to demonstrate integration of employment activity with locations identified for future housing development

	
	

	· 
	Rural Housing – in this particular County to formulate appropriate rural housing polices for an area clearly under ‘Urban Influence’

	
	

	· 
	Core Strategy Map – a diagrammatic map or plan depicting how the Planning Authority anticipates its area will develop over the lifetime of the Development Plan.


Presentations on the preparation of a Core Strategy were made to the Planning SPC on 21st March, 2011 and the Dundrum Area Committee on 28th March, 2011 and the Dún Laoghaire Area Committee on 4th April, 2011.

A succinct and focussed Core Strategy is currently under preparation and will be brought to the May Council Meeting for the attention of Members.  Thereafter, it is proposed to commence the formal Variation process on 3rd June - commencing with a four week public consultation period.  A Manager’s Report on all submissions received in response to the public consultation exercise will be prepared and subsequently circulated to Members.  Members will require to formally consider the Manager’s Report at the Council meeting in September.

The foregoing report is submitted for the information of the Members.”
</AI40>
<AI41>
Proposed Variation of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2010 - 2016 - Building Heights Strategy 

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED and NOTED:

“An initial County-wide Building Heights Strategy was prepared for Dún Laoghaire- Rathdown in late 2006, by UK-based consultants Urban Initiatives, following a period of public consultation. This study set out a proposed strategy for assessing building heights based primarily on the spatial strategy or urban hierarchy of the County – with a series of relatively prescriptive ‘benchmark heights’ recommended (including conditions where upward and downward modifiers may apply) for various nodes and transport corridors, based on their relative position in the hierarchy. While this Strategy was noted by the Council, it was never formally adopted by way of Variation of the County Development Plan.

The 2010-2016 County Development Plan review process, which commenced in early 2008, offered a timely opportunity to reassess the robustness and continuing relevance (or otherwise) of the earlier Urban Initiatives Strategy. It was considered by the Manager that while the Strategy had certain merits, and provided a thorough analysis of the issues surrounding building height, a major shortcoming of the document was the use of overly prescriptive ‘benchmark heights’ for every area of the County. Benchmark heights were defined in the Strategy as “the general recommended height for each zone" and that there was a “presumption that development should be constructed to the Benchmark Height”.

The Manager, therefore, proposed an amended strategy as part of the 2010 Draft County Development Plan. This Strategy, published as Appendix I of the Draft Plan, sought to establish a more considered, principles-based approach to the assessment of building heights, but without the need to resort to prescriptive benchmark heights. At the conclusion of the Development Plan review process, the Members decided to adopt this amended Building Heights Strategy as an integral part of the Plan, but with the understanding that the issue would again be revisited with a view to revising and refining the Strategy yet further.

A new revised Strategy was recently presented to the Members for their consideration and comment, before the Dundrum Area Committee of 28th March and subsequently before the Dun Laoghaire Area Committee of 4th April.

The main points of the new revised Strategy can be summarised as follows:

	· 
	75% of the spatial area of the County is covered either by an implicit or explicit building height policy – by virtue of very restrictive zoning provisions, ACA designations and the like and/or extant (and planned) detailed local plan guidance.

	· 
	Only the following locations can be considered for taller building proposals: Sandyford, Cherrywood, Dundrum, Dun Laoghaire and UCD.

	· 
	The appropriate vehicle for identifying if taller buildings will be appropriate in these areas and if so, where – is through the mechanism of local plans.

	· 
	Proposals for taller buildings will not be considered in advance of the adoption of a local plan for the area – either LAP/SDZ/UFP.

	· 
	‘Upward Modifiers’ allow consideration of increased height – normally one but occasionally two storeys.

	· 
	‘Downward Modifiers’ will restrict any possibility of increased height.

	· 
	For the ‘residual’ 25% area of the County not covered by implicit or explicit building height provisions – and generally encompassing mature, low rise  suburban areas such as Kilmacud, Mount Merrion, Booterstown, Ballinteer, Foxrock etc - a general recommended height of two storeys will apply.

	· 
	Within the ‘residual’ 25% area some limited apartment or town-house type developments of 3-4 storeys may be permitted in specific appropriate locations - for example on prominent corner or junction sites. These will, however, be the exception rather than the norm.


It is now proposed to commence the statutory Variation process to the County Development Plan commencing with the statutory four week period of public consultation. The Variation will propose that this revised Building Heights Strategy be incorporated into the County Development Plan 2010-2016, replacing ‘Appendix I’. Following the public consultation process a Manager’s Report on all submissions received will be prepared and thereafter circulated to Members. Members will subsequently require to formally consider the Manager’s Report at the July Council meeting.

The foregoing report is submitted for the information of the Members.”
</AI41>
<AI42>
Minutes of the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee held on 30th March 2011 

The following minutes of the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, were CONSIDERED and NOTED:

“DÚN LAOGHAIRE-RATHDOWN COUNTY COUNCIL

Minutes of the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee
held in the Dundrum Local Office, Dundrum Office Park,

Dundrum, Dublin 14
 on Wednesday, 30 March 2011 at 3.30 pm
PRESENT:

	Councillors:
	Councillors:

	
	

	Baker, Marie 
Bhreathnach, Niamh

Boyhan, Victor

Horkan, Gerry

Humphreys, Richard


	Marren, Donal 
McCarthy, Lettie

O'Callaghan, Denis

Smyth, Carrie




Councillor Lettie McCarthy presided as Chairperson

Apologies were received from Councillors Pat Hand, Tom Joyce, Hugh Lewis, Gearóid O’Keeffe, Barry Saul and Barry Ward

OFFICIALS PRESENT

Bernie Gilligan (Senior Executive Officer Corporate Services), Austin Baines (Senior Executive Officer I.T. & Communications), Carol McLoughlin (Administrative Officer Corporate Services) and Carla Lynch (Assistant Staff Officer Corporate Services)
OP/1/11

Minutes of Previous Meeting 
Minutes of Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee Meeting held on 1st December 2010

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys, seconded by Councillor D. Marren and RESOLVED:

“That the minutes of the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee meeting held on 1st December 2010 be ADOPTED and APPROVED.”

OP/2/11

Calendar of Meetings 

The following draft Calendar of Meetings for the period May to August 2011, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“DRAFT CALENDAR OF MEETINGS FOR PERIOD MAY TO AUGUST 2011

	DATE
	MEETING/FUNCTION
	VENUE
	TIME
	CLOSING DATE

	Monday, 2 May
	BANK HOLIDAY
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 3 May
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday,4 May
	Dún Laoghaire Area Committee (P&T)
Dundrum Area Committee (EWH)
	Council Chamber
Dundrum Office
	5.00-7.00pm
5.00-7.00pm
	15/04/2011
15/04/2011

	Thursday,5 May
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 6 May
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 9 May
	County Council
	Council Chamber
	5.00-8.00pm
	20/04/2011

	Tuesday, 10 May
	dlr Leisure Services
	Library Road
	3.00pm
	

	Wednesday, 11 May
	Deputations: In Private Session
	To Be Confirmed
	To Be Confirmed
	

	Thursday, 12 May
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 13 May
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 16 May
	Joint Policing Committee
County Dublin VEC
	To Be Confirmed
Tallaght
	4.00pm
6.00pm
	

	Tuesday, 17 May
	Regional Health Forum
Dublin Regional Authority
	Tullamore

	2.30pm
6.30pm
	

	Wednesday, 18 May
	Housing SPC
	HR Meeting Room
	5.00-7.00pm
	20/04/2011

	Thursday, 19 May
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 20 May
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 23 May
	Dún Laoghaire Area Committee (EWH)
Dundrum Area Committee (P&T)
	Council Chamber
Dundrum Office
	5.00-7.00pm
5.00-7.00pm
	09/05/2011
09/05/2011

	Tuesday, 24 May
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 25 May
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 26 May
	Dún Laoghaire VEC
	
	6.30pm
	

	Friday, 27 May
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 30 May
	Joint Policing Committee
	To Be Confirmed
	4.00pm
	

	Tuesday, 31 May
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 1 June
	Environment, Culture & Community SPC
	Council Chamber
	5.00-7.00pm
	09/05/2011

	Thursday, 2 June
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 3 June
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 6 June
	BANK HOLIDAY
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 7 June
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 8 June
	Dún Laoghaire Area Committee (P&T)
Dundrum Area Committee (EWH)
	Council Chamber
Dundrum Office
	5.00-7.00pm
5.00-7.00pm
	24/05/2011
24/05/2011

	Thursday, 9 June
	Transportation SPC
	To Be Confirmed
	5.00-7.00pm
	16/05/2011

	Friday, 10 June
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 13 June
	Annual Meeting & County Council Meeting
	Council Chamber
	5.00-8.00pm
	27/05/2011

	Tuesday, 14 June
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 15 June
	Deputations: In Private Session
Water & Waste SPC
	To Be Confirmed
To Be Confirmed
	To Be Confirmed
5.00-7.00pm
	20/05/2011

	Thursday, 16 June
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 17 June
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 20 June
	Organisation, Procedure & Protocol Committee
Planning SPC

County Dublin VEC
	Council Chamber
Council Chamber

Tallaght
	5.00-7.00pm
5.00-7.00pm

6.00pm
	03/06/2011
25/05/2011

	Tuesday, 21 June
	Regional Health Forum Joint Committees
Dublin Regional Authority
	Naas

	3.00pm
6.30pm
	

	Wednesday, 22 June
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 23 June
	Audit Committee
Dún Laoghaire VEC
	Annex
	2.30pm
6.30pm
	

	Friday, 24 June
	County Development Board
	HR Meeting Room L2
	8.00am
	

	
	
	
	
	


	DATE
	MEETING/FUNCTION
	VENUE
	TIME
	CLOSING DATE

	Monday, 27 June
	Dún Laoghaire Area Committee (EWH)
Dundrum Area Committee (P&T)
	Council Chamber
Dundrum Office
	5.00-7.00pm
5.00-7.00pm
	13/06/2011
13/06/2011

	Tuesday, 28 June
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 29 June
	Dún Laoghaire Rathdown Theatre Company
	Pavilion Theatre
	4.00pm
	

	Thursday, 30 June
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 1 July
	Dlr Properties
	
	8.30-11.30am
	

	
	
	
	
	


	DATE
	MEETING/FUNCTION
	VENUE
	TIME
	CLOSING DATE

	Monday, 4 July
	County Council
	Council Chamber
	5.00-8.00pm
	20/06/2011

	Tuesday, 5 July
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 6 July
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 7 July
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 8 July
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 11 July
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 12 July
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 13 July
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 14 July
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 15 July
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 18 July
	County Dublin VEC
	Tallaght
	6.00pm
	

	Tuesday, 19 July
	Regional Health Forum
Dublin Regional Authority
	Tullamore

	2.30pm
6.30pm
	

	Wednesday, 20 July
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 21 July
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 22 July
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 25 July
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 26 July
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 27 July
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 28 July
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 29 July
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 1 August
	BANK HOLIDAY
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 2 August
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 3 August
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 4 August
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 5 August
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 8 August
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 9 August
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 10 August
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 11 August
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 12 August
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 15 August
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 16 August
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 17 August
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 18 August
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 19 August
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	DATE
	MEETING/FUNCTION
	VENUE
	TIME
	CLOSING DATE

	Monday, 22 August
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 23 August
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 24 August
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 25 August
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 26 August
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


The following amendments to the draft Calendar were proposed:

	(a)
	Water and Waste SPC to be held in Dundrum;

	(b)
	Local Consultative Committee – to show time, date and venue;

	(c)
	Transportation SPC to be held in Dundrum.


“DRAFT CALENDAR OF MEETINGS FOR PERIOD MAY TO AUGUST 2011
	DATE
	MEETING/FUNCTION
	VENUE
	TIME
	CLOSING DATE

	Monday, 2 May
	BANK HOLIDAY
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 3 May
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday,4 May
	Dún Laoghaire Area Committee (P&T)
Dundrum Area Committee (EWH)
	Council Chamber
Dundrum Office
	5.00-7.00pm
5.00-7.00pm
	15/04/2011
15/04/2011

	Thursday,5 May
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 6 May
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 9 May
	County Council
	Council Chamber
	5.00-8.00pm
	20/04/2011

	Tuesday, 10 May
	dlr Leisure Services
	Library Road
	3.00pm
	

	Wednesday, 11 May
	Deputations: In Private Session
	To Be Confirmed
	TBC
	

	Thursday, 12 May
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 13 May
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 16 May
	Joint Policing Committee
County Dublin VEC
	To Be Confirmed
Tallaght
	4.00pm
6.00pm
	

	Tuesday, 17 May
	Regional Health Forum
Dublin Regional Authority
	Tullamore

	2.30pm
6.30pm
	

	Wednesday, 18 May
	Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee
Local Traveller Accommodation Consultative Committee

Housing SPC
	Council Chamber
Housing Meeting Room
HR Meeting Room
	2.30-3.30pm
4.00pm

5.00-7.00pm
	04/05/2011
20/04/2011

	Thursday, 19 May
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 20 May
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 23 May
	Dún Laoghaire Area Committee (EWH)
Dundrum Area Committee (P&T)
	Council Chamber
Dundrum Office
	5.00-7.00pm
5.00-7.00pm
	09/05/2011
09/05/2011

	Tuesday, 24 May
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 25 May
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 26 May
	Dún Laoghaire VEC
	
	6.30pm
	

	Friday, 27 May
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 30 May
	Joint Policing Committee
	To Be Confirmed
	4.00pm
	

	Tuesday, 31 May
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 1 June
	Environment, Culture & Community SPC
	Council Chamber
	5.00-7.00pm
	09/05/2011

	Thursday, 2 June
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 3 June
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	DATE
	MEETING/FUNCTION
	VENUE
	TIME
	CLOSING DATE

	Monday, 6 June
	BANK HOLIDAY
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 7 June
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 8 June
	Dún Laoghaire Area Committee (P&T)
Dundrum Area Committee (EWH)
	Council Chamber
Dundrum Office
	5.00-7.00pm
5.00-7.00pm
	24/05/2011
24/05/2011

	Thursday, 9 June
	Transportation SPC
	Dundrum Local Office
	5.00-7.00pm
	16/05/2011

	Friday, 10 June
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 13 June
	Annual Meeting & County Council Meeting
	Council Chamber
	5.00-8.00pm
	27/05/2011

	Tuesday, 14 June
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 15 June
	Deputations: In Private Session
Water & Waste SPC
	To Be Confirmed
Dundrum Local Office
	TBC
5.00-7.00pm
	20/05/2011

	Thursday, 16 June
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 17 June
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 20 June
	Planning SPC
County Dublin VEC
	Council Chamber
Tallaght
	5.00-7.00pm
6.00pm
	25/05/2011

	Tuesday, 21 June
	Regional Health Forum Joint Committees
Dublin Regional Authority
	Naas

	3.00pm
6.30pm
	

	Wednesday, 22 June
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 23 June
	Audit Committee
Dún Laoghaire VEC
	Annex
	2.30pm
6.30pm
	

	Friday, 24 June
	County Development Board
	HR Meeting Room L2
	8.00am
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 27 June
	Dún Laoghaire Area Committee (EWH)
Dundrum Area Committee (P&T)
	Council Chamber
Dundrum Office
	5.00-7.00pm
5.00-7.00pm
	13/06/2011
13/06/2011

	Tuesday, 28 June
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 29 June
	Dún Laoghaire Rathdown Theatre Company
	Pavilion Theatre
	4.00pm
	

	Thursday, 30 June
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 1 July
	Dlr Properties
	
	8.30-11.30am
	

	
	
	
	
	


	DATE
	MEETING/FUNCTION
	VENUE
	TIME
	CLOSING DATE

	Monday, 4 July
	County Council
	Council Chamber
	5.00-8.00pm
	20/06/2011

	Tuesday, 5 July
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 6 July
	Organisation, Procedure & Protocol Committee
	Dundrum Local Office
	3.30-4.30pm
	

	Thursday, 7 July
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 8 July
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 11 July
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 12 July
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 13 July
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 14 July
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 15 July
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 18 July
	County Dublin VEC
	Tallaght
	6.00pm
	

	Tuesday, 19 July
	Regional Health Forum
Dublin Regional Authority
	Tullamore

	2.30pm
6.30pm
	

	Wednesday, 20 July
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 21 July
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 22 July
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 25 July
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 26 July
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 27 July
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 28 July
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 29 July
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 1 August
	BANK HOLIDAY
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 2 August
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 3 August
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 4 August
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 5 August
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 8 August
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 9 August
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 10 August
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 11 August
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 12 August
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 15 August
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 16 August
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 17 August
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 18 August
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 19 August
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Monday, 22 August
	
	
	
	

	Tuesday, 23 August
	
	
	
	

	Wednesday, 24 August
	
	
	
	

	Thursday, 25 August
	
	
	
	

	Friday, 26 August
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


The draft Calendar of Meetings for period May – August 2011, as amended above, was AGREED.
OP/3/11

Manager's Business 

	(a)
	Education and Training of Councillors – motion referred from meeting of County Council held on Monday, 10 January 2011


The following extract of minutes from County Council meeting held on Monday, 10 January 2011 was CONSIDERED:
“C/62/11

Conferences
It was proposed by Councillor R. Boyd Barrett and seconded by Councillor H. Lewis:
“That this Council will require elected members to make a case to the Council as to the relevance of attending any conference and expending Council funds on such conferences, requiring a vote of the Council for approval of such expenditure, and provide a written report on the value of the conference to this Council’s work following attendance at any such conference.”
The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:
“The current procedure in relation to Conferences is:
	· 
	Conference details received by the Council for the Elected Members are circulated and listed on the agenda for the next available Council Meeting for formal approval by the Elected Members accordance with Section 142, 5 of the Local Government Act 2001.

	· 
	Councillors attendance at Conferences are also listed on the Council agenda for approval in accordance with Section 142, 5 of the Local Government Act 2001.

	· 
	Councillors are requested to bring documentation from Conferences back to Secretariat where they are held on file where all the Elected Members can avail of them.


It would be a matter for the Council to decide if these procedures should be amended.”
A discussion took place, during which Mr. O. Keegan, County Manager responded to Members queries.
It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillors D. O’Callaghan and J. Bailey:
“To delete the words after “This Council” and insert reaffirms the importance of education and training for Councillors including relevant and appropriate conferences and requests the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee to examine the issue.”
A roll call vote on the amendment was requested, the result was as follows:
	COUNCILLORS:
	FOR
	AGAINST
	ABSTAINED

	Bailey, John F.
	√
	
	

	Bailey, Maria
	√
	
	

	Baker, Marie
	√
	
	

	Bhreathnach, Niamh
	√
	
	

	Boyd Barrett, Richard
	
	√
	

	Boyhan, Victor
	
	
	

	Brennan, Aoife
	
	
	

	Culhane, Aidan
	√
	
	

	Devlin, Cormac
	√
	
	

	Dillon Byrne, Jane
	√
	
	

	Fitzpatrick, Stephen
	√
	
	

	Fox, Tony
	
	
	

	Hand, Pat
	√
	
	

	Horkan, Gerry
	√
	
	

	Humphreys, Richard
	√
	
	

	Joyce, Tom
	√
	
	

	Lewis, Hugh
	
	√
	

	Marren, Donal
	√
	
	

	McCarthy, Lettie
	√
	
	

	Mitchell O’Connor, Mary
	√
	
	

	Murphy, Tom
	√
	
	

	O’Callaghan, Denis
	√
	
	

	O’Dea, Jim
	√
	
	

	O’Keeffe, Gearóid
	
	
	

	Richmond, Neale
	
	√
	

	Saul, Barry
	√
	
	


	Smyth, Carrie
	√
	
	

	Ward, Barry
	√
	
	

	Total:
	21
	3
	


An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy declared the amended motion CARRIED.”

A discussion took place, during which Ms. B. Gilligan, Senior Executive Officer, Corporate Services responded to Members queries. It was AGREED that Corporate Services would compile a list of current Conference organisers contacting the Council and bring this to the May meeting of the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee. It was AGREED to continue with the current practice regarding conferences and to also check with the County Law Agent regarding implications of compiling an approved list.
	(b)
	Ministerial/Departmental Circulars – Motion referred from Meeting of County Council held on Monday, 10 January 2011


The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:
“It was AGREED at the meeting of the County Council held on Monday, 10 January 2011 to REFER the issue of Ministerial/Departmental Correspondence to the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee for discussion.”
The current practice of compiling a list of Government Circulars for viewing by the Members before the monthly Council meeting was NOTED.
OP/4/11
Cathaoirleach's Business: Councillor L. McCarthy 
An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy thanked all the Members for their support at the recent Civic Award Ceremony for Mr. Brian O’Driscoll.

OP/5/11

Document Pack for Meetings 

It was AGREED to RE-ENTER the following proposal in the name of Councillor B. Ward:

“That the complete agenda for any given meeting be provided to the relevant Members at least 7 days in advance of the meeting to which that agenda applies, and where, in exceptional circumstances, such is not possible, that the missing elements of the agenda be furnished as soon as they become available, and not at the meeting itself.”

OP/6/11
Council's Telephone Answering Service 

It was AGREED to RE-ENTER the following proposal in the name of Councillor B. Ward:

“That the Manager give a report to this Committee on the Council's telephone answering service, including the possibility of a touch-tone service that allows callers to dial the extension of the person required and a proper, professional answering service during closed hours.”

OP/7/11

Telephone & Email Protocols for Staff 

It was AGREED to RE-ENTER the following proposal in the name of Councillor B. Ward:

“That the Manager put telephone and e-mail protocols in place for Council staff requiring an “out-of-office” message (including who can deal with a query in that staff member’s absence and a contact number for that alternative person) where a member of staff will be unavailable for a day or more.”

OP/8/11
Meetings Held in Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council 

It was AGREED to RE-ENTER the following proposal in the name of Councillor B. Ward:

“That no meeting at which Councillors are required or expected to attend, or at which Councillors have expressed an intention to attend, shall be organised on a given day from Monday to Friday inclusive, before 5pm, without the permission of more than half the Council, or, where the meeting concerns a specific group of Councillors, without the permission of more than half that group.”

OP/9/11
Lighting of County Hall at Night 

It was AGREED to RE-ENTER the following proposal in the name of Councillor B. Ward:

“That the ground floor of County Hall be lit up at night as the portion of Marine Road outside County Hall is very dark at night.”

OP/10/11

Lighting of County Hall at Night 

It was AGREED to RE-ENTER the following proposal in the name of Councillor B. Ward:

“That the Council consider lighting the lower part of the Town Hall at night, in addition to the up-lighting of the first floor, as the streetscape is extremely dark at night.”

OP/11/11

'Statute Book' of Bye Laws 

It was AGREED to RE-ENTER the following proposal in the name of Councillor B. Ward:

“That the Manager draw-up a ‘statute book’ of bye laws, i.e. a data base of all bye laws currently in force in the County.”

OP/12/11

Minutes of Committee Meetings 

It was proposed by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

“That minutes of Committee meetings should note responses to presentations e.g. agreed, noted or result of vote on motion from the floor.”

Following a discussion, the motion was AGREED.

OP/13/11

Webcasting Contract 

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

“That the Manager report on the current position with the Webcasting contract and confirm that any future contract will vest the copyright in the Council rather than the contractor, and to confirm that future contracts will cover special meetings including Development Plan meetings, and to report on when the contract will be extended to Area Committees.”
The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:

“Communication was issued by the Manager to An Cathaoirleach and Elected Members of the Council on 16th July 2010 to the effect that a comprehensive tender request was posted on the e-tenders web site in early 2010 and although there were a significant number of enquiries from potential providers, only one tender – from the existing provider, Public-i - was received.  

The letter stated that in view of the costs involved, the staff resource implications and the very low uptake of the web-casting facility by members of the public, the facility should not be extended to Area Committee Meetings, SPC meetings etc.

It was agreed to go ahead with 60 hours of hosted content at a cost of €18,005 per annum for a period of 2 years with an optional third year.  This includes support, maintenance and upgrading of equipment.

Based on this and on the need to achieve financial savings as part of the Budget for 2011 the tender was accepted and a contract awarded to webcast only full Council meetings in the Council Chamber (including Special Meetings) from 20/9/2010 to 19/9/2012.

Section 9.1 of the contract with Public-i refers to the copyright and states that:

The Content
In consideration of all payments due to us under the Agreement, we assign to

you all intellectual property rights in the Content.

This means that providing the Council continue to make payments when due to Public-i the Council retain full copyright.

Although in Managements opinion there is no demand for an extension of the webcasting as proposed, we have requested detailed costings from our service provider and this information has not been received as yet.”

OP/14/11

Clock in Council Chamber 

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

“That the Manager report on the length of time for which the clock in the Council Chamber was out of order and the reasons for such a lengthy delay, and that the Manager install a clock in the Dundrum Office meeting room, on the opposite wall from the Chair.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:

“The clock in the chamber is connected to the clock tower, both work off a master system that synchronizes both clocks.  In early December 2010 during the heavy snow, the clock tower was struck by lightning, which destroyed a main circuit board and both clocks were out of action.  The circuit boards are custom made by a company in the U.K. and due to the unique requirements of each customer there is a delivery lead time of several weeks, the severe weather conditions in both Ireland and the U.K. also effected the delivery of the parts.  The clock is now working.

A clock will be installed in the Dundrum Office meeting room.”

OP/15/11

Art Collection in the Old Town Hall 

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

“That the Manager make arrangements to allow the art collection in the old town hall to be viewable by the public.”

The following report of the Manager, was NOTED:

“The Arts Office commissioned an academic study entitled ‘Dún Laoghaire Rathdown County Hall & Art Collection’ in 2009. This illustrated essay is currently available on the Council’s website (http://www.dlrcoco.ie/arts/collection.html) and will be published in April 2011. This document is used to promote the Council’s permanent collection and the history of County Hall. Guided tours of the collection are available annually as part of Dublin’s Open House weekend. After publication of ‘Dún Laoghaire Rathdown County Hall & Art Collection’ guided tours of the collection in County Hall can be arranged by request with the Arts Office. This will be advertised via the Arts ebulletin and the Council website.”

OP/16/11

DLR Council Website 
It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

“That the Manager engage in further improvements to the Council website in particular the following:

	(a)
	That the Manager create a page on the website with links to all bye laws, and index this in the A-Z on the council website, which at present only lists byelaws on waste presentation under the term “bye laws” and which inconsistently lists other bye-laws on different pages by subject matter.

	(b)
	That the Manager bring the set of SPC minutes on the website up to date and comment if possible on the reasons for the minutes being out of date.

	(c)
	That the minutes section of the website be improved in terms of readibility, given the differing type faces, type sizes, small fonts and the use of yellow on blue for some headings which is barely readable.

	(d)
	That the Manager ensure that all pages on the website have a home button, as some currently do not, e.g. http://www.dlrcoco.ie/meetings/busines.htm

	(e)
	That the Manager list strategic policy committees on a page which is indexed under S in the A-Z

	(f)
	That the Manager create a link to the Council’s arms http://www.dlrcoco.ie/library/coatofarms.htm from the “our county” page http://www.dlrcoco.ie/aboutus/ourcounty/

	(g)
	That the Council webcasts be available for download in segments by issue covered, for greater convenience.

	(h)
	That the Manager insert a notice on the website in addition to the existing notice to users of google chrome that they need to download a windows media player plug in at http://port25.technet.com/pages/windows-media-player-firefox-plugin-download.aspx

	(i)
	That the Manager expand the clickable area of the home page to include the whole box relating to the webcast, and picture, so that clicking anywhere on that box will take a user to the webcast page (rather than just the small line that states click here)”


The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:
	“(a)
	This will be done within the next week

	(b)
	Secretariat will organise the updating of the SPC minutes on the Council website as soon as possible as the resources are available.

	(c)
	The Council will endeavour to ensure the minutes are improved in terms of readability. At the moment information that forms the reports/minutes comes from various word processing sources, with different use of fonts etc. With the continued rollout of extra modules of the Modern Government system, into all Departments later this year this will ensure a more consistent word processing layout, which will facilitate an improved publishing to the web

	(d)
	This will be done within the next week

	(e)
	This will be done within the next week

	(f)
	This will be done within the next week

	(g)
	A new Web cast player will be available which will allows Councillors or members of the Public to share a Council meeting item by forwarding on a link. When you click on this link the Webcast will start at that particular meeting item and continue on from there. We hope to have this facility available in August 2011.

	(h)
	This will be done within the next week

	(i)
	We will review this area of the homepage to ensure the Council Webcast page is made more accessible and easier to connect to.

	
	In relation to queries or suggestions like the ones raised in this proposal about the Council’s website, the Councillors is most welcome to contact or email the Communications Office directly and we will respond promptly to them, rather than he having to wait for the next OP&P meeting for a reply.”


OP/17/11

Draft Local Government Auditor's Report 

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

“That in future the draft local government auditor’s report should be presented to the Audit Committee before being presented to the County Council.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:

“In accordance with Section 120 (4) of the Local Government Act 2001 the local government auditor is required only to consult with the manager or chief officer of the audited body concerned before finalising his report.

Section 120 (3) requires that the finalised report must be addressed to the local authority and in accordance with Section 121 the Manager shall on receipt submit the report for consideration at the next practicable meeting of the local authority. 

There is no scope therefore to comply with this request.”

OP/18/11

Flying of Flags Outside County Hall 

It was proposed by Councillor V. Boyhan:

“That three free standing poles be erected outside County Hall to facilitate the flying of the following Flags:

	· 
	National Tricolour

	· 
	European Union Flag

	· 
	Council Flag/Coat of Arms”


The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:
“The three flag poles on the balcony off the annex have recently been refurbished, the Council will fly all three flags in the first week of April.”

OP/19/11

Holding of Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee Meetings 

It was proposed by Councillor V. Boyhan and seconded by Councillor D. O’Callaghan:

“That the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee consider meeting for a maximum of 40 minutes prior to each Council meeting instead of the current arrangement.”

A discussion took place. It was AGREED that the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee would now meet every two months. It will be necessary to amend Standing Order No. 98 accordingly.

OP/20/11

Register of Electors 

It was proposed by Councillor C. Smyth:

“That this Committee discuss providing the Councillors with a hard copy of the Register of Electors.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“A decision was made to make the Register of Electors available on disk for Councillors and public representatives as part of an ongoing ICT strategy for Councillors. This has enabled the Council make the best use of available technology and obviating the need to circulate – and re-circulate – environmentally unfriendly paperwork.

The cost of producing a hard copy of the Register to each Councillor is prohibitive in terms of the best use of human and financial resources, however, any Councillor can print a book or books from the facilities provided to them.”

A discussion took place, during which Ms. B. Gilligan, Senior Executive Officer, Corporate Services responded to Members queries. It was AGREED that Corporate Services would hold a Master Copy of the current Register of Electors for Councillors to photocopy as needed.

OP/21/11

Draft Minutes 

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

“That draft minutes of meetings should be posted to the website as soon as they are prepared, rather than awaiting their formal approval at the following meeting, in the interests of public information.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:

“Schedule 10 Section 14 (7) Local Government Act 2001 states that “a copy of the minutes of a meeting when confirmed in accordance with subparagraph (5) shall be open to inspection at the principal offices of the local authority and any person may inspect and make a copy of, or abstract from, the minutes during the usual office hours of the authority”. Standing Order 19 also states that “a copy of the minutes when confirmed in accordance with this Standing Order shall be open to inspection at the principal offices of the Council and any person may inspect and make a copy of, or abstract from, the minutes during the usual office hours of the Council”. 

The publishing of draft minutes on the website would be in contravention of the legislation and the Council’s Standing Orders.”

OP/22/11

Residents' Association 

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

“That it be a condition of any residents association applying to come as a delegation to the Council that they agree to their contact information being made available on the Council website, and that the Manager give an update on what residents association contact data has been made available to members and/or publicly, and that he add a link to this information on the A-Z on the council website under “Residents Associations”.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:

“The publication of the contact details of residents associations on the Internet has no relevance to the convening of a deputations meeting and cannot therefore be used as a condition for the granting of a deputations meeting. In future residents associations that request a deputations meeting can be asked if they wish to have their details published on the Internet, if the members so decide. 

The Council wrote to all recognised Residents Associations in 2008 to seek their permission to release their contact details to Elected Members. This was done to ensure that the Council was not be in breach of Data Protection legislation by further processing data originally gathered for Deputation meetings. Out of a total of 346 Residents Associations, 45 consented to the release of contact details, 33 refused consent to the release of contact details and there was no reply from 268. Contact details for 45 Associations were subsequently released to the Elected Members. The Residents Associations were not asked if they were giving their consent to the publication of their details on the Internet and in the absence of written permission the council cannot publish that information.”

OP/23/11

Issue of "Freedom of the County" as Distinct from the "Civic Honour" 

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

“That the Manager report on the issue of “freedom of the County” as distinct from the “civic honour” referred to in standing orders, and list the persons who have received freedom of the County to date.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:

“In relation to the distinction between a ‘civic honour’ and ‘freedom of the County’, Section 74.1 (a) of the Local Government Act 2001 states: “A local authority may confer a civic honour on a distinguished person in such manner as it may determine, including the admission of the person to the honorary freedom of its administrative area, and may establish and maintain a roll or other record in which to enter the names of persons so honoured.  Section 74.1(b) states that:  “The Cathaoirleach may, without prejudice to paragraph (a), propose a person for a civic honour under this section.”

Therefore, it is at the discretion of the local authority as to whether the conferring of a civic honour includes the admission of the person or not to the honorary freedom of the County and what that honorary freedom entails.

Standing Order 143 (i) refers to the grant of the award of Civic Honour and the holding of a civic reception and it does not make any reference to the honorary freedom of the county.

The Civic Honour referred to in S.O. 143 (i) will be awarded for the first time to Mr. Brian O’Driscoll on Tuesday, March 29th 2011.”

OP/24/11

Re-entering of Items 

It was AGREED to RE-ENTER Item No. 5, Item Nos. 10 to 12, Item 14, Item No. 16, Item 18 and Item Nos. 20 to 24 to the May meeting of the Organisation, Procedure and Protocol Committee.

OP/25/11

Conclusion of Meeting 

The meeting concluded at 4.45 p.m.

</AI42>

<AI43>

Ministerial/Departmental Correspondence 

It was NOTED that there was no business under this heading.
</AI43>
<AI44>
Other Correspondence 

The following item of correspondence, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED and NOTED:

	“(a)
	Letter from Anthony Roe re: Presidential Election.”


</AI44>
<AI45>
Report of the Manager under Section 13 (4) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) in relation to Proposed Variation No. 2 of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan (SUFP) 

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Council at its meeting on 14th March 2011 NOTED a report on the Proposed Variation No.2 of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan (SUFP). This report advised that the Manager’s Report prepared in accordance with the provisions of Section 13 (4) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as amended, was circulated on 7th March 2011 and outlined the next steps in the process which were as follows:

“Next Stage

The Members shall consider the Manager’s Report and following consideration of the proposed Variation No.2 and the Manager’s Report the members may, as they consider appropriate by resolution, make the variation to the County Development Plan with or without further modification or may refuse to make the variation. The members have 6 weeks from the date the Manager’s report was issued to consider the report.

In the event that one or more than one of any proposed modifications would if made, be a material alteration of the variation then the planning authority shall determine if a strategic environmental assessment or an appropriate assessment or both such assessments are required to be carried out in respect of one or more than one of the proposed material alteration(s).  Not later than 2 weeks after the determination that a strategic environmental assessment or an appropriate assessment or both are required the Manager shall specify the period he considers necessary (following the determination) to facilitate the required assessment(s). 

The Planning Authority shall publish notice of the proposed material alteration(s) and where appropriate the making of a determination that an assessment(s) is required. The notice shall state that the proposed material alteration(s) will be on public display for a period of not less than four weeks and that written submissions and observations in relation to the proposed material alteration(s) or assessment(s) made to the Planning Authority within a stated period shall be taken into account by the authority before the variation of the development plan is made.

Following the further public display period the Manager will prepare a report on any submissions or observations received for consideration by the Members. In considering this report it should be noted that a further modification to the variation:

	(i)
	may be made where it is minor in nature and therefore not likely to have significant effects on the environment or adversely affect the integrity of a European site,

	(ii)
	shall not be made where it refers to:
i. an increase in the area of land zoned for any purpose, or

ii. an addition to or deletion from the record of protected structures  


Current Timetable

The 6 weeks for considering this Manager’s Report starts when the Report is issued to the Members in this case 7th of March 2011.  The Report must be considered within 6 weeks i.e. by 18th April 2011.”

In accordance with the provisions of Standing Orders the Agenda for the Council meeting on 11th April 2011 sets out motions in the order that they were submitted by Councillors in respect of the proposed Variation No.2 of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan (SUFP). It is proposed subject to the approval of the Council that the motions submitted be considered when the relevant section of the Manager’s Report is being considered by the Council.  Accordingly a revised schedule of the order of motions will be prepared and circulated to the Members for their information prior to the meeting on 11th April 2011. A draft resolution will also be circulated in advance of the meeting.

The foregoing report is submitted for the information of the Members.

Kathleen Holohan

Director of Planning.”

Mrs Kathleen Holohan, Director of Planning outlined the details of the above and advised the members that a revised order of motions had been circulated for members together with a list of minor amendments to the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan and a draft resolution.

She advised the members that subject to the approval of the Council it was proposed to consider the Manger’s report page by page and that the motions already submitted would be considered in the order of the Manager’s report, together with any motions from the floor

The Council NOTED the layout and AGREED to the procedure as outlined by the Director of Planning.

The following list of minor amendments to the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan were CONSIDERED and AGREED.
 “List of Minor Amendments to Sandyford Urban Framework Plan and

Amended order of Motions for Variation No. 2 

Minor Amendments 

Some very minor textual errors have come to light subsequent to the circulation of proposed Variation no.2: Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.  The agreement of the Members is sought to address these minor errors and inconsistencies prior to the resolution to either make, amend or refuse to make the Variation. Those minor inaccuracies/errors identified are listed below.
Contents Page no. 1

(i) Section 4: Infrastructure

4.1 Add text after “4.1” “Environmental”

To read: “4.1 Environmental Infrastructure”

(ii) Section 5: Phasing and Funding

5.1 After “Phasing” delete text “and funding” 

To read: “5.1 Phasing Policies and Objectives

Section 3.5 Design Principles Page no. 29

(iii) Site 3: Sites at the North end of Ballymoss Road

Remove “>” and bold text to create title.

To read: “Site 3: Sites at North end of Ballymoss Road”

Section 4: Infrastructure Page no. 35

(iv) 4.1 Before “Infrastructure” add text “Environmental”

To read: “4.1 Environmental Infrastructure”

Section 5: Phasing and Funding Page no. 46

(v) 5.1 After “Phasing” delete text “and funding” 

To read: “5.1 Phasing Policies and Objectives

Appendix 1: Land Use Zoning Objectives Page no.49

(vi) Zone 1: Mixed Use Inner Core (MIC) – Permitted in Principle

Include “*1” after “Office”

Insert new footnote 1 “*1 Any office development shall accord with the policy for office based employment in Mixed Use Core Areas”.

Amend existing footnote numbers to “*2” and “*3” respectively

(vii) Zone 2: Mixed Use Outer Core (MOC) – Permitted In Principle

Include “*1” after “Office”

Insert new footnote 1 “*1 Any office development shall accord with the policy for office based employment in Mixed Use Core Areas”.

Replace footnote “*” with “*2” after “Local Shop” 

(viii) Zone 3: Office Based Employment – Permitted in Principle

Delete footnote “*” after “Retail Warehousing” and footnote text “*Retail Warehousing shall be in accordance with Policy RET12”.

(xi) Zone 7: include footnotes F and G of County Development Plan 2010-2016 page no.229 as footnotes “*1” and “*2”. 

To read:

Permitted In Principle
Community Facility(, Cultural Use(, Open Space(, Play Grounds, Sports Facility(, Travellers Accommodation.
Open For Consideration
Carpark(, Cemetery, Craft Centre/Craft Shop(, Crèche(, Crematorium(, Education(, Garden Centre/Plant Nursery(, Golf facility(, Guest House(, Place of Public Worship(, Public Services, Tea Room/Café(.
1 : In existing premises

2 : Where lands zoned F are to be developed then:

Not more than 40% of the land in terms of the built form and surface car parking combined shall be developed upon. Any built form to be developed shall be of a high standard of design including quality finishes and materials. The owner shall enter into agreement with the Planning Authority pursuant to Section 47 of the Planning and Development Acts 2000 - 2006 or some alternative legally binding agreement restricting the further development of the remaining area (i.e. 60% of the site) which shall be set aside for publicly accessible passive open space or playing fields. Said space shall be provided and laid out in a manner designed to optimise public patronage of the residual open space and/or to protect existing sporting and recreational facilities which may be available for community use.
</AI45>
<AI46>
Submissions Received during Public Consultation 

All submissions from interested parties received during the public consultation period were available in the Chamber for the information of the Members.

</AI46>
<AI47>
PART 1</AI47>
<AI48>
Pages 4 & 5 Manager's Report: - Introduction 

The following extract from the Manager’s Report was CONSIDERED:

“Statutory Background to the Manager’s Report

This Manager’s Report has been prepared in accordance with the provision of Section 13(4) of the Planning and Development Acts, 2000-2010 and sets out the following:

b)

	(i)
	A list of the persons or bodies who made submissions or observations (i.e. during the public consultation period of the Proposed Variation No.2 to the County Development Plan 2010-2016 and the Environmental Report),

	(ii)
	Summarises the following from the submissions or observations made under this section:

	
	(I)
	Issues raised by the Minister, and

	
	(II)
	Thereafter, issues raised by other bodies or persons,

	(iii)
	Gives the response of the Manager to the issues raised, the proper planning and sustainable development of the area, the statutory obligations of any local authority in the area and taking account of  any relevant policies or objectives for the time being of the Government or of any Minister of the Government.

	
	


In the case of each Planning Authority within the GDA, a report under Section 13(4) of the 2000 Act paragraph (a) shall summarise the issues raised and the recommendation made by the NTA  (DTA) in its written submission prepared in accordance with section 31D and outline the recommendations of the Manager in relation to the manner in which those issues and recommendations should be addressed in the proposed variation. 

A report under paragraph Section 13(4) (a) shall summarise the issues raised and recommendations made by the relevant regional authority in its written submission prepared in accordance with section 27C and outline the recommendations of the Manager in relation to the manner in which those issues and recommendations should be addressed in the development plan.  

This report is submitted to the Members of Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council for their consideration as part of the process for the consideration of proposed Variation No.2 to the County Development Plan 2010-2016. Members have a period of up to 6 weeks from the date of receipt to consider the Manager’s Report. Following consideration of proposed Variation No.2 and the Manager’s Report, the Members may, by resolution accept or amend the proposed Variation. If the Members decide to materially amend the proposed Variation, a further period of public consultation will be necessary.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

An Environmental Report accompanies Variation No.2 to the County Development Plan 2010-2016. The Environmental Report contains a detailed analysis of the Sandyford Urban Framework and how the implementation of the Plan would impact on its receiving environment. The Manager’s recommendations as set out in this report have been assessed to determine whether they would have any significant impact on the environment. It was considered that the amendments proposed in this Manager’s Report would not have any significant adverse effect on the environment. If, however, the Planning Authority engages in a further round of public consultation for proposed material amendments to Variation No.2 of the County Development Plan, the public notice must additionally state that information on the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the proposed amendment(s) will also be available for inspection and that a submission or observation in relation to such information made to the Planning Authority will also be taken into consideration before the making of any amendment.

Contents & Format of This Report

Having regard to the provisions of the Planning and Development (Amendment) Act 2010, Part 2 of this Manager’s Report sets out a summary of the submission made by the Minister for the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, the National Roads Authority and the regional authority, the Manager’s response to the issues raised and a recommendation in relation to each issue/observation.

Part 3 provides a summary of the issues raised in each of the submissions received, the Manager’s response to the issues and a recommendation to each submission/observation. Where the Manager makes a recommendation to change or amend the Plan these are set out in red type.

In order to make the document as user friendly as possible the issues raised have been grouped under a series of umbrella ‘headings’ which are largely based on the various individual Sections and Appendices set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan and the accompanying documents of Variation No.2 e.g. Section 3.2 Building Height.

Part 4 summarises submissions made in relation to the Environmental Report, the Manager’s response to these issues and a subsequent recommendation.

Public Consultation

Variation No.2 to the County Development Plan 2010-2016, including: The Sandyford Urban Framework Plan; The Amendments to The County Development Plan; the Environmental Report; the Appendices to the Environmental Report and the Draft Appropriate Assessment, were put on public display on Monday 10th January 2011. In addition, a series of Background Working Papers prepared by the Council, were also available for public viewing on the Council’s website. Written submissions and/or observations were invited for a 4 week period ending Monday 7th February 2011. During this public consultation period the Council pursued a proactive approach in an attempt to raise awareness of proposed Variation No.2 of the Development Plan among the citizens of the County and other stakeholders, and by doing so encouraged a greater degree of public participation in the overall process. The initiatives and measures undertaken by the Council to engage with the citizens of the County and promote more inclusive public participation included a public information day on 25th January 2010 and additional presentations to stakeholders (SEBEA/SDA) where the SUFP team gave detailed Powerpoint presentations and took part in structured Q&A sessions.

	· 
	Detailed public notices placed in the Irish Times and Irish Independent on 10th January 2010 advising of the consultation period, where the Variation to the Development Plan could be accessed and inviting submissions up to and including the closing date of 7th February 2011.

	
	

	· 
	The proposed Variation to the County Development Plan was on continuous public display for the duration of the consultation period at the following locations:

	
	· 
	The Concourse, County Hall, Dún Laoghaire (9.00am-5.00pm)

	
	· 
	Council Offices, Dundrum Office Park (9.30am-12.30pm and 1.30pm-4.30pm)

	
	

	· 
	The proposed Variation to the Development Plan was available to view or download from the Council’s website, www.dlrcoco.ie and made available at libraries in Blackrock, Cabinteely, Dalkey, Deansgrange, Dún Laoghaire HQ, Dundrum, Glencullen, Sallynoggin, Shankill and Stillorgan, both in hard copy and through the free web access facilities available at each library (The Background Working Papers were available for public viewing on the Council’s website).

	
	

	· 
	Submissions/observations in respect of the proposed Variation to the County Development Plant were accommodated through a number of mediums – hard copy, e-mail and through the Development Plan website.


Submissions Received

The County Manager would like to take this opportunity to thank everyone who took the time to make a submission to Variation No. 2 to the County Development Plan 2010-2016, and to particularly thank those who attended the public information sessions.

During the 4-week consultation period a total of 77 no. Submissions were received by the Planning Authority.

Part 5 of the Manager’s Report lists those individuals/agencies/groups making submissions, lists the subject site (if appropriate) and summarises the issue(s) raised in the submission. Each submission has been allocated a unique reference number. The information in Part 5 has been set out in two different formats:

	(i)
	Alphabetically – by surname of individual/group or consultant/agent making submission on behalf of a third party and;

	
	

	(ii)
	Numerically – relating to date of receipt during the consultation period.”


The Manager’s report was NOTED.
</AI48>
<AI49>
PART 2
</AI49>
<AI50>
Page 9 Manager's Report: Submission by Minister for the Environment, Heritage and Local Government 

(Submission No. V2004)

The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“General Issues;

	(i)
	The Council is to be commended for bringing forward an Urban Framework Plan, which realistically addresses the infrastructural and environmental constraints governing the future development of Sandyford Business Estates. The SUFP provides a sustainable, plan led policy framework.

	4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure;

	(i)
	The Modal split objectives linked to Smarter Travel are strongly supported.

	SEA: Environmental

	(i)
	The SUFP contains satisfactory objectives and targets for the protection of archaeological heritage.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2:SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI50>
<AI51>
Page 10 Manager's Report: Submission by National Transport Authority 

Submission Number V2054 (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Smarter travels targets are set for 2020 and not for 2016. Different targets should be set for different parts of the Sandyford Business District. New development in Sandyford Business District should aim for targets well in excess of Smarter Travel Targets for future development in the area”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Comment noted. Smarter Travel aims for higher targets to be achieved in Urban Areas by 2020. The period for the SUFP is up to 2016. Targets will be monitored as part of the Mobility Management Plan on an ongoing basis and updated if necessary. The majority of the Sandyford Business District is within walking and cycle distance of a Luas Station or Bus Stop.

Recommendation
No Change to Objective TAM1 in the SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI51>
<AI52>
Page 10 Manager's Report: Submission by National Transport Authority 

Submission Number V2054 (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	The NTA welcomes the proposal for the preparation of an area wide Mobility Management Plan which can assist in achieving sustainable transport objectives. The inclusion of a provision to prepare this plan in consultation with the NTA is requested.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Details to be included in the Mobility Management Plan.

Recommendation
Text for Objective TAM 9 to be amended as follows:
‘It is an objective of the Council to prepare an area wide mobility management plan for Sandyford Business District in conjunction with stakeholders in the area and in consultation with the National Transport Authority.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI52>
<AI53>
Pages 10 & 11 Manager's Report: Submission by National Transport Authority 

Submission Number V2054 (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	The NTA recommend an area based approach to car parking standards for the entire Sandyford Business District and recommends that the maximum car parking standards for the area should not exceed the DLR County Development Plan 2010-2016 car parking standards for designated areas along public transport corridors. This will help control congestion in the local and wider environs and encourage access by non-car modes.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The current car parking standards were adopted in April 2010 as part of the County Development Plan 2010-2016. In the current County Development Plan car parking standards have been changed from minimum to maximum parking standards. In addition, separate car parking standards are included for development along public transport corridors. In formulating the standards, reference was made to other car parking standards in the Greater Dublin Area and to UK best practice. In addition, the car parking standards also required the provision of spaces for charging of electric vehicles (e.g. 10% office) and 4% for disabled persons. There is scope existing within the County Development Plan to reduce car-parking quantum for any development.

Recommendation
The following changes to Variation No.2: SUFP.

Additional Car Parking Objective to be included, after TAM 17

“It is an objective of the Council that the maximum car parking standards for the entire Sandyford Business District will not exceed the Dún Laoghaire Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016 car parking standards for designated areas along public transport corridors and more restrictive standards may apply at appropriate locations.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI53>
<AI54>
Page 11 Manager's Report: Submission by National Transport Authority 

Submission Number V2054 (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	The NTA recommends that an additional qualifier should be included in the text of objectives P3 and P4 to ensure that these road proposals will be consistent with the Draft Transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Issue noted and considered.

Recommendation

The following changes to Variation No.2: SUFP.
Additional text to Objective P3

Prior to implementation of these road schemes, that consultation and review will be carried out with the National Transport Authority based on their adopted Transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area.
Additional text to Objective P4

Prior to implementation of these road schemes, that consultation and review will be carried out with the National Transport Authority based on their adopted Transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI54>
<AI55>
Page 11 Manager's Report 

The following was NOTED

“Submission made by Regional Authority

None”
</AI55>
<AI56>
PART 3
</AI56>
<AI57>
Page 14 Manager's Report: Summary of Submissions and Manager's Response and Recommendations 

The following report of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Part 3 of the Manager’s Report summarises the issues raised in the 77 no. submissions and gives the Manager’s response and recommendation to each. The response takes into account the proper planning and sustainable development of the area, any statutory obligations of the Local Authority and any relevant Government policies as required under Section 13(4)(b) of the Planning and Development Acts 2000-2010.

The various issues raised have been grouped or assimilated into a number of ‘umbrella’ categories which largely correlate and cross-refer to the various Sections of proposed Variation No.2 to the County Development Plan, as follows:

Sandyford Urban Framework Plan

	1.
	Introduction

	2.
	Future Land Uses

	3.
	Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height

	4.
	Infrastructure

	5.
	Phasing and Funding


Appendix 1 Land Use Zoning Objectives

Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives

Part 4 summarises the submissions and issues in relation to the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA): Environmental Report.

Part 5 of the Report lists every individual, group, agency and agent/consultant (acting on behalf of third parties) who made a submission. Each submission is given a unique reference number and the number is used throughout the Manager’s Report to identify the submission. (For ease of convenience Part 5 lists the submissions both in alphabetical order and number order).

Where the Manager’s Recommendation proposes ‘No change to Variation No.2’ the recommendation is printed in Black type. Where the Manager’s Recommendation proposes an amendment to proposed Variation No.2 the recommended amendment is printed in Red type.

Where issues are site specific or have a spatial context the relevant Map Number(s) is shown. Where the issue is general and/or policy based no Map Numbers are shown.”

The report of the Manager was AGREED unanimously.
</AI57>
<AI58>
Page 15 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Numbers V2061; V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2073; V2037; V2040; V2048; V2052; V2009; V2022; V2020; V2028; V2017; V2029; V2030; V2031; V2034; V2016; V2036
General Issues (i) (ii) (iii)

The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Welcomes the Plan in principle, recognises the need for a cohesive plan and objectives to use urban planning to influence future development.

	(ii)
	The Plan gives structure to an area previously without a significant planning direction and especially the mixed land use objectives and high density closer to Luas stops, demonstrating best practice in integration of land use and transportation planning.

	(iii)
	There is much merit in this plan for residents.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Noted

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI58>
<AI59>
Pages 15 & 16 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2072; V2073; V2053; V2031
General Issues (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	The draft SUFP fails to directly address the main unique problems in Sandyford and is too generic.  SUFP must recognise challenges facing Sandyford by being flexible. Supports 2007 SUFP, which benefited the entire estate, was less prescriptive and more flexible and presented sound urban design principles.  This strategy should be revisited.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Draft Sandyford Urban Framework Plan 2007 was never adopted by the Councillors nor approved by Management of Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Council and as such does not have a statutory basis.

The Draft 2007 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan promoted mixed use high density development throughout SBD including on peripheral/edge sites. The Draft 2007 SUFP was assessed as an alternative scenario under the requirements of Strategic Environmental Assessment as Scenario 2 (Environmental Report Section 6.2.3), whereby the evaluation concluded that such a scenario would have adverse impacts (section 7.3.2 of the Environmental Report). These can be summarised as follows:
	· 
	Trip generation by private car would be likely to increase;

	· 
	The uptake in smarter travel, more sustainable modes of transport would be significantly less likely to be achieved;

	· 
	It would not provide for the consideration of infrastructural capacity needs with respect to water and drainage and the approach to building height would be likely to result in adverse residual impacts on residential amenity;

	· 
	Provides no clear rationale or definition of the meaning of Mixed Use


Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI59>
<AI60>
Page 16 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Number V2074
General Issues (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	The development strategy for SBD should provide for the attraction of indigenous and international investment.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Plan does provide for the attraction of indigenous and international investment. The Plan Recognises Sandyford Business District as an economic growth centre in accordance with the Regional Planning Guidelines as detailed in Section 1.6.1 ‘Rationale Underpinning the SUFP’.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI60>
<AI61>
Page 16 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Numbers V2072; V2074
General Issues (vi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	No reference to National and Regional Planning – no policy context chapter.  SUFP should recognise Sandyford as “the high tech knowledge driven commercial cluster for south city region” (Economic Development Action Plan for Dublin city region 2009)”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Section 1.6.1 Rationale underpinning the SUFP, first bullet point, identifies the status of Sandyford within The Regional Planning Guidelines 2010-2022, recognising Sandyford Business District as a “primary growth centre”.  The preparation of the SUFP gave due regard to the policies and objectives of national and regional planning.  Quoting sections from these Plans and the County Development Plan 2010-2016 (CDP), in the SUFP was not considered appropriate, given that the SUFP forms part of the CDP and that Section 1.34 of the CDP already identifies the national and regional context.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP”.

The Managers recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI61>
<AI62>
Pages 16 & 17 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Numbers V2064; V2077; V2019
1.2 Legal Status (i), motion nos. 2 (c) and 2 (d) and motion from the floor
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	The SUFP is lacking statutory effect that would come with an LAP.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The SUFP will form part of the County Development Plan 2010-2016 by way of a Variation to the Plan.  The County Development Plan is of a higher order than Local Area Plans.  All development must accord with the policies and objectives as set out in the County Development Plan.  The SUFP will be a statutory document upon the adoption of the Variation into the County Development Plan and all development will have to accord with its objectives and policies.
Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.

It was AGREED that Motion Nos. 2(c) and 2(d) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys would be considered at this time.

Councillor R. Humphreys proposed and it was AGREED that motion nos. 2(c) & 2(d) be WITHDRAWN:

Motion 2(c)

“P 4 of Draft para 1.1 - delete “(SUFP) 2011” insert “(SUFP) 2011-2021”
Motion 2(d)

“P 4 of Draft para 1.2 insert at the end –

“This plan shall be referred to as the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan 2011-2021 and insofar as it amends the County Development Plan it shall be referred to as Variation No. 2 to the County Development Plan 2010-2016.”
The following motions were proposed from the floor by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor D. O’Callaghan:

“In substitution for 2(c)

Delete 2011-05-04 insert 2011 – 2016”

“In substitution for 2(d)

Insert ‘This plan shall be referred to as the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan 2011 – 2016’”
The motions from the floor were AGREED.
</AI62>
<AI63>
Page 17 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2073; V2048; V2022; V2010; V2017; V2022

1.2 Legal Status (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(ii)
	“Lack of formal public consultation during the preparation of the SUFP – concern about the top down approach taken”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The SUFP proposed Variation No.2 to the County Development Plan 2010-2016 is being prepared in accordance with the provisions of the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010. Full public consultation was undertaken as part of this statutory process.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI63>
<AI64>
Page 17 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Number V2042
1.6 Purpose of the Plan (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	In favour of the broad set of principles which underpin the SUFP.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Noted.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI64>
<AI65>
Page 17 &18 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2073; V2074
1.6 Purpose of the Plan (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	The Plan should be based on a forward thinking vision for the area including the principles of New Urbanism: Encourage Walkability, Connectivity, Mixed Use and Diversity, Mixed Housing, Quality of Architecture and Design, Neighbour-hood Structure, Increase density – able to walk to services – legibility and way finding, green transportation, sustainability, quality of life.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Plan is based on creating a sustainable community whilst recognising Sandyford’s role as an economic growth centre, together with a strategy to link existing dispersed development.  The SUFP is based around the “Principle of New Urbanism” as quoted in the submission and in Section 2.1 of SUFP.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI65>
<AI66>
Page 18 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2072; V2073
1.6 Purpose of the Plan (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Lacks a high level vision – based on linking sporadic development – not creating new dynamic self sustaining district.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Rationale underpinning the Plan, as identified in Section 1.6.1 clearly sets out the purpose of the Plan and rationale behind the policies and objectives.  They are specific to Sandyford based on the principles of good urban planning.  The very first stages of the Plan preparation included survey and analysis followed by a rationale for future development.  This can be seen in the Planning Background Papers (available for public viewing on the Council’s website)

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI66>
<AI67>
Page 18 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Number V2008

1.6 Purpose of the Plan (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	As the UFP has been in preparation for at least four years there was an expectation the it would be for a more long term view and in be more in depth.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In accordance with the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010, the Plan sets out a strategy for the life of the County Development Plan 2010-2016, which will be reviewed as part of the preparation of the next Development Plan. The Background Papers that support the Plan are available for public viewing on the Council’s website.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI67>
<AI68>
Page 18 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Number V2008

1.6 Purpose of the Plan (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	UFP and CDP should contain statement that no development in Sandyford should be injurious to nearby established residential areas.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The policies and objectives of the SUFP clearly states in section 1.6.1:Rationale underpinning the SUFP  (point 3) “To protect the residential amenity of adjoining areas….” As such Policies and objectives throughout the SUFP are in place to ensure the protection of residential amenity in particular BH2, Building Height.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI68>
<AI69>
Pages 18 & 19 Manager's Report: Section 1 Introduction 

Submission Number V2029

1.6 Purpose of the Plan (vi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Remove from Section 1.7 Pg. 9 SUFP the mention of the Junior and Pre-School on the Legionaries of Christ as they no longer exist there.  Suggested rewording as follows:
“The Legionaries property is a large holding in single ownership. It currently provides a novitiate specific for the religious order. Its current form is open in character with low-density development and use. There is an existing objective in the County Development Plan 2010-2016, to protect and/or provide for Institutional Uses on this site””


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted and agreed.

Recommendation
Amend text in Section 1.7 to read “The Legionaries property is a large holding in single ownership. It currently provides accommodation specific for the religious order. Its current form is open in character with low-density development and use. There is an existing objective in the County Development Plan 2010-2016, to protect and/or provide for Institutional Uses on this site””
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI69>
<AI70>
Page 21 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2073; V2031
2.1 Planning for future growth (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	The Plan should be based on the principles of New Urbanism: Encourage Walkability, Connectivity, Mixed Use and Diversity, Mixed Housing, Quality of architecture and design, Neighbourhood structure, increase density – able to walk to services – legibility and way finding, green transportation, sustainability, quality of life.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Plan is based on creating a sustainable community whilst recognising Sandyford’s role as an economic growth centre, together with a strategy to link existing dispersed development. The SUFP is based around the “principles of New Urbanism” as quoted in the submission and in section 2.1.of SUFP.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI70>
<AI71>
Pages 21 & 22 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2059; V2060 ; V2069; V2070; V2073; V2046; V2058; V2031; V2035
2.2 Future Land Use Zones (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Radical re-zoning results in land use options being curtailed and land devalued – landowners are not presented with the same development opportunities – devaluation of land and no compensation suggested. Those mix-use planning permissions seeking extension of time will be refused e.g. as happened for the ‘Blake’ site in Stillorgan.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“If the whole of the Plan area continues to develop as a mixed use area the purpose of the Plan to guide and direct development is lost. The principle of ’New Urbanism’ is providing for a mix of uses, but in a plan led environment is set out in Section 2.1 of the SUFP.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI71>
<AI72>
Page 22 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2073
2.2 Future Land Use Zones (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(ii)
	“Mixed use zoning approach is considered more appropriate and more sustainable than  designating different zones to accommodate different land uses.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“If the whole of the Plan area continues to develop as a mixed use area the purpose of the Plan to guide and direct development is lost. The principle of ’New Urbanism’ in providing for a mix of uses, but in a plan led environment is set out in Section 2.1 of the SUFP.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI72>
<AI73>
Page 22 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2072; V2073
2.2 Future Land Use Zones (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	SUFP seeks to rationalise ad hoc developments with the core areas already determined and other areas to be left as they are as identified on Drawing no.11.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The areas identified in Drawing 11 as existing development, are those areas within the SUFP where significant change in the type of development and nature of use is not provided for ie: Zone 4 Objective ‘LIW’ Light Industrial/Warehousing. This does not mean that development in these areas is anyway curtailed. It is considered appropriate, having regard to the principles of sustainable development, the location of these areas and their proximity to public transport nodes, together with the existing character of these areas, that the areas continue to develop with uses that are considered to be low intensity employment uses, such as light industrial and warehousing use.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI73>
<AI74>
Page 22 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2072; V2073
2.2 Future Land Use Zones (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Challenges of land ownership have not been addressed.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Planning Authority is looking at the strategic development of Sandyford, not at particular land ownerships. 
Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI74>
<AI75>
Pages 22 & 23 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2071; V2072
2.2 Future Land Use Zones (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	SUFP is developer led – should be employment based policy and should allow for the reworking and expansion of existing buildings and interim uses to be permitted given current economic climate and likely delays in implementing the SUFP. For example at FAAC site to add objective “Provide uses for existing building to include retail””


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The SUFP is promoting Sandyford Business District as a place of employment as identified in The ‘Rationale underpinning the SUFP’ in Section 1.6. 

The Manager supports the continuation of existing business across Sandyford Business District. Section 2.3.8 of the SUFP provides for the continuation, expansion and/or improvement of existing uses with an understanding that businesses/landowners are not necessarily intending on redeveloping their site in the short to medium term, if at all, and the need therefore, to continue and expand the existing business on site. 

It is considered that Section 2.3.8 ‘Existing Non Conforming Uses’ could be reworded and strengthened for clarity purposes in order to allow for those areas/sites where existing businesses are operating successfully and which may wish to expand the existing uses into the future.

‘Retail Warehousing’ is ‘permitted in principle’ within the ‘OE’ Zone 3. Therefore text in Appendix 1 Zone 3 to be deleted: “Retail Warehousing shall be in accordance with RET12”.  Small scale convenience shops are ’open for consideration’. It is not appropriate to provide a core of comparison and convenience shops at this location, as it would undermine the policies and objectives as set out in Section .2.2 and 2.4.2 of the SUFP.

Recommendation
To amend Section 2.3.8 to read “2.3.8 Areas in Transition” “Within Sandyford Business District there are uses that do not conform to the Zoning Objectives of the area. The Council will support the expansion and/or improvement of existing non-conforming uses that are not considered likely to impact negatively on the development potential of adjoining sites in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.”

Delete text in Appendix 1 ‘Land Use Zoning Objectives’ “Retail Warehousing shall be in accordance with RET12””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI75>
<AI76>
Page 23 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2023; V2060
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.1 Policy SUFP1 Land Use Zoning (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	SLOs conflict with Land Use Zoning Objectives where such uses are neither permitted in principle nor open for consideration.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted that uses permitted in principle/open for consideration do not allow for those promoted under SLO’s in certain circumstances.

Recommendation
Amend text SUFP 1 (Section 2.3.1) as follows after “The different land uses are set out below. The land use zoning objectives, that is; the uses permitted in principle and open for consideration are set out in Appendix 1. In addition specific Local Objectives are identified at site specific locations (Appendix 2 and Map 1 SUFP and Map 6 CDP).

Within Sandyford Business District, in cases where the Land Use Zoning Objectives appear to conflict with the requirements of a Specific Local Objective, the uses promoted under the Specific Local Objective will be allowed for in addition to the uses permitted in principle and open for consideration.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.”
</AI76>
<AI77>
Page 23 & 24 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2063; V2066; V2073
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.2 Zones 1 & 2 Mixed Use Core Area (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Written text and objectives for Zone 1 and 2 undermines Mixed Use Designation – with restrictions on residential and retail development. There should be no restrictions on the uses permitted in principle in the Mixed Use Core Areas. Local retail is not considered appropriate to achieve objective MC9.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“If the whole of the Plan area continues to develop as a mixed use area the purpose of the Plan to guide and direct development is lost. The principle of ’New Urbanism’ is providing for a mix of uses in a plan led environment. This is set out in Section 2.1 of the SUFP.

Sandyford Business District does not appear in the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Retail Hierarchy and as such retail development should have a local catchment only. Retail development in the Mixed Use Cores Areas, Zone 1 and 2, is restricted accordingly by objectives MC1, MC2 and MC3. A significant amount of retail development is already clustered in Zone 1 ‘MIC’, comprising large scale retail development and is considered to provide for the existing and future projected population. However, it is considered that further small scale retail and retail services are appropriate to the Mixed Use Core Area, particularly along Ballymoss Road, a major pedestrian route into Sandyford Business District from the proposed Transport Interchange and as such this type of development has been catered for under the land use zoning objective MC9. 

As part of the assessment of future housing in the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County, Sandyford has not been identified as having to provide significant amounts of housing to reach the targets set in the County’s Housing Strategy. The Mixed Use Core areas contain existing permissions for well over 3,000 residential units to date, which is considered sufficient to sustain the vitality of these areas. The land use zoning Objective MC4 allows for these current permissions to be built out or the equivalent, if they expire. Additional residential development shall be provided in Zone 5, areas which are proposed to cater for alternative housing needs to that already provided for in Sandyford Business District, areas that can be designed to create environments conducive to the development of sustainable residential neighbourhoods. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI77>
<AI78>
Page 24 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2063; V2066; V2073
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.2 Zones 1 & 2 Mixed Use Core Area (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Zone 1 and Zone 2 should be amalgamated as Zone 1 in order to alleviate restrictions. In particular to incorporate the Siemens site into Zone 1, which is strategically located at the end of Kilmacud Road – ideal position to create a “marker” and relevant to the objectives MC8, MC9 and SLO 109.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“There is a clear distinction between Zone 1 and Zone 2 in terms of land use and density and scale. To amalgamate the two zones would significantly increase the development potential of the area beyond the infrastructure capacity of the area. Due to the limited quantum available it is necessary to utilise the development resources in areas which would have the maximum benefit for the residents and workers of the SBD.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI78>
<AI79>
Page 24 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers; V2073
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.2 Zones 1 & 2 Mixed Use Core Area (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(iii)
	“Supports Objective MC7.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Noted
Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI79>
<AI80>
Page 24 & 25 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2073
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.2 Zones 1 & 2 Mixed Use Core Area (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Unclear as to whether the requirements of OE1 or MC7 and/or SLO121 are to be applied to Siemens Site. If this is the case, then the development standards for this site shall be revised upwards.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This site is zoned Objective ‘MOC’, whereby the open space requirements are identified under Objective MC7 and the provision of pocket parks/urban plazas under SLO 121. In the case of the Siemens site, the SUFP requires that any development provides an urban plaza amounting to 10-15% of the site, as identified on Map 1 and Drawing 10. The provision of an urban plaza here is important to create a high quality public realm at this strategic location opposite the proposed transport interchange and at the entry point to the main pedestrian route leading from the interchange to SBD.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.”
</AI80>
<AI81>
Page 25 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2050
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.2 Zones 1 & 2 Mixed Use Core Area (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Zoning ‘MOC’ is appropriate for Ballymoss Road and compatible with the area.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI81>
<AI82>
Page 25 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2013
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	The provision that there should be strong animated and active street edges in the residential zone should also be applied to the employment zonings which need ground floor retail/ services to animate street frontages and public spaces, especially along pedestrian/ cycle paths for safety and attractiveness.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Regard has to be had to the origin and destination of trips and the routes between as identified in the Plan in section 3.4 ‘Wayfinding’. The Manager does not agree that a dispersed retail policy will animate streets. If retail is spread too thin across the Plan area, this will compromise vitality and viability of the core areas and the animation of strategic pedestrian routes. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI82>
<AI83>
Page 25 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2042
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Supports the ‘OE’ zoning objective at South County Business Park.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI83>
<AI84>
Pages 25 & 26 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2065; V2071
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(iii)
	“Uses permitted in principle/open for consideration in Zone 3 are too restrictive. Should include “cash and carry/wholesale outlet, industry light/industry general and industry special” and allow for local retail to be permitted in principle and neighbourhood retail open for consideration – policy DS2 to extend to zone 3. Temporary commercial uses to be allowed in advance of redevelopment.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Zone 3 provides for retail warehousing, cash and carry/wholesale outlet and local – small scale convenience retail shops – all of which are open for consideration under the Land Use Zoning Objectives (Appendix 1). 

Section 18.4 of the CDP 2010-2016 states that “Uses shown as open for consideration are uses which may be permitted where the Planning Authority are satisfied that the proposed development would be compatible with the overall policies and objectives for the zone, would not have undesirable effects and would otherwise be consistent with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area”. Therefore these uses are not precluded from the zoning.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI84>
<AI85>
Page 26 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2023
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(iv)
	“The Office and Enterprise Zoning is too large, with too high a capacity assigned to sites, which will take resources like parking capacity from existing sites.  The present unoccupied buildings will also likely be demolished.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

The detailed analysis of infrastructure capacity supports the zoning and plot ratios that are proposed in the SUFP.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI85>
<AI86>
Page 26 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2029
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	The Legionaries of Christ site have requested the insertion of ‘residential institution’ use as a ‘Permitted in Principle’ use under Zone 3 and the removal of proposed ‘Inst’ Institutional objective.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The site at Legionaries of Christ has an existing Objective “To protect and provide for institutional use in open lands”. Under Policy RES5 “it is Council Policy that where distinct parcels of land are in institutional use, such as education, health, residential or other such uses are proposed for redevelopment, the Council shall seek to retain the open character of these lands wherever possible”. Having regard to the existing residential institution on site, it is therefore, not necessary to extend the Land Use Zoning Objective to include Residential Institution. Furthermore, the Institutional zoning is considered appropriate to protect its existing open character.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI86>
<AI87>
Pages 26, 27 & 28 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2030
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (vi) (vii), Motion Nos. 2(u) 2(v) & 2(w)

The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Re: ESB lands extend zoning objective OE: Office… across entirety of ESB site.  SUFP shows west of site as Industry/ Warehousing (LIW/ Zone 4) but this brownfield land is currently in office use, and ESBs own short term expansion is focussed on the west portion, so phasing cannot disrupt normal services (200,000 people currently served by ESB operations from the site and is one of four Dublin Region Bulk electricity supply points).

	(vii)
	Current zone ‘E’ is compatible with the site.   But in SUFP it should be Objective OE/Zone 3 and not LIW. Also, office, not warehousing frontage, needed as a good first impression to the area.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The ESB has raised the issue of zoning of part of their land for objective ‘LIW’ light industrial / warehousing for a set of reasons that are unique to the ESB. The existing ESB facility at Leopardstown Roundabout is an important piece of infrastructure as it accommodates the Distribution National Control Centre and the System Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) operations centre. The submission from the ESB explains that this centre serves 200,000 people. The phasing of any redevelopment for future office accommodation will need to ensure that existing services are not disrupted. The ESB have made a strong argument based on the need to phase the redevelopment of their site and the parallel plans for development at Carrrickmines, that the lands on the western portion of their holding are those that they will be able to develop first. 

In addition to the argument for the change in zoning the ESB have argued that the plot ratio of 1:1.5 should be extended to their full land holding, this would increase their potential office floor area by circa 23,400sqm. This argument is based on an analysis done by ARUPS on the likely trips generated by the proposed floor area. Having considered this aspect of the submission, the Manager is confident that the modelling underpinning the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan is robust and that the basis on which ARUPS calculations were made differs to that used in the Council model and are not considered appropriate. 

The ESB have also argued that their site is at a gateway into Sandyford due to the future road scheme (six year road objective, number 6). The Plan has been consistent in its approach not to celebrate the periphery of the SBE by attributing higher densities, but by concentrating this capacity closer to multi modal access points and mixed use core areas. The argument made here by the ESB has been made by a number of submissions.

The Manager having regard to the issues raised by the ESB and being cognisant of their strategic role as an energy supplier, network provider and distributor, considers that their argument in respect to the chronology in which their site can be developed is unique. The Manager considers it critical that the response to the issues raised is consistent with the rationale underpinning the Plan and the overall potential for development in the area. The Manager understands from this submission that it is not feasible to redevelop the existing ESB buildings in the short to medium term due to the infrastructure they house and that the ESB has a strong argument to develop the western portion of their lands first. As set out in the Plan there is a finite capacity for office based employment in Sandyford and while the Manager does not propose to increase the overall quantum that the Plan generates, the Manager would recommend the redistribution of the Office Based employment zoned land across the ESB holding. This can be achieved by reducing the plot ratio in the area of the site where the existing buildings are located so that the existing low density ESB buildings can remain as is with potential for limited additional development, a plot ratio of 1:0.5 is recommended while the area to the west of the land holding is zoned for office based employment, objective ‘OE’ and given a plot ratio of 1:1.5 . 

The overall result of these changes does not materially alter the overall floor area of office-based employment being facilitated in Sandyford Business District.

Recommendation 

To amend Variation NO.2:SUFP as follows:

	· 
	On land to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal), lands that are within the ESB holding (an area of land of circa 1.56ha), the zoning objective changes from Light Industrial Warehousing to Office based Employment Uses. The plot ratio of these same lands is increased from 1:1 to 1:1.5.

	· 
	On lands to the east of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road and South of the ESB Link Road to Arena Road (6 year road proposal), lands within the ESB holding (an area of land of circa 2.65 ha) the plot ratio of the land will be reduced from 1:1.5 to 1:0.5.

	· 
	The lands to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal) that are zoned office based employment and that are located from the rear of the Eircom Lands to the Leopardstown Roundabout (an area of circa 1.85ha) the proposed building height limit be changed from a proposed building height limit of 2 storey height to a proposed building height limit of 5 storey height.

	· 
	Amend Drawing 11 to represent alterations to the ESB site.”


It was AGREED that Motion Nos. 2(u), 2(v) and 2(w) in the name of Councillors Saul and Horkan be considered at this time.

It was proposed by Councillor B. Saul and seconded by Councillor G. Horkan:

Motion 2(u)

“On lands to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road ( 6 year Road Proposal), lands that are within the ESB holding ( an area of land c1.56ha), the zoning objective changes from Light Industrial Warehousing to Office based employment uses. The plot ratio of these same lands is increased from 1:1 to 1:1:5” (Amend Drawing 11 to represent alterations to ESB site)”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with this Motion.
Manager’s recommendation on pages 28, 53, 67 and 84 of the Manager’s Report is in line with the Councillors’ motion. 

It is therefore recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed:

Amend proposed Variation No.2 SUFP as follows:

	· 
	“On land to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal), lands that are within the ESB holding (an area of land of circa 1.56ha), the zoning objective changes from Light Industrial Warehousing to Office based Employment Uses. The plot ratio of these same lands is increased from 1:1 to 1:1.5.

	· 
	Amend Map 1, Map 2, and Drawing 11 to represent alterations to ESB site.”


A discussion took place, during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner responded to Members queries.

The motion was AGREED.

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED.
It was proposed by Councillor B. Saul and seconded by Councillor G. Horkan:

Motion 2(v)

“On lands to the east of the ESB link road to Blackthorn Road, and south of the ESB link road to Arena Road ( 6 year Road proposal), lands within the ESB holding (an area of c 2.65 ha) the plot ration of the land will be reduced from 1:1:5 to 1:1 (Amend Drawing 11 to represent alterations to ESB site)”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with the sentiment of this Motion but has some concerns regarding the proposed modification.

The Manager recognises the importance of this site in the overall context of the development of the SUFP area and the desire of the ESB for a more consistent development control framework across the entire site. He is also conscious of the contribution of the ESB to the economic development of the county and the potential that exists to significantly increase this contribution in the short term. 

As a result, the Manager’s recommendation on pages 28, 53, 67 and 84 of the Manager’s Report recommends amending the land use zoning to Office Based Employment and increasing the plot ratio from 1:1 to 1:1.5 on part of the ESB land holding to the west of the proposed ESB link road. To compensate for this increased plot ratio and intensity of uses, the Manager recommends reducing the plot ratio on the portion of the ESB site to the east of the link road (that which is the subject of this motion), from 1:1.5 to 1:0.5. It is considered that to allow for a plot ratio of 1:1 on this eastern portion of the site together with the increased plot ratio of 1:1.5 on the western portion of the site, would result in a potential increased quantum of office based development for the entire ESB land holding.”  

A discussion took place, during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner responded to Members queries.

The report of the Manager was AGREED.

It was proposed by Councillor B. Saul and seconded by Councillor G. Horkan:

Motion 2(w)

“On lands to the west of the ESB link road to Blackthorn Road ( 6 year road proposal), that are zoned Office based Employment and are located from the rear of the Eircom lands to the Leopardstown Roundabout (an area of c 1.85ha), the proposed building height limit be changed from a proposed building height limit of 2 storey height to a proposed building height limit of 5 storey height (Amend Drawing 11 to represent alterations to ESB site)”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with this Motion.

The Manager’s recommendation on pages 28, 53, 67 and 84 is:

	· 
	To amend Variation No.2:SUFP as follows: The lands to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal) that are zoned office based employment and that are located from the rear of the Eircom Lands to the Leopardstown Roundabout (an area of circa 1.85ha) the proposed building height limit be changed from a proposed building height limit of 2 storey height to a proposed building height limit of 5 storey height. Amend Map 3 and Drawing 11 to represent alterations.


The Manager’s recommendation on pages 57 and 71 is:

	· 
	Amend Variation No.2: SUFP Map 3 Building Height to show a proposed building height of 5 storeys on the site immediately to the west of the proposed ESB link road (Six year Road Objective no.6).  Site with proposed plot ratio 1:1.5.


It should be noted that the latter recommendation (pages 57 and 71) above is covered in the recommendation made on pages 28, 53, 67 and 84. The Manager’s recommendation is consistent with the Councillors’ motion. 

It is therefore recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed:

The lands to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal) that are zoned office based employment and that are located from the rear of the Eircom Lands to the Leopardstown Roundabout (an area of circa 1.85ha) the proposed building height limit be changed from a proposed building height limit of 2 storey height to a proposed building height limit of 5 storey height. Amend Map 3 and Drawing 11 to represent alterations.

A discussion took place, during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner responded to Members queries.

The motion was AGREED.

The Manager’s Recommendation was AGREED.
</AI87>
<AI88>
Page 28 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2034
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (viii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	MOC zone uses, including retail, should be considered to allow for a mix of uses and development density appropriate to the Eircom site.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager does not agree with the submission as set out. The purpose of the Plan, set out in Section 1.6 ‘Rationale underpinning the SUFP’ is based on Sandyford Business District continuing to be of strategic importance as an employment area. Sandyford Business District is not a designated District Centre and therefore a significant increase in the retail base cannot be justified.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI88>
<AI89>
Page 28 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2032
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (ix)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ix)
	Zone 3 uses should be amended to include: Convenience (inc. supermarket), as “open for consideration”. The dispersion of retail works best and helps prevent traffic bottlenecks and encourages movement.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The ‘Rationale underpinning the SUFP’ is based on Sandyford Business District continuing to be of strategic importance as an employment area. Sandyford Business District is not designated as a retail centre in the Regional Planning Guidelines nor in the DLR CDP 2010-2016. As such retail in SBD shall provide for the Neighbourhood/local population. Any retail development shall be clustered to ensure vitality and viability. The majority of existing retail (Comparison/Convenience) is currently located and permitted within the Mixed Use Core Areas within close proximity to public transport, residential and employment zoned lands and as such any future development, aside from local shops, shall be located in these areas. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI89>
<AI90>
Page 28 & 29 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2069
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (x)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(x)
	“Landbank, including Febvre, Cannon/Spirit Motor group, Arena House and Bord Gais sites zoned ‘OE’ restricts retail and residential – considered appropriate location to provide ground floor retail and residential development above and mixed use development to create ‘The Heart’ of Sandyford Business District.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Sandyford Business District does not appear in the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Retail Hierarchy and as such retail development should have a local catchment only. A significant amount of retail development is already clustered in Zone 1 ‘MIC’, comprising large scale retail development, located in close proximity to a higher density mix of uses and existing and proposed residential areas. This retail is of a scale to provide for the existing and future projected population of Sandyford Business District. In addition smaller scale retail and retail services are currently provided in Zone 2 to cater for the immediate residential and employment population and to serve the pedestrians along the major route of Ballymoss Road from the Transport Interchange. The Plan allows for the further development of retail in these areas to serve the ‘Heart’ of Sandyford Business District and local residential and employment catchment. Under the Land Use Zoning Objective ‘OE’, small scale convenience shops are “open for consideration” in Zone 3, in order to cater for the needs of the local employment population.

As part of the assessment of future housing in the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County, Sandyford has not been identified as having to provide significant amounts of housing to reach the targets set in the County’s Housing Strategy. The Mixed Use Core areas contain existing permissions for well over 3,000 residential units to date, which is considered sufficient to sustain the vitality of these areas. The land use zoning Objective MC4 allows for these current permissions to be built out or the equivalent, if they expire. Additional residential development shall be provided in Zone 5, areas which are proposed to cater for alternative housing needs to that already provided for in Sandyford Business District, areas that can be designed to create environments conducive to the development of sustainable residential neighbourhoods. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI90>
<AI91>
Page 29 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2070
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (xi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xi)
	No rationale for AIB site and Sandyford Office Park to be Zone 3.  Zone 2 designation should extend along entire frontage of Blackthorn Avenue – mix of uses including retail.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

The Manager does not agree with the submission as set out. The purpose of the Plan, set out in Section 1.6 ‘Rationale underpinning the SUFP’ is based on Sandyford Business District continuing to be of strategic importance as an employment area. Sandyford Business District is not a designated District Centre and therefore a significant increase in the retail base cannot be justified.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI91>
<AI92>
Pages 29 & 30 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2070
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (xii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xii)
	“Leopardstown Retail Park – the 2 different land use zones, Zone 3 and 5, divide the site and existing building. No rationale for zone 5 here – stand alone residential. To retain retail warehousing on this site – Zone 3.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This site, cannot be viewed in isolation, it is one of a number of sites, which has potential to provide a coherent, attractive urban fabric by providing a mix of uses within the estate with its own character and identity. The location of these sites although located to the outer edge of the SBD offer opportunities to integrate the area into the fabric of the estate and adjacent area by providing new routes and connections. It is considered that the permitted / open for consideration uses under zone 3 & 5 are appropriate to provide all necessary local amenities.

The purpose of the Plan is not to consider land ownership boundaries but to consider the future development of Sandyford Business District from a strategic perspective.

Retail Warehousing and Warehousing are ‘Permitted in Principle’ under Land Use Zoning Objective ‘LIW’ Zone 4.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI92>
<AI93>
Page 30 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2070; V2073
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (xiii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xiii)
	“OE1 requires the provision of pocket parks identified on Map 1 – pocket parks are not shown on Map 1.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“To clarify - the location of the Pocket Parks are identified on Map1 Specific Local Objective 121 – cross referenced with Appendix 2 (see legend on Map 1).

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI93>
<AI94>
Page 30 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2070
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.3 Zone 3 Office Based Employment (xiv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xiv)
	“OE1 requires 10-15% of site for open space - seems unfair given low plot ratio proposed for Sandyford Business Park site and proximity of site to reservoir amenity.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Objective OE1 and the provision of pocket parks/urban plazas under SLO 121 requires that any development provides an urban plaza amounting to 10-15% of the site. All zones (except residential zone 5) require this provision. This provision is not therefore considered to be unfair. The Reservoir does not currently provide amenity to the workers of Sandyford. The importance of open space and public realm are critical to promoting Sandyford Business District as an attractive environment for the Smart economy.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI94>
<AI95>
Pages 30 & 31 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2027; V2031; V2062; V2055
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.4 Zone 4 Light Industrial/Warehousing (i) (ii) & two motions from the floor

The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Lands at Bracken, Furze and Heather Road – LIW zoning does not reflect the diverse mix of uses/ intensity (office based industry well established alongside warehousing). The change of the zoning will preserve a very fractured and imbalanced form of urban development considering the more recent developments (Heather House and Q House) To develop under ‘E’ parameters, ‘OE’ or  ‘LIW’ uses should be expanded. As a result - increase height to 3-5 storeys (and higher along the urban edges) and plot ratio 1:2, especially at corner sites and those fronting Blackthorn Road.

	(ii)
	2007 SUFP made allowance for such uses/density/height.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

The draft Sandyford Urban Framework Plan 2007 was never adopted by the Councillors nor approved by Management of Dun Laoghaire- Rathdown County Council and as such does not have a statutory basis.

The lands at Furze, Heather and Bracken Roads are in the main to be considered peripheral/edge sites within Sandyford Business District. The 2007 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan promoted mixed use high density development within these areas. However, the 2007 SUFP was assessed as an alternative scenario under the requirements of Strategic Environmental Assessment as Scenario 2 (Environmental Report Section 6.2.3) whereby the evaluation concluded that such a scenario would have adverse impacts (section 7.3.2 of the Environmental Report). These can be summarised as follows: Trip generation by private car would be likely to increase; the uptake in smarter travel, more sustainable modes of transport would be significantly less likely to be achieved; it would not provide for the consideration of infrastructural capacity needs with respect to water and drainage and the approach to building height would be likely to result in adverse residual impacts on residential amenity; provides no clear rationale or definition of the meaning of Mixed Use .

The sites fronting Blackthorn Road do require uses that will create street frontage, but that does not necessarily require the lands to be zoned ‘OE’ Zone 3. Uses are provided for under Zone 4 ‘LIW’ which will define the street. However, having regard to the location of these sites and the acceptance of the sites position fronting Blackthorn Road warrants consideration of increased plot ratios in accordance with the proposed building heights of 4 storeys at Bracken Road and Furze Road (Those sites at junction of Heather Road and Blackthorn Road have a proposed plot ration of 1:2).

Recommendation

To increase plot ratio from 1:0.5 to 1:2 fronting Blackthorn Road (at Furze/Heather/Bracken Road) Amend Map 2.”
It was AGREED that the following motions, form the floor would be dealt with at this time:

It was proposed by An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy and seconded by Councillor T. Joyce:

“That no development within the light industrial zoning shall be refused for reason of plot ratio alone.”

It was proposed by Councillor G. O’Keeffe and seconded by Councillors J. Bailey, M. Bailey, B. Saul, T. Joyce, P. Hand and P. Stewart:

“The density and height restrictions that apply to sites on either side of Heather Road be amended to allow for developments of up to 4 stories and a plot ratio of 1:1:5, subject to the acceptability of the levels and type of car journeys generated and demand made on infrastructural services

As a result , Section 3.3.5 – page 31 of the Plan be amended with the deletion of the phrase “low intensity employment” and replaced with “less intensive employment”

Map 2 – Plot Ratio/Residential Densities – be changed from 1:0:5 to 1:1:5 on each side of Heather Road

Map 3 – Building Height – be changed from a building height limit of 2 storey height to 4 storey height on either side of Heather Road.”

A discussion on both motions took place, during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner,  Ms. M. Henchy, Senior Planner, Ms. K. Holohan, Deputy Manager and Mr. O. Keegan, County Manager responded to Members queries.

The motion in the name of An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy was AGREED.

It was AGREED to ADJOURN the meeting for four minutes for Councillors to further consider the foregoing motion in the name of Councillor J. Bailey.
</AI95>
<AI96>
Adjournment of the Meeting 

The meeting adjourned at 6.06 p.m.
</AI96>
<AI97>
Reconvening of the Meeting 

The meeting reconvened at 6.10 p.m.
</AI97>
<AI98>
Pages 30, 31& 32 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2027; V2031; V2062; V2055
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.4 Zone 4 Light Industrial/Warehousing (i) (ii) & two motions handed up from the floor

The following motion in the name of Councillor J. Bailey was WITHDRAWN:

“The density and height restrictions that apply to sites on either side of Heather Road be amended to allow for developments of up to 4 stories and a plot ratio of 1:1:5, subject to the acceptability of the levels and type of car journeys generated and demand made on infrastructural services

As a result , Section 3.3.5 – page 31 of the Plan be amended with the deletion of the phrase “low intensity employment” and replaced with “less intensive employment”

Map 2 – Plot Ratio/Residential Densities – be changed from 1:0:5 to 1:1:5 on each side of Heather Road

Map 3 – Building Height – be changed from a building height limit of 2 storey height to 4 storey height on either side of Heather Road.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED.
</AI98>
<AI99>
Pages 31 & 32 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2037; V2053
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.4 Zone 4 Light Industrial/Warehousing (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(iii)
	“Land use zoning at Stillorgan Industrial Est, ‘LIW’ is - based on Transport and restricts future development potential. Land use zoning shall allow for additional uses having regard to its strategic location proximate to public transport nodes and Mixed Use Core areas, in particular areas fronting Benildus Ave. and Blackthorn Road.  Provision should be made to facilitate appropriate uses along west side of Blackthorn Road to address existing abrupt transition of uses/building typologies.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“With the limited quantum available the SUFP seeks to utilise this quantum in areas / sites which would consolidate and enhance existing areas within SBD. It is considered that Stillorgan industrial estate provides necessary lower intensity type employment uses and retains its own coherent character and identity, which would be eroded with an increased plot ratio.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI99>
<AI100>
Page 32 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2032
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.4 Zone 4 Light Industrial/Warehousing (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(iv)
	“Zone 4 uses should be amended to include: Convenience (inc. supermarket), as “open for consideration”. The dispersion of retail works best and helps prevent traffic bottlenecks and encourages movement.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Sandyford Business District is not designated as a retail centre in the Regional Planning Guidelines nor in the DLR CDP 201-2016. As such retail in SBD shall provide for the Neighbourhood/local population. Any retail development shall be clustered to ensure vitality and viability. The majority of existing retail (Comparison/Convenience) is currently located and permitted within the Mixed Use Core Areas within close proximity to public transport, residential and employment zoned lands and as such any future development, aside from local shops, shall be located in these areas. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI100>
<AI101>
Page 32 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2056
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.4 Zone 4 Light Industrial/Warehousing (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(v)
	“Objective ‘LIW’ at Stillorgan Ind. Estate does not take account of existing uses eg: offices, retail warehousing, motor sales, in so far as many are office based.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“‘LIW’ makes provision for the uses that are currently prevalent within Stillorgan Industrial Estate (as mentioned in the submission). It is considered that these uses are not akin to office-based industry (which are industries which provide a product or service related to offices uses), but appreciate that they are uses that may have an ancillary office facility. Offices (ancillary only) are “permitted in principle” under Land Use Zoning Objective ‘LIW’. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI101>
<AI102>
Pages 32 & 33 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2033
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.4 Zone 4 Light Industrial/Warehousing (vi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(vi)
	“The uses ‘Permitted in Principle’ under zoning LIW should include ‘Offices’.  The site currently benefits from a significant office element while related to overall use of the unit is unlikely to be considered ‘ancillary only’ as specified in SUFP zoning LIW.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager cannot recommend ‘Office’ to be ‘permitted in principle’ in the ‘LIW’ Land Use Zone 4 as this would fundamentally undermine the Zone 3 Land Use Zoning Objective (Office Based Employment) and result in additional peak hour trips being generated beyond those catered for within infrastructure capacity.

The Manager supports the continuation of existing business across Sandyford Business District. Section 2.3.8 of the SUFP provides for the continuation, expansion and/or improvement of existing uses with an understanding that businesses/landowners are not necessarily intending on redeveloping their site in the short to medium term, if at all, and the need therefore, to continue and expand the existing business on site. 

It is considered that Section 2.3.8 ‘Existing Non Conforming Uses’ could be reworded and strengthened for clarity purposes in order to allow for those areas/sites where existing business are operating successfully and which may wish to expand the existing uses into the future.

Recommendation

To amend Section 2.3.8 to read “2.3.8 Areas in Transition” “Within Sandyford Business District there are uses that do not conform to the Zoning Objectives of the area. The Council will support the expansion and/or improvement of existing non-conforming uses that are not considered likely to impact negatively on the development potential of adjoining sites in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI102>
<AI103>
Page 33 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2033
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.4 Zone 4 Light Industrial/Warehousing (vii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(vii)
	“Re: units 11 & 12 Holly Avenue the SUFP provisions of a school and ‘LIW’ zoning results in conflicts and uncertainty in relation to any future development on the site so the SUFP should be amended to reflect the existing quality and quantity of development on the site, and only objectives that can be reasonably delivered in the life span of the Development Plan be included.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The provision of school sites accords with the requirement of the Department of Education. It is necessary to identify sites so that they will be available at appropriate locations when required. The Department have agreed with the sites identified in the Plan and consider them to be appropriate in a developed area/area in transition, considering there are no greenfiled sites within Sandyford Business District.

The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

The Manager supports the continuation of existing business across Sandyford Business District. Section 2.3.8 of the SUFP provides for the continuation, expansion and/or improvement of existing uses with an understanding that businesses/landowners are not necessarily intending on redeveloping their site in the short to medium term, if at all, and the need therefore, to continue and expand the existing business on site. 

It is considered that Section 2.3.8 ‘Existing Non Conforming Uses’ could be reworded and strengthened for clarity purposes in order to allow for those areas/sites where existing business are operating successfully and which may wish to expand the existing uses into the future.

Recommendation

To amend Section 2.3.8 to read “2.3.8 Areas in Transition” “Within Sandyford Business District there are uses that do not conform to the Zoning Objectives of the area. The Council will support the expansion and/or improvement of existing non-conforming uses that are not considered likely to impact negatively on the development potential of adjoining sites in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI103>
<AI104>
Pages 33 & 34 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2057
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.4 Zone 4 Light Industrial/Warehousing (viii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(viii)
	“To zone Gateway site at Bracken Road ‘MH’ given proximity to Beacon Medical Campus and its ability to connect to the Beacon Hospital, and its strategic location at entry point to SBD.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Issue noted. It is agreed that the northern section of this site (Gateway site) could accommodate Medical uses having regard to the site’s location, immediately adjacent to the proposed ‘MH’ Zone 6 and the site’s ability to connect into the existing Beacon Medical Campus and complete the development block. 

Zoning alteration and height and plot ratio amendments can be made without affecting the overall infrastructure requirements in that the MH zoning objective as developments will be required to demonstrate that they do not add to peak hour traffic within the Sandyford Business District, subject to certain provisos. 

Recommendation

Zone lands at northern section of “Gateway” site for ‘MH’ Zone 6 as per Map 1, amend plot ratio on Map 2 to 1:2.5 and amend Building Height on Map 3 to show 6 storeys.”
A discussion took place, during which Ms. K. Holohan, Deputy Manager responded to Members queries.

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI104>
<AI105>
Page 34 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2018
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(i)
	“Ravenscourt Business Park is a very recent office development in active use and has no interest in redeveloping for residential purposes. Due to amount of unoccupied residential units in the plan area and timeframe of the Development Plan, there is no real prospect of new residential. Rezone for ‘Mixed Core Area’ uses.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is considered appropriate to identify areas where, as the area goes through transition, residential development is appropriate. Carmanhall Road is considered appropriate for the reasons set out in Section 2.3.5 of the SUFP. 

The Manager supports the continuation of existing business across Sandyford Business District. Section 2.3.8 of the SUFP provides for the continuation, expansion and/or improvement of existing uses with an understanding that businesses/landowners are not necessarily intending on redeveloping their site in the short to medium term, if at all, and the need therefore, to continue and expand the existing business on site. 

It is considered that Section 2.3.8 ‘Existing Non Conforming Uses’ could be reworded and strengthened for clarity purposes in order to allow for those areas/sites where existing business are operating successfully and which may wish to expand the existing uses into the future.

Recommendation

To amend Section 2.3.8 to read “2.3.8 Areas in Transition” “Within Sandyford Business District there are uses that do not conform to the Zoning Objectives of the area. The Council will support the expansion and/or improvement of existing non-conforming uses that are not considered likely to impact negatively on the development potential of adjoining sites in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI105>
<AI106>
Page 34 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2025
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(ii)
	“Units A2/3/4 & 1C Three Rock Road should be Zone 3 (office with ground floor retail) to create a consistent streetscape.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is considered appropriate to identify areas where, as the area goes through transition, residential development is appropriate. Carmanhall Road is considered appropriate for the reasons set out in Section 2.3.5 of the SUFP. 

Sandyford Business District is not a designated District Centre and therefore a significant increase in the retail base cannot be justified. 

The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI106>
<AI107>
Page 35 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2022; V2035; V2038; V2044; V2025
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (iii) (iv)

The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	DLRCC should explain the rationale for the objective for granting another 250,000m² of office space for another 12,500 work places, and for another 1,000 residences on top of those already permitted. Section 5.2.1 of CDP states, “there are sufficient zoned residential lands for any forecast need”.

	(iv)
	Delete A2 Zoning at Carmanhall Road Neighbourhood. Also that a residential rezoning such as this is premature to adoption of a core strategy per section 10(2A) of the Planning Act as a variation of the Development Plan. The area should be allowed to develop as per ‘E’ Zoning, recognising its status as a Primary Growth Centre (Economic Development Strategy) in the 2010-2022 RPGs under- pinning the Plan.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In respect to the proposed residential development of up to 1,000 units (that is 729 included in the traffic model and additional units available from expired residential permissions) it should be noted that the CDP 2010-2016 land use zoning objective ‘E’ and SLO 24 provided for residential development. The SUFP only attempts to rationalise the residential development and locate it into areas which will create sustainable neighbourhoods. 

The Core Strategy does not indicate that lands cannot be zoned in the interim period before its preparation.

The SUFP recognises Sandyford as an economic growth centre in accordance with the RPG’s as identified in section 1.6.1 of the Plan and in the Land Use Zoning Policy SUFP1.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI107>
<AI108>
Pages 35 & 36 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2035
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Proposed rezoning at Three Rock Road would make Eurosales premises a non-conforming use limiting its future development or expansion, and impacting on its value, also possible job losses Re: Eurosales. The premises is subject to a 250 year lease to DLRCC  - unfair to amend the uses to be inconsistent with it. Request to rezone this site to Mixed Use Zoning.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is considered appropriate to identify areas where, as the area goes through transition, residential development is appropriate. Carmanhall Road is considered appropriate for the reasons set out in Section 2.3.5 of the SUFP. 

The Manager supports the continuation of existing business across Sandyford Business District. Section 2.3.8 of the SUFP provides for the continuation, expansion and/or improvement of existing uses with an understanding that businesses/landowners are not necessarily intending on redeveloping their site in the short to medium term, if at all, and the need therefore, to continue and expand the existing business on site. 

It is considered that Section 2.3.8 ‘Existing Non Conforming Uses’ could be reworded and strengthened for clarity purposes in order to allow for those areas/sites where existing business are operating successfully and which may wish to expand the existing uses into the future.

Recommendation

To amend Section 2.3.8 to read “2.3.8 Areas in Transition” “Within Sandyford Business District there are uses that do not conform to the Zoning Objectives of the area. The Council will support the expansion and/or improvement of existing non-conforming uses that are not considered likely to impact negatively on the development potential of adjoining sites in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI108>
<AI109>
Page 36 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2023; V2025
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (vi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(vi)
	“Three Rock Road – Object rezoning to Zone 5 Residential as - this is contrary to the current zoning, and the DLRCC County Development Plan and a single (residential) use is inflexible. Should remain zone ‘E’ with residential and retail option for ground floor.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In respect to the proposed residential development of up to 1,000 units (that is 729 included in the traffic model and additional units available from expired residential permissions) it should be noted that the CDP 2010-2016 land use zoning objective ‘E’ and SLO 24 provided for residential development. The SUFP only attempts to rationalise the residential development and locate it into areas which will create sustainable neighbourhoods. Residential development under the ‘E’ zoning is allocated for in the Council’s Housing Strategy. 

The SUFP will form part of the CDP by way of Variation No.2. If adopted, the policies and objectives will form part of the CDP and will therefore not be contrary to the CDP.

If ‘E’ zoning were retained, the purpose of the SUFP as identified in Section 1.6 ‘Rationale Underpinning the SUFP’ would be undermined.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI109>
<AI110>
Pages 36 & 37 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2044
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (vii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(vii)
	‘A2’ zoning at Carmanhall Neighbourhood conflicts with existing commercial business – SUFP needs to support these businesses.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is considered appropriate to identify areas where, as the area goes through transition, residential development is appropriate. Carmanhall Road is considered appropriate for the reasons set out in Section 2.3.5 of the SUFP. 

The Manager supports the continuation of existing business across Sandyford Business District. Section 2.3.8 of the SUFP provides for the continuation, expansion and/or improvement of existing uses with an understanding that businesses/landowners are not necessarily intending on redeveloping their site in the short to medium term, if at all, and the need therefore, to continue and expand the existing business on site. 

It is considered that Section 2.3.8 ‘Existing Non Conforming Uses’ could be reworded and strengthened for clarity purposes in order to allow for those areas/sites where existing business are operating successfully and which may wish to expand the existing uses into the future.

Recommendation

To amend Section 2.3.8 to read “2.3.8 Areas in Transition” “Within Sandyford Business District there are uses that do not conform to the Zoning Objectives of the area. The Council will support the expansion and/or improvement of existing non-conforming uses that are not considered likely to impact negatively on the development potential of adjoining sites in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI110>
<AI111>
Page 37 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2038
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (viii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(viii)
	“No primary school existing or proposed in vicinity of A2 zoned land at Carmanhall Road Neighbourhood.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“There are 2 existing primary schools within walking distance of Sandyford, however, these schools would not have the capacity to serve Sandyford. The proposed sites for education within the SUFP are both within walking distance from the Carmanhall Residential Neighbourhood. These routes and links are proposed for improvement in the SUFP (Drawing nos. 6, 10 and 11). The provision of school sites accords with the requirement of the Department of Education. 

Recommendation 

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI111>
<AI112>
Pages 37 & 38 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2059; V2075; V2058
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (ix) & 2 motions from the floor

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(ix)
	“The lands to be zoned Residential Zone 5, Objective ‘A2’, South County Business Park, should be zoned ‘OE’ with provision for residential development. Zoning objective is outside the limits of lease governing the lands, conflict with the original concept and purpose of the Park. Zoning not making full use of Luas and would be isolated from other residential development.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In proposed Variation No.2:SUFP, lands in South County Business Park are zoned Objective ‘A2’ residential.  These lands are adjacent to the Leopardstown Park Hospital, the Luas stop at Central Park and the core area at Central Park.  The location provides an appropriate residential environment while having the added benefit of providing activity for those going to and from the Luas to the businesses located in South County Business Park.

The IDA is clear in their submission that they do not agree with the residential zoning and request that the land be zoned Objective ‘OE’ Office Based Employment.

The Manager is cognisant of the role of the IDA in attracting internationally trading businesses and having considered their submission and having regard to ER10 of the Regional Planning Guidelines for the Greater Dublin Area recommends a change to the SUFP by way of an additional Specific Local Objective. This Specific Local Objective would facilitate office based employment within the Residential Zoning at this location. The Manager considers that the zoning should not be altered so that an element of residential development is considered by the IDA in order to create activity in this area on what is a very important pedestrian route to Central Park Luas stop.  In designing the layout of the site, cognisance should be given to the residential amenity of residents in the adjoining Central Park.

Recommendation

To amend Variation No.2:SUFP Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives and Map 1 to include:

SLO123: To facilitate the IDA in attracting internationally trading businesses office based employment will be considered on these lands to a similar plot ratio to that of the remainder of the South County Business Park.  In preparing a Masterplan for the area regard should be given to providing activity along the route to the Luas and to the residential amenity of adjoining residents.”
It was AGREED that the following motions, from the floor, would be dealt with at this time:

It was proposed by Councillor J. Bailey and seconded by Councillors G. O’Keeffe, N. Richmond, T. Joyce, P. Stewart, M. Bailey, J. O’Dea and P. Hand:

“I propose to amend page 37 – Key Issue (ix) (submission numbers V2059, V2075 and V2058, Map No. 1 – as follows:

Paragraph 1: Delete the last sentence so that the Paragraph now reads:

In proposed Variation No. 2: SUFP, lands in South County Business Park are zoned Objective ‘A2’ residential. These lands are adjacent to the Leopardstown Park Hospital, the Luas stop at Central Park and the core area at Central Park.

Paragragh No. 2: No change

The IDA is clear in their submission that they do not agree with the residential zoning and request that the land be zoned Objective ‘OE’ Office Based Employment.

Amend Paragraph 3: To read as follows:

The Manager is cognisant of the role of the IDA in attracting internationally trading businesses. The Manager considers that the zoning should be altered to ‘OE’ but that an element of residential development is considered by the site developers in order to create activity in this area on what is a very important pedestrian route to Central Park Luas stop, by way of specific area objective.

Revised Recommendation

To amend Variation No. 2:SUFP Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives and Map 1 to zone this area “OE” and include: SLO123: To create activity in this area on what is a very important pedestrian route to Central Park Luas stop, residential development should be considered by the site developers along the access route to Central Park Luas stop.”

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor T. Joyce:

“That lands at Zone 5 proposed to be zoned A2 be zoned OE with provision for residential development.”

A discussion took place, during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner and Ms. M. Henchy, Senior Planner responded to Members queries.

It was AGREED to ADJOURN the meeting for 5 minutes for Councillors to further consider the foregoing motions.
</AI112>
<AI113>
Adjournment of the Meeting 

The meeting adjourned at 6.35 p.m.
</AI113>
<AI114>
Reconvening of the Meeting 

The meeting reconvened at 6.40 p.m.
</AI114>
<AI115>
Pages 37 & 38 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2059; V2075; V2058
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (ix) & 2 motions from the floor

The following motion in the name of Councillor J. Bailey was WITHDRAWN:

It was proposed by Councillor J. Bailey and seconded by Councillors G. O’Keeffe, N. Richmond, T. Joyce, P. Stewart, M. Bailey, J. O’Dea and P. Hand:

“I propose to amend page 37 – Key Issue (ix) (submission numbers V2059, V2075 and V2058, Map No. 1 – as follows:

Paragraph 1: Delete the last sentence so that the Paragraph now reads:

In proposed Variation No. 2: SUFP, lands in South County Business Park are zoned Objective ‘A2’ residential. These lands are adjacent to the Leopardstown Park Hospital, the Luas stop at Central Park and the core area at Central Park.

Paragragh No. 2: No change

The IDA is clear in their submission that they do not agree with the residential zoning and request that the land be zoned Objective ‘OE’ Office Based Employment.

Amend Paragraph 3: To read as follows:

The Manager is cognisant of the role of the IDA in attracting internationally trading businesses. The Manager considers that the zoning should be altered to ‘OE’ but that an element of residential development is considered by the site developers in order to create activity in this area on what is a very important pedestrian route to Central Park Luas stop, by way of specific area objective.

Revised Recommendation

To amend Variation No. 2:SUFP Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives and Map 1 to zone this area “OE” and include: SLO123: To create activity in this area on what is a very important pedestrian route to Central Park Luas stop, residential development should be considered by the site developers along the access route to Central Park Luas stop.”

The following motion in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys was WITHDRAWN:

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor T. Joyce:

“That lands at Zone 5 proposed to be zoned A2 be zoned OE with provision for residential development.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI115>
<AI116>
Page 38 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2059; V2060
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (x)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(x)
	A2’ zoning objective is too restrictive.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is considered that the Land Use Zoning Objectives allow for uses either permitted in principle or open for consideration, which are appropriate to provide all necessary local amenities.

The uses are limited to those that will create an attractive residential environment.

Recommendation

No change to Variation no.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI116>
<AI117>
Page 38 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2060
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (xi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xi)
	Lands to be zoned Residential, Zone 5 Objective ‘A2’, at Corner of Carmanhall Road /Blackthorn Road should be zoned ‘MOC’. To clarify the allocation of residential units previously permitted.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is considered appropriate to identify areas where, as the area goes through transition, residential development is appropriate. Carmanhall Road is considered appropriate for the reasons set out in Section 2.3.5 of the SUFP. 

Sandyford is not a designated District Centre. It is critical to create a retail and service core and not to spread these uses too thin, in order to create vitality and viability. Permission had been granted for residential development on this site previously. A reduced density is proposed in the SUFP.

Recommendation

No change to Variation no.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI117>
<AI118>
Page 38 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2070
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.5 Zone 5 Residential (xii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xii)
	Leopardstown Retail Park – the 2 different land use zones, Zone 3 and 5, divide the site and existing building. No rationale for zone 5 here – stand alone residential. To retain retail warehousing on this site – Zone 3.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This site, cannot be viewed in isolation, it is one of a number of sites, which has potential to provide a coherent, attractive urban fabric by providing a mix of uses within the estate, with its own character and identity. The location of these sites although located to the outer edge of the SBD offer opportunities to integrate the area into the fabric of the estate and adjacent area by providing new routes and connections. It is considered that the permitted in principle / open for consideration uses under zone 3 & 5 are appropriate to provide all necessary local amenities.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI118>
<AI119>
Pages 38 & 39 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2046
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.6 Zone 6 Medical (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Rezoning of lands at Blackthorn Road from ‘E’ to ‘MH’ reduces development opportunities. The only development opportunities available would be in partnership with Beacon Medical or private medical practitioner. To amend section 2.3.8 to include “Where owners and operators of existing non-conforming uses wish, due to economic requirements or for development opportunity to expand their current uses, they should be encouraged and supported irrespective of the current land use zoning”.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager supports the continuation of existing business across Sandyford Business District. Section 2.3.8 of the SUFP provides for the continuation, expansion and/or improvement of existing uses with an understanding that businesses/landowners are not necessarily intending on redeveloping their site in the short to medium term, if at all, and the need therefore, to continue and expand the existing business on site. 

It is considered that Section 2.3.8 ‘Existing Non Conforming Uses’ could be reworded and strengthened for clarity purposes in order to allow for those areas/sites where existing business are operating successfully and which may wish to expand the existing uses into the future.

Recommendation

To amend Section 2.3.8 to read “2.3.8 Areas in Transition” “Within Sandyford Business District there are uses that do not conform to the Zoning Objectives of the area. The Council will support the expansion and/or improvement of existing non-conforming uses that are not considered likely to impact negatively on the development potential of adjoining sites in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI119>
<AI120>
Pages 39 & 40 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2008; V2019
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Vague statements for green spaces, proposals mostly re: The Reservoir and Benildus. Noted that these are not in the remit of DLRCC.  The UFP lapses in 2016, therefore if there is no agreement between parties to develop them as public green spaces, there would be no new development. There is uncertainty as to whether the inclusion of St.Benildus and the decommissioned reservoir will happen in the lifetime of the Development Plan.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Though the development of a park within the Reservoir lands may not materialise within the lifetime of this Plan, the Council is in contact with De La Salle Order in relation to acquiring use of their sports grounds adjoining the Council lands, to develop a park to cater for a wider range of both active and passive recreational activities.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI120>
<AI121>
Page 40 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2038
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	‘F’ zoning at Corrig Road  inappropriate as to zone lands for  residential use is contrary to CDP and open space to serve commercial at this location is inappropriate – more appropriate at Rockbrook and Beacon South Quarter amongst mixed use schemes – no consideration of the existing Plaza at Rockbrook for eg. and at the least more appropriately located centrally to the Carmanhall residential Neighbourhood.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Rockbrook and Beacon South Quarter developments provide open space in accordance with the County Development Plan (CDP) standards at the time of permission. The CDP 2010-2016 had a specific objective SLO100 “to provide a civic square in Sandyford Business Estate to serve as an amenity for the whole county”. The proposed civic park at Corrig Road is now what is proposed to meet that SLO. SLO100 is proposed to be deleted from the CDP and to be replaced with SLO119 “to develop a Sandyford Buisness District Park at the corner of Corrig Road and Carmanhall Road”. 

The civic park is located at the pivotal Junction to Corrig Road and Carmenhall Road. It is considered that this location provides a sheltered, centralised high amenity open space between the core areas and the residential neighbourhood. An amenity space which would benefit both local residents and workers alike. The existing mature trees, which will form part of the park, enhance this location and the proposed shared surface, which will extend the public realm element of the site. The proposal to locate this park to the corner of Corrig Road and Blackthorn Road is not advisable as it would position the open space to the periphery of the existing and proposed residential communities and would front onto a busy road. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI121>
<AI122>
Pages 40 & 41 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2010
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Opposed to any plan to concrete over reservoir, build on it or provide parking on it.  Use of it as an open space could lead impact on privacy of adjacent housing at same or lower level and anti-social behaviour. Drawing DRP1637 referred to pp.10/19 re: parkland on reservoir site was not located.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The future covering over of part of the reservoir is required to meet drinking water standards.

For clarity purposes drawing no. 10 referred to in section 4.3.1 and objective OS5 outlines the Councils objective in relation to developing part of the reservoir as active open space (Class 1). Due regard will be given in the design of the open space to insure there will be no over looking of houses.

Recommendation

Amend OS5 to include the above statement as follows: “It is an objective of the Council to actively pursue the use of the existing reservoir site as active open space (Class 1) when the use of part of this area as a reservoir is abandoned and the remaining part is covered over. Due regard will be given in the design of the open space to insure there will be no over looking of houses.  This space will compensate for any future loss of the parklands at St. Benildus associated with the construction of the Eastern Bypass. (Drawing 10, A2)””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI122>
<AI123>
Page 41 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2022; V2019; V2017
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (iV) (v)

The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	What is the percentage of green space in the estate and how do they compare to European best practice, as the existing levels are not good.

	(v)
	Amend SUFP Objective P1 to:

	
	It is an objective of the Council that no additional development (residential or commercial) will be permitted until either the land at St.Benildus or the Civic Park has been procured or made available for public use, and the lands at the reservoir is converted to Class 1 open space for public usage’.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Within a 1.5km radius of the plan area there is currently 36.29 ha of public open space.

Best practice guidance for open space provision suggests that standards should be set locally and that is what the Framework Plan has set out to achieve.  The Framework Plan has taken into account the fact that there are 7.4 ha of woodland at South County Business Park which are accessible to the public and that in such an urban context due regard must be given to the value of public realm and private open space such as courtyards and roof gardens for recreation and relaxation. 

11.45 ha of open space (excluding the Reservoir lands and existing civic plazas) is provided for within the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan area in the form of Class 1 Open Spaces and pocket parks.  

This is greater than current County Development Plan standards for public open space and is devised to meet the needs of both the proposed employment and residential communities. This Plan and the open space provided addresses the increase in residential and employment population as a result of future growth in office based floor space of 350,000msq and the provision of an additional 1000 residential units. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI123>
<AI124>
Pages 41 & 42 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2022
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (vi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	DLRCC must not depend on developers contributions to realise open spaces and must prepare to refuse planning applications to stop individual sites/ developers deviating from or avoiding these requirements e.g. by contributions in lieu.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The SUFP area differs to other areas in the County as the Council appreciates the need for it to identify Class 1 open space, and to acquire this space rather than fragmented open space being provided by individual landowners.. However, the cost of doing this will have to be covered by developers as it is in lieu of individual landowners providing Class 1 open space. 

Due to the fragmented landownership and the developed nature of the Sandyford Business Estates it is not realistic to expect useable /meaningful public open space to be formed through the culmination of percentages of each site. Accordingly key strategic locations for open space have been identified as set out in the Framework Plan. In addition it is an objective of the Council to prepare a levy scheme that covers the future cost of providing infrastructure that benefits the development of the area.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI124>
<AI125>
Page 42 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2023
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (vii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	The maps are not consistent in that Map 1 shows the park over the south end of the road (partly over Block D) but the detailed park map shows it to the middle/ north end. Amend general map.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The maps are consistent. The specific location of the Pocket Park and it’s design will form part of any redevelopment of this area.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI125>
<AI126>
Pages 42 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2038; V2024; V2023
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (viii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	‘F’ Zoning at Corrig Road will restrict the development potential of the site - non-conforming uses status. Delete F Zoning at Corrig Road. The Council sites at Corrig Road.(north end of Three Rock Road) and St.Benildus are more appropriate to open space. Rezoning land will devalue land and may require substantial compensation.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The civic park is located at the pivotal Junction to Corrig Road and Carmanhall Road; it is considered that this location provides a sheltered, centralised high amenity open space between the core areas and the residential neighbourhood. An amenity space which would benefit both local residents and workers alike. The existing mature trees, which will form part of the park enhance this location and the proposed shared surface, which will extend the public realm element of the site. The proposal to locate this park to the corner of Corrig Road and Blackthorn Road is not advisable as it would position the open space to the periphery of the existing and proposed residential communities and would front onto a busy road. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI126>
<AI127>
Pages 42 & 43 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2024
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (ix)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ix)
	Site at 28 Corrig Road (occupied by Enable Ireland) more appropriate Zone 3 (office based employment) having regard to current occupation.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The civic park is located at the pivotal Junction to Corrig Road and Carmenhall Road, it is considered that this location provides a sheltered, centralised high amenity open space between the core areas and the residential neighbourhood. An amenity space which would benefit both local residents and workers alike. The existing mature trees, which will form part of the park enhance this location and the proposed shared surface, which will extend the public realm element of the site. The proposal to locate this park to the corner of Corrig Road and Blackthorn Road is not advisable as it would position the open space to the periphery of the existing and proposed residential communities and would front onto a busy road. 

This Plan was prepared having regard to land uses and setting.  Individual landowners and operators were not a consideration for the Plan. While it is appreciated that Enable Ireland has specific requirements it is considered that there are a number of locations within Sandyford that may be able to satisfy these requirements.  It is noted that this building is occupied but not owned by Enable Ireland.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI127>
<AI128>
Page 43 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2068
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (x)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(x)
	Inappropriately named Sports Ground at St Benidlus. To amend Plan to  “Pairc Ui Bhriain and St Benildus Sports Ground/Naomh Olaf GAA Club Pitches”. Remove reference to sports ground.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The name “sports ground” appears on the maps and drawings in the SUFP as this is standard annotation on the Ordnance Survey Mapping. 

Typically parks are named after the town land in which they are located. It is proposed in the SUFP to name the public park Blackthorn Park.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI128>
<AI129>
Page 43 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2075; V2047; V2049
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (xi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xi)
	To rezone land to Objective ‘F’ adjacent to Softco creates issue relating to land swaps required for pedestrian routes and subsequent car parking proposals Request that a strip of land immediately to the west of Softco site (see map) be zoned Objective ‘OE’.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In order to facilitate the provision of a footpath link into South County Business Park which is considered to be a positive intervention which will improve permeability and links from the Luas, a land swap between IDA and Softco is required. The lands which are being offered to Softco in replacement for ‘OE’ zoned lands are zoned ‘F’. It is therefore, considered appropriate to zone the ‘F’ zoned lands to ‘OE’ as this will not undermine the wooded area but will only improve permeability.

Recommendation

To zone a 10m wide strip of land (see map) for ‘OE’ Zone 3 (Map 1), plot ratio of 1:1.5 (Map 2) building height 2-5 storeys (Map 3).”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI129>
<AI130>
Page 43 & 44 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2039; V2036; V2022; V2019; V2017
2.3 Land Use Policies; 2.3.7 Zone 7 Open Space (xii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xii)
	Expand the amount of green/open space provision and community facilities. Proposals are insufficient.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Within a 1.5km radius of the plan area there is currently 36.29 ha of public open.

Best practice guidance for open space provision suggests that standards should be set locally and that is what the Framework Plan has set out to achieve.  The Framework Plan has taken into account the fact that there are 7.4 ha of woodland at South County Business Park which are accessible to the public and that in such an urban context due regard must be given to the value of public realm and private open space such as courtyards and roof gardens for recreation and relaxation. 

11.45 ha of open space (excluding the Reservoir lands and existing civic plazas) is provided for within the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan area in the form of Class 1 Open Spaces and pocket parks.  

This is greater than current County Development Plan standards for public open space and is devised to meet the needs of both the proposed employment and residential communities. This plan and the open space provided addresses the increase in residential and employment population as a result of future growth in office based floor space of 350,000msq and the provision of an additional 1000 residential units. 

It should be noted that the SUFP puts great emphasis on the quality of open space as much as the quantity to be provided, particularly given the brown field nature of the Business District. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI130>
<AI131>
Page 44 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2046
2.3 Land Use Policies; Non conforming uses (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	To include “Where owners and operators of existing non-conforming uses wish, due to economic requirements or for development opportunity, to enhance and expand their current uses, they should be encouraged and supported by the council irrespective of the current land use zoning”. This shall provide for the amalgamation of adjoining properties.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager supports the continuation of existing business across Sandyford Business District. Section 2.3.8 of the SUFP provides for the continuation, expansion and/or improvement of existing uses with an understanding that businesses/landowners are not necessarily intending on redeveloping their site in the short to medium term, if at all, and the need therefore, to continue and expand the existing business on site. 

It is considered that Section 2.3.8 ‘Existing Non Conforming Uses’ could be reworded and strengthened for clarity purposes in order to allow for those areas/sites where existing business are operating successfully and which may wish to expand the existing uses into the future.

Recommendation

To amend Section 2.3.8 to read “2.3.8 Areas in Transition” “Within Sandyford Business District there are uses that do not conform to the Zoning Objectives of the area. The Council will support the expansion and/or improvement of existing non-conforming uses that are not considered likely to impact negatively on the development potential of adjoining sites in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI131>
<AI132>
Pages 44 & 45 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2018
2.3 Land Use Policies; Non conforming uses (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	The immediate effect of the proposed zonings will transform legitimate uses on the land into non-conforming uses as they will conflict with the new zoning. Will only be permitted to promote expansion or improvement of existing use as long as not contrary to SUFP polices or neighbouring policies.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“For areas to change from existing low intensity uses to higher intensity uses zoning and plot ratio are the planning tools that bring order to where, what and the scale of development that should occur – without changing zonings it is not possible to guide that future nature of the area in a manner that supports the rationale and purpose of the Plan.

The Manager supports the continuation of existing business across Sandyford Business District. Section 2.3.8 of the SUFP provides for the continuation, expansion and/or improvement of existing uses with an understanding that businesses/landowners are not necessarily intending on redeveloping their site in the short to medium term, if at all, and the need therefore, to continue and expand the existing business on site. 

It is considered that Section 2.3.8 ‘Existing Non Conforming Uses’ could be reworded and strengthened for clarity purposes in order to allow for those areas/sites where existing business are operating successfully and which may wish to expand the existing uses into the future.

Recommendation

To amend Section 2.3.8 to read “2.3.8 Areas in Transition” “Within Sandyford Business District there are uses that do not conform to the Zoning Objectives of the area. The Council will support the expansion and/or improvement of existing non-conforming uses that are not considered likely to impact negatively on the development potential of adjoining sites in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI132>
<AI133>
Page 45 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2059; V2058
2.4 Scale and Density of different land uses (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Development quantum should be a target not a limit to allow for the fact that not all zones will be brought forward for development.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI133>
<AI134>
Pages 45 & 46 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2069; 2070; V2071; V2073; V2010
2.4 Scale and Density of different land uses (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Development quantum constrained by transport factors. No regard had to innovative ways to encourage modal split. No quantum figures are available for other uses. No thought given to encouraging more traffic neutral uses.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The future development capacity of Sandyford Business District is based around Smarter Travel. By introducing innovative ways of encouraging multi modal transport infrastructure, Smarter Travel Targets and Mobility Management Plan objectives (Section 4.2), a future development quantum capacity has been achieved, without which future development of high intensity employment uses would be severely curtailed. 

The future development quantum is 350,000sqm of Office Based Development (as referred to in section 2.4.2). The SUFP allows for the development of other uses around Sandyford in accordance with the Land Use Zoning Policy (and Land Use Zoning Objectives Appendix 1 and Map 1) and Scale and Density and Building Height (sections 2.4, 2.5 and 3.2, Map 2 and 3). It should be noted that large-scale retail is a traffic generator and that the SUFP makes provision for small-scale retail development within a walking catchment. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI134>
<AI135>
Page 46 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2008
2.4 Scale and Density of different land uses (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	The UFP should estimate (even with bounds) the current and desirable eventual population of residents and workers in Sandyford.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The background papers January 2011, (Planning Appendix 1 Key Assumptions) estimate a residential population of 9,090 for 2026 and 10,913 for 2030, based on assumptions that all permitted development including that proposed as part of the SUFP will be built out, and an employment population of 30,904 employees at 2016 and 43,404 employees at 2030, again based on the likely completion and occupation and permitted and future schemes. It is not considered that these estimates are required to be in included in the SUFP.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI135>
<AI136>
Page 46 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2041
2.4 Scale and Density of different land uses (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Over development of office space and residential units – why the need for a further 250,000sqm and 1,000 res units?”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In respect to the proposed residential development of up to 1,000 units (that is 729 included in the traffic model and additional units available from expired residential permissions) it should be noted that the CDP 2010-2016 land use zoning objective ‘E’ and SLO 24 provided for residential development. The SUFP only attempts to rationalise the residential development and locate it into areas which will create sustainable neighbourhoods.

The SUFP will form part of the CDP by way of Variation No.2. If adopted, the policies and objectives will form part of the CDP and will therefore not be contrary to the CDP.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI136>
<AI137>
Page 46 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2047; V2031
2.4 Scale and Density of different land uses (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Concern about growth capacity calculations – accounts for 100,000sqm of permissions not built.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The 100,000sqm of future office based development quantum referred to in Section 2.4.2 is actually the estimated quantum of floorspace likely to be available from existing occupied sites which now are likely to be redeveloped as part of the SUFP - not existing permissions yet to be built. The existing permissions in Sandyford are taken account of in the calculations for existing development. The 350,000sqm is as stated “over and above what is already permitted”. 

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI137>
<AI138>
Pages 46 & 47 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2008; V2069; V2064; V2070; V2072; V2076; V2048
2.4 Scale and Density of different land uses (vi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Existing permissions/ incomplete sites within SUFP – many are due to expire. These may well apply for extension of duration of permission. How will these be dealt with? SUFP requires policy statement on how these developments will be dealt with.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The issue of unfinished housing developments is not a matter, which can be dealt with in the context of the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan (Variation No. 2).  Planning permissions generally have a life of 5 years and in some cases may be granted for periods up to 10 years.  In addition the Planning and Development Act 2000 – 2010 makes provision for an applicant to apply to have their planning permission extended and the Council must consider any such application in accordance with the provisions of the Act. 

The Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government published the National Unfinished Housing Development Survey in October 2010. Prior to the publication of the DoEHLG survey, Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council had already set in train measures to address the issues arising from unfinished housing estates. All unfinished developments had been inspected by the Building Control Section of the Council and where concerns existed in relation to issues such as safety etc. contact had been made with the owner/developer to ensure that relevant action was taken. Since the completion of the National survey the Building Control Section has visited all 59 developments and is satisfied following these inspections that the majority of developments do not require ongoing monitoring by the Council. There are a number of developments which the Council is continuing to monitor in order to ensure that the developers are compying with their responsibilities under the Building Control Regulations and Health and Safety Legislation.  

Following the publication of the National Unfinished Housing Development Survey in October 2010 an Advisory Group on Unfinished Housing Developments was appointed by the Government to advise in relation to this matter.  The Group published a draft Guidance Manual for Managing and Resolving Unfinished Housing Developments for public consultation in December 2010. The Department is currently reviewing submissions received in respect of the Draft and it is anticipated that the final Guidance Document will issue in the near future and the Council will actively seek to implement the recommendations in the Guidance Document. 

As the majority of permissions that are live have either started construction and/or form part of large, complex developments that are part of a master plan/overall development scheme, the SUFP makes provision for any such master plan/development schemes to be built out. (Note: any applications for extensions of duration of permission must also accord with any new provisions of the County Development Plan 2010-2016 (CDP) and any new applications for similar developments on sites where permissions expire, must accord with the other provisions of the SUFP and CDP).

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI138>
<AI139>
Pages 47 & 48 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2037; V2060
2.4 Scale and Density of different land uses (vii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	Of those residential units included in the permitted development figures, some have now expired. (est. 500 units) Permitted residential development on lands at corner of Carmanhall Road/Blackthorn Road have been included in the existing permitted development quantum. A higher density mixed use scheme would therefore not add to the overall target quantum of development.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The permissions for residential development that have expired are not included in the existing permission quantum. The traffic modelling allowed for 729 units which could be increased to 1,000 units because of the expired permissions. This site no longer benefits from the allocation of development quantum allowed by its previous permission, now expired.

The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

The site is considered to be best located, on the edge of the proposed Carmanhall Residential Neighbourhood, to provide high density residential accommodation with community facilities at ground floor to animate Blackthorn Road at street level.

It is not just an issue of quantum of development, it is the right type of development in the right location to create the appropriate mix.

	-
	Mixed use in the cores to create a vibrant heart.

	-
	Residential in neighbourhoods to enhance residential amenity

	-
	High Intensity employment – in quality environment with good access to public transport and cores

	-
	Low Intensity at further edge of where there is an existing non-conformity of use


Recommendation

No change to Variation no.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI139>
<AI140>
Page 48 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2062
2.4 Scale and Density of different land uses (viii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	Restricting development potential on some sites and not on others is neither forward thinking or equitable. Many sites have already benefited from high-density developments, the current Plan is at odds with previous plans (2007 SUFP).”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Draft Sandyford Urban Framework Plan 2007 was never adopted by the Councillors nor approved by Management of Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council and as such does not have a statutory basis.

The Draft 2007 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan promoted mixed use high density development throughout SBD including on peripheral/edge sites. The Draft 2007 SUFP was assessed as an alternative scenario under the requirements of Strategic Environmental Assessment as Scenario 2 (Environmental Report Section 6.2.3) whereby the evaluation concluded that such a scenario would have adverse impacts (section 7.3.2 of the Environmental Report). These can be summarised as follows: Trip generation by private car would be likely to increase; the uptake in smarter travel, more sustainable modes of transport would be significantly less likely to be achieved; it would not provide for the consideration of infrastructural capacity needs with respect to water and drainage and the approach to building height would be likely to result in adverse residual impacts on residential amenity,; provides no clear rationale or definition of the meaning of Mixed Use 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI140>
<AI141>
Page 48 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2029
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); General (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Plot ratio should be expressed as gross floor area relative to site area and not vice versa as illustrated throughout SUFP e.g. 2.5:1 not 1:2.5.  Please amend.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“For the purpose of the Plan the plot ratio is calculated by the total floor area of the development/the total site area excluding public roads and future roads objectives. 

It is considered that Section 2.5.1 should be amended to clarify this point.

Recommendation

Density of development across the Plan areas calculated as follows:

The ratio gross external floor area to plot size (plot size includes open space provision but excluding road schemes identified as Roads Objectives TAM 18, TAM 19, TAM 20) – plot ratio.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI141>
<AI142>
Pages 48 & 49 Manager's Report:  Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2032; V2045
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); General (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Maps 2 and 3 relating to plot ratios/ residential densities are overly prescriptive and should be included in the ‘drawings’ section of the SUFP therefore to be guidance rather than statutory to allow for a variety of plot ratios which are site dependent.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Maps 2 and 3 are not illustrative. They provide density and scale and height limits to ensure that development capacity is not exceeded.

Recommendation

No change to Variation no.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED.
</AI142>
<AI143>
Page 49 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2033
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); General (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	The plot ratio on Map 2 be amended to reflect existing plot ratio of 1:0.8 on the site.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Recommendation

No change to Variation no.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI143>
<AI144>
Page 49 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2069
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); General (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Density and plot ratio should be uplifted in areas that are required to provide Class 2 Open Space.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“All developments in Zones 1-5 are required to provide Class 2 Open Space (Objectives MC7, OE1, LIWI, A2 3, and MH1). The only likely reductions on % of Class 2 Open Space is within Zone 4, Light Industrial/Warehousing, due to the expected low ratio of workers to floor area (see Objective LIW1). The calculations for plot ratio include the total site area (including Class 2 open space). The provision of Class 2 open space, does not therefore result in a loss of development potential. 

It is considered that Section 2.5.1 should be amended to clarify this point.

Recommendation

Density of development across the Plan areas calculated as follows:

The ratio gross external floor area to plot size (plot size includes open space provision but excluding road schemes identified as Roads Objectives TAM 18, TAM 19, TAM 20) – plot ratio.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI144>
<AI145>
Pages 49 & 50 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2050
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); General
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Plot ratios are mathematical calculations and are dependent on exact site boundaries and inclusion of roads, public spaces etc… Plot ratio in SUFP should be more flexible.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“To provide more flexibility in the plot ratios could result in the quantum of development available being exceeded.

The plot ratios were calculated using the total site area, excluding the public roads and future roads objectives.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI145>
<AI146>
Page 50 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2029
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Central Park/Legionaries of Christ (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	The Legionaries of Christ site request a plot ratio of 1:2.5 and a proposed height of 6 stories be applied to the site.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Plot ratio is considered appropriate and achievable to retain the Institutional Lands Objective on the site.   The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Other locations, away from the periphery of the SBD, are considered to be more appropriate for higher plot ratios, in accordance with SMART travel and sustainable development.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI146>
<AI147>
Page 50 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2042; V2045
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); South County Business Park (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Plot ratio of 1:1.5 at South County Business Park is considered to be low and under utilisation of a land bank close to transport nodes, with good connectivity, accessibility to services and infrastructure capacity.  Seeks increased plot ratio of 1:2.5 (at Trintech sites) in support of Smarter Travel. Will support roads objective 2A on lands within their control in the context of increased plot ratio.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Plot ratio is considered appropriate and achievable to retain the sylvan character of the Business Park. The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

However, it should be noted that an error was made on Map 3 ‘Building Height’ in respect to the proposed building height for this site. During the preparation of the SUFP a capacity of office based floor space was allocated to this site and as such an appropriate plot ratio is proposed. However, an error was made in so far as the existing building height of 2 storeys was allocated for this site instead of the proposed height of 5 storeys. The site area and plot ratio would allow for a building height of around 5 storey.

As an example of scale and density, the Harbour Square complex in Dún Laoghaire has a plot ratio of 1:2.2 and Central Park has a plot ration of 1:2.9.  Therefore, it is demonstrated that a plot ratio of 1:2.5 is too high to retain sylvan setting. 

Recommendation

Amend Map 3 Building Height to show ‘Proposed Building Height‘ of 5 storeys at site at the entrance to SCBP.

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI147>
<AI148>
Page 51 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Numbers V2059; V2058
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); South County Business Park (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	The lands at Maple House, South County Business Park, should be allocated a plot ratio of 1:3 (on basis of ‘OE’ zoning) given proximity to Luas stop and recent high-density development.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In proposed Variation No.2:SUFP, lands in South County Business Park are zoned Objective ‘A2’ residential.  These lands are adjacent to the Leopardstown Park Hospital, the Luas stop at Central Park and the core area at Central Park.  The location provides an appropriate residential environment while having the added benefit of providing activity for those going to and from the Luas to the businesses located in South County Business Park.

The IDA is clear in their submission that they do not agree with the residential zoning and request that the land be zoned Objective ‘OE’ Office Based Employment.

The Manager is cognisant of the role of the IDA in attracting internationally trading businesses and having considered their submission and having regard to ER10 of the Regional Planning Guidelines for the Greater Dublin Area recommends a change to the SUFP by way of an additional Specific Local Objective. This Specific Local Objective would facilitate office based employment within the Residential Zoning at this location. The Manager considers that the zoning should not be altered so that an element of residential development is considered by the IDA in order to create activity in this area on what is a very important pedestrian route to Central Park Luas stop.  In designing the layout of the site, cognisance should be given to the residential amenity of residents in the adjoining Central Park.

Recommendation

To amend Variation No.2:SUFP Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives and Map 1 to include:

SLO123: To facilitate the IDA in attracting internationally trading businesses office based employment will be considered on these lands to a similar plot ratio to that of the remainder of the South County Business Park.  In preparing a Masterplan for the area regard should be given to providing activity along the route to the Luas and to the residential amenity of adjoining residents.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI148>
<AI149>
Pages 51 & 52 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2058
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); South County Business Park (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	The lands at Marketing Institute  South County Business Park, allocated res density of 70units per ha = 24 units – contrary to principles of sustainable development.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In proposed Variation No.2:SUFP, lands in South County Business Park are zoned Objective ‘A2’ residential.  These lands are adjacent to the Leopardstown Park Hospital, the Luas stop at Central Park and the core area at Central Park.  The location provides an appropriate residential environment while having the added benefit of providing activity for those going to and from the Luas to the businesses located in South County Business Park.

The IDA is clear in their submission that they do not agree with the residential zoning and request that the land be zoned Objective ‘OE’ Office Based Employment.

The Manager is cognisant of the role of the IDA in attracting internationally trading businesses and having considered their submission and having regard to ER10 of the Regional Planning Guidelines for the Greater Dublin Area recommends a change to the SUFP by way of an additional Specific Local Objective. This Specific Local Objective would facilitate office based employment within the Residential Zoning at this location. The Manager considers that the zoning should not be altered so that an element of residential development is considered by the IDA in order to create activity in this area on what is a very important pedestrian route to Central Park Luas stop.  In designing the layout of the site, cognisance should be given to the residential amenity of residents in the adjoining Central Park.

The entire site (Maple House and Marketing Institute) if developed for residential can provide in the region of 70 units at a height of up to 6 storeys. This density and scale of development would provide a transition between the higher density development of Central Park and the open areas of woodland, Leopardstown Hospital and South County Business Park.  
Recommendation

To amend Variation No.2:SUFP Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives and Map 1 to include:

SLO123: To facilitate the IDA in attracting internationally trading businesses office based employment will be considered on these lands to a similar plot ratio to that of the remainder of the South County Business Park.  In preparing a Masterplan for the area regard should be given to providing activity along the route to the Luas and to the residential amenity of adjoining residents.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously..
</AI149>
<AI150>
Pages 52 & 53 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2030
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Re: ESB lands - Current zone ‘E’ is compatible with the site.   Entire site should be Objective OE/Zone 3 and not LIW. To increase the plot ratio across the entire site to 1:1.5.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The ESB has raised the issue of zoning of part of their land for objective ‘LIW’ light industrial / warehousing for a set of reasons that are unique to the ESB. The existing ESB facility at Leopardstown Roundabout is an important piece of infrastructure as it accommodates the Distribution National Control Centre and the System Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) operations centre. The submission from the ESB explains that this centre serves 200,000 people. The phasing of any redevelopment for future office accommodation will need to ensure that existing services are not disrupted. The ESB have made a strong argument based on the need to phase the redevelopment of their site and the parallel plans for development at Carrrickmines, that the lands on the western portion of their holding are those that they will be able to develop first. 

In addition to the argument for the change in zoning the ESB have argued that the plot ratio of 1:1.5 should be extended to their full land holding, this would increase their potential office floor area by circa 23,400sqm. This argument is based on an analysis done by ARUPS on the likely trips generated by the proposed floor area. Having considered this aspect of the submission, the Manager is confident that the modelling underpinning the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan is robust and that the basis on which ARUPS calculations were made differs to that used in the Council model and are not considered appropriate. 

The ESB have also argued that their site is at a gateway into Sandyford due to the future road scheme (six year road objective, number 6). The Plan has been consistent in its approach not to celebrate the periphery of the SBE by attributing higher densities, but by concentrating this capacity closer to multi modal access points and mixed use core areas. The argument made here by the ESB has been made by a number of submissions.

The Manager having regard to the issues raised by the ESB and being cognisant of their strategic role as an energy supplier, network provider and distributor, considers that their argument in respect to the chronology in which their site can be developed is unique. The Manager considers it critical that the response to the issues raised is consistent with the rationale underpinning the Plan and the overall potential for development in the area. The Manager understands from this submission that it is not feasible to redevelop the existing ESB buildings in the short to medium term due to the infrastructure they house and that the ESB has a strong argument to develop the western portion of their lands first. As set out in the Plan there is a finite capacity for office based employment in Sandyford and while the Manager does not propose to increase the overall quantum that the Plan generates, the Manager would recommend the redistribution of the Office Based employment zoned land across the ESB holding. This can be achieved by reducing the plot ratio in the area of the site where the existing buildings are located so that the existing low density ESB buildings can remain as is with potential for limited additional development, a plot ratio of 1:0.5 is recommended while the area to the west of the land holding is zoned for office based employment, objective ‘OE’ and given a plot ratio of 1:1.5 . 

The overall result of these changes does not materially alter the overall floor area of office-based employment being facilitated in Sandyford Business District. 

Recommendation 

To amend Variation NO.2:SUFP as follows:

	· 
	On land to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal), lands that are within the ESB holding (an area of land of circa 1.56ha), the zoning objective changes from Light Industrial Warehousing to Office based Employment Uses. The plot ratio of these same lands is increased from 1:1 to 1:1.5.

	· 
	On lands to the east of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road and South of the ESB Link Road to Arena Road (6 year road proposal), lands within the ESB holding (an area of land of circa 2.65 ha) the plot ratio of the land will be reduced from 1:1.5 to 1:0.5.

	· 
	The lands to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal) that are zoned office based employment and that are located from the rear of the Eircom Lands to the Leopardstown Roundabout (an area of circa 1.85ha) the proposed building height limit be changed from a proposed building height limit of 2 storey height to a proposed building height limit of 5 storey height.

	· 
	Amend Drawing 11 to represent alterations to the ESB site.”


The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI150>
<AI151>
Pages 53 & 54 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2012
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	SUFP should provide for a more appropriate urban edge i.e. a four storey building and plot ratio of 2.0 at strategically located site fronting Heather Road and along entire of Heather Road - to reflect the future status of this road as a key route into Sandyford Business District.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Other locations, away from the periphery of the SBD, are considered to be more appropriate for higher plot ratios, in accordance with SMART travel and sustainable development. 

The Plan’s focus is not on creating gateways for landmark buildings, it is on creating focal points and a sense of place.  Enhancing of access routes can be addressed by landscaping both hard and soft so as to improve vistas as one enters the area.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI151>
<AI152>
Page 54 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2034
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Amend 1:2 plot ratio on the eastern portion of the Eircom site to 1:4. for a landmark building. Proposed plot ratio inconsistent with the tall building objective.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI152>
<AI153>
Page 54 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2013
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	The SUFP should clarify that the plot ratio at site on Blackthorn Ave/Burton Hall Ave (Ulster bank site), relates to the full c.2ha. and not the net area for development after parks, pedestrian/ cycle routes and planting. Noting that other sites on Blackthorn Ave. have plot ratios of 1:3 and 1:4 and having regard to its prime frontage close to a Luas stop,  this site should have a plot ratio of 1:3 min with a building height of five storeys (with additional height potential)”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

The calculations for plot ratio include the total site area (including Class 2 open space). The provision of Class 2 open space, does not therefore result in a loss of development potential. 

It is considered that Section 2.5.1 should be amended to clarify this point.

Recommendation

Density of development across the Plan areas calculated as follows:

The ratio gross external floor area to plot size (plot size includes open space provision but excluding road schemes identified as Roads Objectives TAM 18, TAM 19, TAM 20) – plot ratio.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI153>
<AI154>
Page 55 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2038
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Residential density of 55-175 units will not enable the development of family housing – sufficient no. of apartments. (Most not constructed).”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“A varied residential density of between 55-175 units per hectare will provide a mix of family type housing. Residential units in SBD to date are generally 1 or 2 bedroom apartment type units therefore in the interest of providing a varied mix of housing types; it is proposed that the residential development at Carmanhall Road will consist of predominately own door access, family type units. Taller buildings are limited to the outer edge of the neighbourhood to provide enclosure to the centre. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI154>
<AI155>
Page 55 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2060
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Lands at Corner of Carmanhall Road /Blackthorn Road should be allocated plot ratio of 1:3 given proximity to public transport and requested zoning to ‘OE’”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This site has a proposed Land Use Zoning Objective ‘A2’. 

The site is considered to be best located, on the edge of the proposed Carmanhall Residential Neighbourhood, to provide high-density residential accommodation (175 units/ha) with community facilities at ground floor to animate Blackthorn Road at street level as proposed.

It is not just an issue of quantum of development, it is the right type of development in the right location to create the appropriate mix.

	-
	Mixed use in the cores to create a vibrant heart.

	-
	Residential in neighbourhoods to enhance residential amenity.

	-
	High Intensity employment – in quality environment with good access to public transport and cores.

	-
	Low Intensity at further edge of where there is an existing non-conformity of use.


The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI155>
<AI156>
Page 55 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2055
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (vii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	Lands at corner of Bracken Road/Blackthorn Road – plot ratio should be increased from 1:0.5 to 1:2.5.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Having regard to the location of these sites and the acceptance of the site’s position fronting Blackthorn Road it is considered that an increased plot ratio is warranted in accordance with the proposed building heights of 4 storeys. 

The SUFP identified a proposed building height of 4 storeys at this location. The plot ratio should have reflected this. This was a technical error.

Recommendation

To increase plot ratio from 1:0.5 to 1:2 fronting Blackthorn Road (at Furze/Heather/Bracken Road) Amend Map 2.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI156>
<AI157>
Pages 55 & 56 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2057
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (viii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	Increase plot ratio on Gateway site on Bracken Road to 1:2.5 given its strategic location at a proposed entry point to Sandyford and proximity to Beacon Medical Campus.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Issue noted. It is agreed that the northern section of this site (Gateway site) could accommodate Medical uses having regard to the site’s location, immediately adjacent to the proposed ‘MH’ Zone 6 and the site’s ability to connect into the existing Beacon Medical Campus and complete the development block. 

Zoning alteration and height and plot ratio amendments can be made without affecting the overall infrastructure requirements in that the MH zoning objective requires the development to demonstrate that it will not add to peak hour traffic within the Sandyford Business District, subject to certain provisos. 

Recommendation

Zone lands at northern section of “Gateway” site for ‘MH’ Zone 6 as per Map 1, amend plot ratio on Map 2 to 1:2.5 and amend Building Height on Map 3 to show 6 storeys.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI157>
<AI158>
Page 56 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2062
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (ix)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ix)
	Object to plot ratio of 1:0.5 at Lands at no.47 Furze Road given plot ratios of 1:6 in 2007 SUFP.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

The draft Sandyford Urban Framework Plan 2007 was never adopted by the Councillors nor approved by Management of Dun Laoghaire- Rathdown County Council and as such does not have a statutory basis.

The lands at Furze, Heather and Bracken Roads are in the main to be considered peripheral/edge sites within Sandyford Business District. The 2007 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan promoted mixed use high density development within these areas. However, the 2007 SUFP was assessed as an alternative scenario under the requirements of Strategic Environmental Assessment as Scenario 2 (Environmental Report Section 6.2.3) whereby the evaluation concluded that such a scenario would have adverse impacts (section 7.3.2 of the Environmental Report). These can be summarised as follows: Trip generation by private car would be likely to increase; the uptake in smarter travel, more sustainable modes oft transport would be significantly less likely to be achieved; it would not provide for the consideration of infrastructural capacity needs with respect to water and drainage and the approach to building height would be likely to result in adverse residual impacts on residential amenity; provides no clear rationale or definition of the meaning of Mixed Use. 

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI158>
<AI159>
Pages 56 & 57 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2065
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (x)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(x)
	Building height is inconsistent with the plot ratios in the Plan. It would not be possible to achieve a plot ratio of 1:1.5 and height of 6 storeys on Avivia Lands (sites located west of Brookes Hardware), Heather Road. Plot ratio on western and eastern part of the site are inconsistent – plot ratio of 1:3 is appropriate.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In consideration of a looser building grain, different plot ratios, the proposed ESB link road, it is considered that a plot ratio of 1:1.5 would facilitate a building height of 6 storeys on the part of the site which is to the east of the proposed link road.

It is agreed that on the part of the site immediately to the west of the proposed link road, a proposed height of 2 storeys is in consistent with the proposed plot ratio of 1:1.5. In that regard it is recommended to increase the height on the western part of the site (the section immediately to the west of the proposed link road only and not to include the site fronting Heather Road to the west) to 5 storeys in line with the proposals for the western part of the ESB site to the south.   

Recommendation

Amend Variation No.2:SUFP Map 3 Building Height to show a proposed building height of 5 storeys on the site immediately to the west of the proposed ESB link road (Six year Road Objective no.6).  Site with proposed plot ratio 1:1.5.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI159>
<AI160>
Page 57 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2069
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (xi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xi)
	Landbank, including Febvre, Cannon/Spirit Motor group, Arena House and Bord Gais sites, proposed plot ratio of 1:2 will restrict development at this strategic location – may not be able to achieve 6 storeys as indicated on Map 3. 2-3 storeys and plot ratio 1:2 would create an imbalance in scale with neighbouring developments. Request Plot ratio of 1:3.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

The site is situated within an area, which seeks to promote a character area of medium density, high quality, and commercial pavilion type buildings set into a generous landscaped setting. Development would have a substantial set-back from Blackthorn Drive and would take into account the existing Maretimo culvert. 

Individual ownership boundaries have not been followed and it in this regard together with the above that it is considered that a potential development height of 6 storeys is possible with appropriate buildings.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI160>
<AI161>
Page 57 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2070
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (xii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xii)
	No rationale for plot ratio of 1:0.5 at AIB site and Sandyford Office Park given location adjacent to Luas – to extend plot ratio of 1:3 along entire Blackthorn Avenue.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Architects

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI161>
<AI162>
Pages 57 & 58 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2070
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density);Sandyford Business Estate (xiii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xiii)
	No rationale for plot ratio of 1:1 and residential density of 70 units per hectare (resulting in 60 units) at Leopardstown Retail Park. Plot ratio and density provides no incentive to develop the site. To zone entire site Zone 3 with increased plot ratio.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This site, cannot be viewed in isolation, it is one of a number of sites, which has potential to provide a coherent, attractive urban fabric by providing a mix of uses within the estate with its own character and identity. The location of these sites although located to the outer edge of the SBD offer opportunities to integrate the area into the fabric of the estate and adjacent area by providing new routes and connections. The SUFP proposes residential development of 2Ha. It is considered a 4 storey residential development would provide life and passive surveillance to the area and would benefit from the visual amenity of the Burton Hall lands whilst not impacting on the amenity of the protected structure. It is considered that the permitted / open for consideration uses and plot ratio are appropriate to provide all necessary local amenities at an appropriate scale. 

The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI162>
<AI163>
Page 58 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2071
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (xiv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xiv)
	The plot ratio of 1:2 at FAAC site is restrictive at this strategic location. The level of accessibility to the Luas stop should be reflected in a plot ratio similar to those sites along Blackthorn Drive and Central Park - 1:3, to visually integrate with Central Park and as an incentive given the requirements to provide set backs, road infrastructure (Burton Hall Road extension) and open space.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This site is located to the outer edge of SBE and is viewed as being key in providing and reinforcing the connectivity between SBE & Central Park. Whilst the site is located on a busy road intersection it is also adjacent to 2 storey residential dwellings and overdevelopment of this site would seriously impact and overshadow these properties. With the provision of the Burton Hall link road onto Leopardstown Road, substantial set-backs and a Pocket park it is considered that a potential development height of up to 6 storeys is achievable. 

The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI163>
<AI164>
Pages 58 & 59 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2073
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (xv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xv)
	To extend plot ratio of 1:4 to Ballymoss Road (to inc. Siemens site), equivalent to adjacent sites to north west, to achieve MC8, MC9 and SLO 109 and given the requirements under SLO121, PR7 and PR8. No rationale behind the plot ratio strategy.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is envisaged that an Urban plaza will be provided at the Northern end of Ballymoss Road, therefore the Siemans site will facilitate and provide in partnership with the adjacent land owner and in consultation with DLR a high quality public realm in the form of an Urban Plaza. The Urban Plaza will in part fulfil each sites requirement under the open space provision. To note that each development site is required to provide 10-15% of open space. The calculations for plot ratio include the total site area (including Class 2 open space). The provision of Class 2 open space, does not therefore result in a loss of development potential.  A plot ratio of 1:3 is considered to facilitate a development of an appropriate scale having regard to the sites strategic location whilst protecting the amenity of surrounding residential properties.

The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI164>
<AI165>
Page 59 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2050
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Sandyford Business Estate (xvi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xvi)
	Plot ratio of 1:3 on site at Ballymoss Road (Reservoir House) is considered appropriate, but should not be treated as overly prescriptive to enable schemes to exceed the plot ratio of required. Site along QBC – enhance accessibility.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Noted. A plot ratio of 1:3 is considered to facilitate a development of an appropriate scale having regard to the sites strategic location whilst protecting the amenity of surrounding residential properties. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI165>
<AI166>
Page 59 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2037
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Stillorgan Industrial Estate (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Low plot ratio at Holly Avenue are contrary to National and Regional Planning Guidelines, given the strategic location – revise to ensure rational pattern of development.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

With the limited quantum available the SUFP seeks to utilise this quantum in areas / sites which would consolidate and enhance existing areas within the SBD. It is considered that Stillorgan Industrial Estate provides necessary lower intensity type employment uses and retains its own coherent character and identity which would be eroded with an increased plot ratio.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI166>
<AI167>
Pages 59 & 60 Manager's Report: Section 2 Future Land Uses 

Submission Number V2056
2.5 Density and Scale (plot ratio/res density); Stillorgan Industrial Estate (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Plot ratio in Stillorgan Industrial Estate should be increased to 1:1.5 with higher limits of 1:2 at corner sites.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The office development supply accords with the Regional Planning Guidelines for the GDA 2010-2022.  The Infrastructure Capacity studies have shown that Sandyford Business District does not have the capacity to carry additional office based employment.

With the limited quantum available the SUFP seeks to utilise this quantum in areas / sites which would consolidate and enhance existing areas within the SBD. It is considered that Stillorgan Industrial Estate provides necessary lower intensity type employment uses and retains its own coherent character and identity, which would be eroded with an increased plot ratio.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI167>
<AI168>
Page 61 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2009
3.2 Building Height; General (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Re: Building height – it appears that certain sites should be selected for keynote buildings, maybe related to selected pocket parks or other open spaces, to provide visual and community focus and to establish the particular character of an area, and to probably be embellished by art works.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Significant buildings may be used to identify a place or focal point, signify an entrance, close a vista or create a skyline. 

The SUFP makes provision for a number of such buildings, for example, a significant building located adjacent to the Stillorgan Luas Stop would serve to identify arrival to the public transport use. It could act as a visual identification point for the Luas stop from within the Sandyford Business Estate and give presence to the civic space. 

A significant building located on the southeastern corner of Blackthorn Road would serve to close vistas in two directions and identify a key area within the Sandyford Business Estate. 

A vertically emphasised facade to the building located at the intersection between Burton Hall Road and Blackthorn Road could serve as a marker and an orientation point.

Any such buildings shall accord with the Building Height Objectives BH1, BH2, BH3 and BH4 as amended.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI168>
<AI169>
Page 61 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2009
3.2 Building Height; General (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Construction criteria for high buildings should include requirements for energy audits. Heights not authorised above a point where the energy absorption increases beyond optimum.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Energy requirements within buildings shall be in accordance with DLR Development Plan Section 14.2 which highlights the Government commitment to a constant review of the Building Regulations (Technical Guidance Document L – Conservation of Fuel and Energy) the most recent of which was completed in 2008. The Building Regulations (Part L) are the main influence on standards of energy performance and carbon dioxide emissions for

Ireland and in this regard the Council intends to use this statutory device to improve the overall energy efficiency and renewable energy performance of both new and existing buildings within the County. Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown is committed as a priority to encourage more sustainable development, the efficient use of energy and the use of renewables in new build and refurbishment projects throughout the County. The current nationally approved energy rating methodology and software should be used to certify new developments.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI169>
<AI170>
Page 62 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2009
3.2 Building Height; General (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Architectural quality of high buildings should be excellent as they are inherently obvious and give character to an area, and any proposal e.g. above eight stories should be assessed by three independent architects.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager is not in favour of independent studies. The County Council have professional staff to assess any such proposals. Any proposed developments are assessed in accordance with the requirements of the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI170>
<AI171>
Page 62 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2045
3.2 Building Height; General (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	SUFP should be more flexible to allow for a variety of building heights which are site dependent.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Building Heights shown on Map 3 are limits only and therefore do have a degree of flexibility (downward only). The building height of each proposal will be assessed, at planning application stage, based on its merits and site location in accordance with objectives BH2 and BH3.  Building Heights are a limit not a target.  Building Heights will be assessed in accordance with BH2; impact on surrounding environment, adjoining structures, open space etc.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI171>
<AI172>
Pages 62 & 63 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2076; V2039; V2040; V2008; V2013; V2017; V2022; V2016; V2017; V2022; V2036
3.2 Building Height; General (v) Motion Nos. 2(x) 2(q) 2(i) 2(r) 2(f) 2(g) 2(h) & 5 motions from the floor
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Building height shall have due regard to residential properties bordering SBD: create transition zone 200-399m with max height of 4-5 storeys.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“To provide a transitional zone of up to 399m from residential properties would result in a large swathe of Sandyford Business District being the subject of this transitional zone. Furthermore, it is difficult to understand why the author requires a transitional zone of between 200m-399m. Surely the concern is with regards to development within a close proximity to the residential properties. Consideration should perhaps be given to the Stillorgan LAP, whereby a transitional zone of 25m from residential estates was identified as an objective. All traditional residential estates surrounding Sandyford Business District are outside a 25 metre range of possible development (approximately 33-75metre distances) 

Further consideration has been given to the locations identified for additional height (BH3) over and above height limits. It is considered that 2 out of the 5 sites would have the greatest impact on residential amenity if developed with additional height (under Objective BH3), namely one site along Blackthorn Avenue (site 7, D14) and one site along Burton Hall Road (site 9, D14).  

Site 7 is important to its surrounding areas as it offers the potential to connect and link together a number of pedestrian routes, the most significant being a direct route from the Sandyford Luas stop to Burton Hall Road. It is envisaged that these routes and connection will be brought together around a centralised open space amenity. The development itself should reflect the status of the site, therefore a maximum building height of 5 storeys is considered appropriate for the site. While this reduces the height, it does not reduce the potential floor area of the building.

Site 9, visually, is situated in a prominent location at the corner of Leopardstown Road traffic roundabout and opposing the eight storeys over podium Vodaphone building. The proposed development should be suitably modelled adjacent to Woodford to limit overshadowing and it is considered that a maximum building height of 6 storeys is appropriate for this site. 

Given the distance of these sites from the Woodford estate (approximately 35m from the nearest resident) it is considered reasonable to omit the star symbol and provision for additional height under BH3 at these 2 locations. The resulting heights of 6 and 5 storeys are considered appropriate and in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area. It is also recommended that an objective be included that buildings at these locations, and all locations with star symbol shall be of a notable design given their prominent locations. 

A proposed benchmark height of 6 storeys for Blackthorn Avenue is considered appropriate in relation to the provision of a coherent long elevation to Blackthorn Avenue whilst having due regard to the protection of the residential amenity of neighbouring properties. It is considered that an additional height up to a maximum of 2 storeys on 2 sites along this elevation would animate the skyline slightly and identify significant routes into the heart of SBD.  However, it is considered appropriate to amend BH3 for clarity purposes to read ‘ it is an objective of the Council to consider an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limits”

Recommendation

Remove the provision for additional height on sites 7 and 9 (D14) and respective star symbol on Map 3. To amend BH3 to read  “It is an objective of the Council to consider additional heights over the height limits as indicated in locations identified on Map 3.  On sites other than the Blackthorn Road site, increase in building height shall be limited to an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limit as indicated
Include BH4 and annotate on Map 3, “Buildings at locations identified on Map 3 with “triangle “ symbol shall be of notable design to mark its prominent location”.   Height limits shall accord with those shown on Map 3 and Building Height Objectives in Section 3.2 of the Plan.

To amend Map 3 to include “triangle symbol at all locations with “star” symbol and the 2 locations where the “star” symbol is to be omitted.

For clarity purposes text in Objective BH3 shall be amended to include “…locations identified on Map 3, as annotated by a star symbol”.”

It was AGREED that Motion Nos. 2(x) in the name of Councillor B. Saul, 2(q) in the name of Councillors G. O’Keeffe and G. Horkan, 2(i) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys, 2(r) in the name of Councillor T. Murphy, 2(f) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys, 2(g) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys and 2(h) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys be considered at this time along with relevant motions handed up from the floor during the meeting.

The following motion in the name of Councillor B. Saul was WITHRAWN:

Motion 2(x)

“To amend the first paragraph of the Manager’s recommendation on page 63 of the Manager’s report by –
	(a)
	adding after “additional height on sites” the words “3, 4,”

	(b)
	deleting “star symbol” and inserting “star symbols”

	(c)
	deleting all words in the first paragraph from “locations identified on Map 3” to “height limit as indicated” inclusive and substitution “location at site 6 identified on Map 3”.”


It was AGREED that Councillor B. Saul would add his name to motion 2(q) in the name of Councillor G. O’Keeffe and G. Horkan.

It was proposed by Councillor G. O’Keeffe and seconded by Councillors G. Horkan and B. Saul:

Motion 2(q)

“That this Council amend CDP Variation No 2- Draft SUFP (Sandyford Urban Framework Plan) as follows:

Remove the provision for additional height on Sites 3 and 4 (D14) and remove relevant star symbol which denotes special provision for additional height of 1-2 storeys”

(Map Number 3 Building Height, Heights along Blackthorn Avenue i.e. Siemens Site and MJ Flood Sites, Also referred to on – Page 89 SUFP “Drawing 14”. Site References 3 and 4).”

The following response of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager does not agree with this Motion (consistent with Motion (x) and (i)).
As a result of concerns raised by residents in their submissions, a further assessment of the likely impact of the additional building height allowance under Objective BH3, on residential amenity, was undertaken. It was considered that development of up to 7 and 8 storeys respectively on sites 7 and 9 (Drawing 14), given their distance of approximately 35metres from the nearest residential property at Woodford, could have potential impact on residential amenity. In this regard, the Manager recommended, in the Manger’s Report (page 63), to remove the additional height allowance of 1-2 storeys above the height limits at sites 7 and 9. 

Sites 3 and 4 front onto Blackthorn Avenue and are within close proximity to the proposed Transport Interchange and the Sandyford Luas stop. In accordance with the principles of sustainable development, these sites are zoned Mixed Use Core Area and have a high proposed plot ratio of 1:3. The proposed height limit of these sites is 6 storeys with the allowance of “an element of the building” to exceed this height by 1-2 storeys. The permitted heights to the west of site 3 fronting Blackthorn Drive are between 6 and 8 storeys. Site 3 is located at a significant distance from neighbouring residential properties (approx 73 metres) and site 4 fronts onto the Reservoir which is zoned public open space.

Having regard to the above and to the assessments undertaken and provisions put in place in the Stillorgan Local Area Plan, whereby a transitional zone with a maximum height of 4 storeys within a distance of 25metres from residential properties, was considered appropriate, the proposed height limit of 6 storeys with the allowance for an element of the building to exceed this limit by 1-2 storeys is therefore considered appropriate at sites 3 and 4 and considered to be in the interests of proper planning and sustainable development for the following reasons:

	· 
	Site 3 is at a significant distance from residential properties and site 4 fronts public open space. Given the distance of these sites from residential properties, development at this scale and height is not likely to negatively impact on residential amenity. Notwithstanding, all developments on these sites must accord with Objective BH1 and BH2 (page 26 SUFP) whereby any building design shall ensure that the height does not have a negative impact on the surrounding environment and in particular safeguards residential amenity.

	· 
	Site 3 is at a pivotal location at the central approach axis route from the proposed Transport Interchange and would represent a marked entrance to Sandyford Business District for the public transport users. An element of additional height would assist in marking this location.

	· 
	Site 3 lies within a view along Upper Kilmacud Road on approach to Sandyford Business District and a height of 6 storeys with a higher element would provide a marker at this location.

	· 
	Site 4 is located on a corner site. An allowance for an element of the design to exceed the 6 storeys limit by 1-2 storeys will create a strong presence at the corner of Blackthorn Road/Blackthorn Avenue.”


A discussion took place during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner and Ms. K. Holohan, Deputy Manager responded to Members queries.

The motion was AGREED unanimously.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor D. O’Callaghan:

Motion 2(i)

“To amend the first paragraph of the Manager's recommendation on page 63 of the Manager's report by -
	(a)
	adding after "additional height on sites" the words "3, 4,"

	(b)
	deleting "star symbol" and inserting "star symbols"

	(c)
	deleting all words in the first paragraph from "locations identified on Map 3" to "height limit as indicated" inclusive and substitution "location at site 6 identified on Map 3"”


The following response of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“(a) and (c) Response The Manager does not agree with parts (a) and (c) of this Motion (consistent with Motion (x) and (q)).
As a result of concerns raised by residents in their submissions, a further assessment of the likely impact of the additional building height allowance under Objective BH3, on residential amenity, was undertaken. It was considered that development of up to 7 and 8 storeys respectively on sites 7 and 9 (Drawing 14), given their distance of approximately 35metres from the nearest residential property at Woodford, could have potential impact on residential amenity. In this regard, the Manager recommended, in the Manger’s Report (page 63), to remove the additional height allowance of 1-2 storeys above the height limits at sites 7 and 9. 

Sites 3 and 4 front onto Blackthorn Avenue and are within close proximity to the proposed Transport Interchange and the Sandyford Luas stop. In accordance with the principles of sustainable development, these sites are zoned Mixed Use Core Area and have a high proposed plot ratio of 1:3. The proposed height limit of these sites is 6 storeys with the allowance of “an element of the building” to exceed this height by 1-2 storeys. The permitted heights to the west of site 3 fronting Blackthorn Drive are between 6 and 8 storeys. Site 3 is located at a significant distance from neighbouring residential properties (approx 73 metres) and site 4 fronts onto the Reservoir which is zoned public open space.

Having regard to the above and to the assessments undertaken and provisions put in place in the Stillorgan Local Area Plan, whereby a transitional zone with a maximum height of 4 storeys within a distance of 25metres from residential properties, was considered appropriate, the proposed height limit of 6 storeys with the allowance for an element of the building to exceed this limit by 1-2 storeys is therefore considered appropriate at sites 3 and 4 and considered to be in the interests of proper planning and sustainable development for the following reasons:

Site 3 is at a significant distance from residential properties and site 4 fronts public open space. Given the distance of these sites from residential properties, development at this scale and height is not likely to negatively impact on residential amenity. Notwithstanding, all developments on these sites must accord with Objective BH1 and BH2 (page 26 SUFP) whereby any building design shall ensure that the height does not have a negative impact on the surrounding environment and in particular safeguards residential amenity.

Site 3 is at a pivotal location at the central approach axis route from the proposed Transport Interchange and would represent a marked entrance to Sandyford Business District for the public transport users. An element of additional height would assist in marking this location.

Site 3 lies within a view along Upper Kilmacud Road on approach to Sandyford Business District and a height of 6 storeys with a higher element would provide a marker at this location.

Site 4 is located on a corner site. An allowance for an element of the design to exceed the 6 storeys limit by 1-2 storeys will create a strong presence at the corner of Blackthorn Road/Blackthorn Avenue.

Response The Manager agrees with part (b) of the Motion (consistent with Motion 4).

It is recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed:
Amend text in recommendation on pages 63, 64, 65, 66, 68 (x2), 69 of Manager’s Report by deleting "star symbol" and inserting “star symbols”.”

A discussion took place during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner and Ms. K. Holohan, Deputy Manager responded to Members queries.

The motion was AGREED unanimously.

It was AGREED to take the following motion, handed up from the floor during the meeting, in the name of An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy:

It was proposed by An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy and seconded by Councillor T. Joyce:

“Remove the provision for additional height on sites 3 and 4 (D14) map 3 and remove relevant star symbol which denotes special provision for additional height of 1-2 storeys.”

A discussion took place during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner and Ms. K. Holohan, Deputy Manager responded to Members queries.

The motion in the name of An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy was WITHDRAWN.

The following motion, in the name of Councillor T. Murphy was WITHDRAWN:

Motion 2(r)

“That the Manager to look at heights of buildings near existing low rise residential areas such as Woodford to keep heights at a maximum of 4 storeys.”
It was AGREED that Councillor T. Murphy would add his name to the following motions, handed up from the floor during the meeting, in the name of Councillor T. Joyce.

It was AGREED to take the following two motions, handed up from the floor during the meeting, in the name of An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy:

The following motion in the name of An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy was WITHDRAWN:

“Site 9 (D14) shall be limited to 5 storeys in the interest of safeguarding residential amenity of Woodford Estate.”

The following motion in the name of An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy was WITHDRAWN:

“Site 7 (D14) shall be limited to 4 storeys in the interest of safeguarding residential amenity of Woodford Estate.”

It was AGREED that An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy would add her name to the following motions, handed up from the floor during the meeting, in the name of Councillor T. Joyce.

It was proposed by Councillor T. Joyce and seconded by Councillor T. Murphy and An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy:

“To amend the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan to set the proposed height limit of site 9 to be a maximum of 5 storeys.”

It was proposed by Councillor T. Joyce and seconded by Councillor T. Murphy and An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy:

“To amend the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan to set the proposed height limit of site 7 to be a maximum of 4 storeys.”

A discussion took place, during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner and Ms. M. Henchy, Senior Planner responded to Members queries.

It was AGREED to ADJOURN the meeting for ten minutes for Councillors to further consider the foregoing motions in the name of Councillor T. Joyce.
</AI172>
<AI173>
Adjournment of the Meeting 

The meeting adjourned at 7.15 p.m.
</AI173>
<AI174>
Reconvening of the Meeting 

The meeting reconvened at 7.25 p.m.
</AI174>
<AI175>
Pages 62 & 63 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2076; V2039; V2040; V2008; V2013; V2017; V2022; V2016; V2017; V2022; V2036
3.2 Building Height; General (v) Motion Nos. 2(x) 2(q) 2(i) 2(r) 2(f) 2(g) 2(h) & 5 motions from the floor
The following motion in the name of Councillor T. Joyce was WITHDRAWN:

“To amend the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan to set the proposed height limit of site 9 to be a maximum of 5 storeys.”

The following motion in the name of Councillor T. Joyce was WITHDRAWN:

“To amend the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan to set the proposed height limit of site 7 to be a maximum of 4 storeys.”

It was proposed by Councillor T. Joyce and seconded by An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy and Councillor T. Murphy:

“That the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan be amended to reduce the maximum height of hatched area of site 9 be reduced to 5 storeys and hatched area of site 7 be reduced to 4 storeys as per attached map.”

The motion was AGREED unanimously.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor V. Boyhan:

Motion No. 2(f)

“P 25 of Draft – insert paragraph in 3.2.1 – “Permitted maximum height limits in relation to any particular development shall be subject to the overall Building Heights Strategy when adopted by the Council, and shall have particular regard to the need to minimise adverse impact on adjacent residential properties.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with part of this Motion.

The Draft Building Heights Strategy was presented before the Dundrum Area Committee on the 28th March and the Dún Laoghaire Area committee on the 4th April 2011. The Draft Strategy identifies that building heights within larger greenfield and brownfield sites, including Sandyford, will be determined by development plans and master plans at a local level. The Sandyford Urban Framework Plan is therefore, consistent with the Draft Building Height Strategy.

It is recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed (consistent with Motion (h)):
Amend text in Section 3.2.1 on page 25 of SUFP by inserting after “makes a positive contribution to the built form of the area” the words “and shall have particular regard to the need to minimise adverse impact on adjacent residential properties”.”

Following a brief discussion the report of the Manager was AGREED unanimously.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor V. Boyhan:

Motion No. 2(g)

“P 26 of Draft – amend BH1 by adding at end “and subject to the Building Heights Strategy when adopted”.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager does not agree with this Motion (As above – Motion f).

The Draft Building Heights Strategy was presented before the Dundrum Area Committee on the 28th March and the Dún Laoghaire Area committee on the 4th April 2011. The Draft Strategy identifies that building heights within larger greenfield and brownfield sites, including Sandyford, will be determined by development plans and master plans at a local level. The Sandyford Urban Framework Plan is therefore, consistent with the Draft Building Height Strategy.”

Following a brief discussion the report of the Manager was AGREED unanimously.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor V. Boyhan:

Motion No. 2(h)

“Amend p 63 of Manager’s Report by amending BH3 by adding after “identified on Map 3” the words “where this does not have a significant adverse impact on adjacent residential properties”.

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with this Motion (consistent with Motion (f)).

It is recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed:
Amend text on page 26 of SUFP Objective BH3 by inserting after “identified on Map 3” the words “where this does not have a significant adverse impact on adjacent residential properties”.”

Following a brief discussion the motion was AGREED unanimously.
</AI175>
<AI176>
Pages 63 & 64 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2048; V2050; V2010; V2008
3.2 Building Height; General (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Building heights for permitted developments are copper fastened despite whether the development has been implemented. Several existing landmark developments are totally out-of-character with general area and two storey houses and now further landmarks at 5 locations Developments should be considered on their merits.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Building Heights shown on Map 3 are limits only. The building height of each proposal will be assessed, at planning application stage, based on its merits and site location in accordance with objectives BH2 and BH3. Building heights in the SUFP on sites where development is permitted (despite not being fully implemented) are in accordance with their permissions. These applications went through the planning process, which includes public consultation, and were considered to have an appropriate building height.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI176>
<AI177>
Page 64 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2042
3.2 Building Height; BH3 Additional Height (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Support BH3.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted. Note also recommended changes to BH3 and inclusion of BH4 

Recommendation

Remove the provision for additional height on sites 7 and 9 (D14) and respective star symbol on Map 3. To amend BH3 to read  “It is an objective of the Council to consider additional heights over the height limits as indicated in locations identified on Map 3.  On sites other than the Blackthorn Road site, increase in building height shall be limited to an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limit as indicated
Include BH4 and annotate on Map 3, “Buildings at locations identified on Map 3 with “triangle “ symbol shall be of notable design to mark its prominent location”.   Height limits shall accord with those shown on Map 3 and Building Height Objectives in Section 3.2 of the Plan.

To amend Map 3 to include “triangle symbol at all locations with “star” symbol and the 2 locations where the “star” symbol is to be omitted.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI177>
<AI178>
Pages 64 & 65 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2048; V2013; V2017; V2022; V2010; V2019
3.2 Building Height; BH3 Additional Height (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Amend BH3 – remove provision for additional height. Several existing landmark developments are totally out-of-character with general area and two storey houses and now further landmarks at 5 locations. Buildings shall be defined by notable design and character, not additional height.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Further consideration has been given to the locations identified for additional height (BH3) over and above height limits. It is considered that 2 out of the 5 sites would have the greatest impact on residential amenity if developed, namely one site along Blackthorn Avenue (site 7, D14) and one site along Burton Hall Road (site 9, D14). Given the distance of these sites from the Woodford estate (approximately 35m from the nearest resident) it is considered reasonable to amend BH3 and remove the provision of additional height at these 2 locations. The resulting heights of 6 and 5 storeys are considered appropriate and in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area. To include an objective that buildings at these locations  and all locations with star symbol shall be of a notable design given their prominent locations.

A proposed benchmark height of 6 storeys for Blackthorn Avenue is considered appropriate in relation to the provision of a coherent long elevation to Blackthorn Avenue whilst having due regard to the protection of the residential amenity of neighbouring properties. It is considered that an additional height up to a maximum of 2 storeys on 2 sites along this elevation would animate the skyline slightly and identify significant routes into the heart of SBD. However, it is considered appropriate to amend BH3 for clarity purposes to read ‘ it is an objective of the Council to consider an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limits”

Recommendation

Remove the provision for additional height on sites 7 and 9 (D14) and respective star symbol on Map 3. To amend BH3 to read  “It is an objective of the Council to consider additional heights over the height limits as indicated in locations identified on Map 3.  On sites other than the Blackthorn Road site, increase in building height shall be limited to an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limit as indicated
Include BH4 and annotate on Map 3, “Buildings at locations identified on Map 3 with “triangle “ symbol shall be of notable design to mark its prominent location”.   Height limits shall accord with those shown on Map 3 and Building Height Objectives in Section 3.2 of the Plan.

To amend Map 3 to include “triangle symbol at all locations with “star” symbol and the 2 locations were the “star” symbol is to be omitted.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI178>
<AI179>
Page 65 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2046
3.2 Building Height; BH3 Additional Height (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Clarification required on Objective BH3 regarding sites on Blackthorn Road.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“BH3 refers to sites identified on Map 3, as annotated by the star symbol - Additional heights over building height limit. There is one site identified by the star symbol on Blackthorn Road and at this location a building height of over 2 storeys above the height limit could be considered, subject to BH1 and BH2.

Recommendation

For clarity purposes text in Objective BH3 shall be amended to include “…locations identified on Map 3, as annotated by a star symbol”.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.

</AI179>
<AI180>
Pages 65 & 66 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2008
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Main concerns are the proposed heights along Blackthorn Avenue and the impact on Lakelands residents in view of past appeals on height.  Without exception Blackthorn Avenue along reservoir from Siemens to M.J. Flood site buildings to be no higher than six storeys or 21.5m.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“A proposed benchmark height of 6 storeys for Blackthorn Avenue is considered appropriate in relation to the provision of a coherent long elevation to Blackthorn Avenue whilst having due regard to the protection of the residential amenity of neighbouring properties. It is considered that an additional height up to a maximum of 2 storeys on 2 sites along this elevation would animate the skyline slightly and identify significant routes into the heart of SBD.  However, it is considered appropriate to amend BH3 for clarity purposes to read ‘ it is an objective of the Council to consider an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limits
Recommendation

For clarity purposes text in Objective BH3 shall be amended to include “…locations identified on Map 3, as annotated by a star symbol”.

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI180>
<AI181>
Pages 66 & 67 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2030
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Re: ESB lands include a specific objective to provide ‘Additional Heights Over Building Height Limit’ (star symbol) on the ESB lands. The height limitations do not reflect the gateway location or the size of the site. A building height if 5 storeys should be applied across the site.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The ESB has raised the issue of zoning of part of their land for objective ‘LIW’ light industrial / warehousing for a set of reasons that are unique to the ESB. The existing ESB facility at Leopardstown Roundabout is an important piece of infrastructure as it accommodates the Distribution National Control Centre and the System Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) operations centre. The submission from the ESB explains that this centre serves 200,000 people. The phasing of any redevelopment for future office accommodation will need to ensure that existing services are not disrupted. The ESB have made a strong argument based on the need to phase the redevelopment of their site and the parallel plans for development at Carrrickmines, that the lands on the western portion of their holding are those that they will be able to develop first. 

In addition to the argument for the change in zoning the ESB have argued that the plot ratio of 1:1.5 should be extended to their full land holding, this would increase their potential office floor area by circa 23,400sqm. This argument is based on an analysis done by ARUPS on the likely trips generated by the proposed floor area. Having considered this aspect of the submission, the Manager is confident that the modelling underpinning the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan is robust and that the basis on which ARUPS calculations were made differs to that used in the Council model and are not considered appropriate. 

The ESB have also argued that their site is at a gateway into Sandyford due to the future road scheme (six year road objective, number 6). The Plan has been consistent in its approach not to celebrate the periphery of the SBE by attributing higher densities, but by concentrating this capacity closer to multi modal access points and mixed use core areas. The argument made here by the ESB has been made by a number of submissions.

The Manager having regard to the issues raised by the ESB and being cognisant of their strategic role as an energy supplier, network provider and distributor, considers that their argument in respect to the chronology in which their site can be developed is unique. The Manager considers it critical that the response to the issues raised is consistent with the rationale underpinning the Plan and the overall potential for development in the area. The Manager understands from this submission that it is not feasible to redevelop the existing ESB buildings in the short to medium term due to the infrastructure they house and that the ESB has a strong argument to develop the western portion of their lands first. As set out in the Plan there is a finite capacity for office based employment in Sandyford and while the Manager does not propose to increase the overall quantum that the Plan generates, the Manager would recommend the redistribution of the Office Based employment zoned land across the ESB holding. This can be achieved by reducing the plot ratio in the area of the site where the existing buildings are located so that the existing low density ESB buildings can remain as is with potential for limited additional development, a plot ratio of 1:0.5 is recommended while the area to the west of the land holding is zoned for office based employment, objective ‘OE’ and given a plot ratio of 1:1.5 . 

The overall result of these changes does not materially alter the overall floor area of office-based employment being facilitated in Sandyford Business District. 

Recommendation 

To amend Variation NO.2:SUFP as follows:

	· 
	On land to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal), lands that are within the ESB holding (an area of land of circa 1.56ha), the zoning objective changes from Light Industrial Warehousing to Office based Employment Uses. The plot ratio of these same lands is increased from 1:1 to 1:1.5.

	· 
	On lands to the east of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road and South of the ESB Link Road to Arena Road (6 year road proposal), lands within the ESB holding (an area of land of circa 2.65 ha) the plot ratio of the land will be reduced from 1:1.5 to 1:0.5.

	· 
	The lands to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal) that are zoned office based employment and that are located from the rear of the Eircom Lands to the Leopardstown Roundabout (an area of circa 1.85ha) the proposed building height limit be changed from a proposed building height limit of 2 storey height to a proposed building height limit of 5 storey height.

	· 
	Amend Drawing 11 to represent alterations to the ESB site.


The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI181>
<AI182>
Page 67 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2046
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Sites along Blackthorn Road adjacent to Beacon Medical development should have height limits above 6 storeys to maintain the harmony of the block and allow for development to step down incrementally.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The building height limit along Blackthorn Road, to the east of Beacon Medical and up to Bracken Road is 6 storeys. The proposed height is considered to create an appropriate transition between the adjacent permitted 6-9 storey building to the west and the building height limits of 4 storeys to the east.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI182>
<AI183>
Pages 67 & 68 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2034
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Building height should reflect the landmark quality of the location (at Eircom site) between axis of Luas to the north and Leopardstown roundabout to the south.  Introduce a Specific Objective for provision of a landmark building.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Building Height objective BH3 allows for additional height here over and above the height limit of 6 storeys. A significant building located here, on the southeastern corner of Blackthorn Road would serve to close vistas in two directions and identify a key area within the Sandyford Business Estate.  An additional objective is recommended to ensure that buildings at such locations shall be of a notable design given their prominent locations.
Changing the zoning from objective ’OE’ to ‘MOC’ and increasing the plot ratio from 1:2 to 1:4 would erode a primary intention of the SUFP, which is to reinforce and consolidate the existing urban fabric and core areas within SBD. The SUFP within this subject site seeks to provide medium density, high quality, pavilion type commercial blocks with substantial roadway setback and landscaped setting to a maximum height of 6 storey’s with a provision of an element of a building to be at an additional 2 storeys in height, at a strategic location. It is considered that the necessary parameters to achieve this are contained within the SUFP.

Recommendation

Include BH4 and annotate on Map 3, “Buildings at locations identified on Map 3 with “triangle “ symbol shall be of notable design to mark its prominent location”.   Height limits shall accord with those shown on Map 3 and Building Height Objectives in Section 3.2 of the Plan.

To amend Map 3 to include “triangle symbol at all locations with “star” symbol and the 2 locations were the “star” symbol is to be omitted.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI183>
<AI184>
Pages 68 & 69 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2041; V2048; V2017; V2022
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (v)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(v)
	“Site 9 (FAAC) (on D14) heights of 7-8 storeys will overshadow, be imposing and devalue properties at Woodford. Should be capped at 4 or 5 storeys.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The building height limits on sites (reference 9 on D14) opposing Woodford Estate is proposed at 6 storeys, with consideration of additional height of 1-2 storeys. 

Site 9 is situated in a prominent location at the corner of Leopardstown Road traffic roundabout and adjacent to the eight storeys over podium Vodaphone building. The proposed development should be suitably modelled adjacent to Woodford to limit overshadowing and it is considered that a maximum building height of 6 storeys is appropriate for this site. 

Given the distance of these sites from the Woodford estate (approximately 35m from the nearest resident) it is considered reasonable to omit the star symbol and provision for additional height under BH3. The heights of 6 storeys are considered appropriate and in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area. To include an objective that buildings at this location shall be of a notable design given its prominent location.

Recommendation

Remove the provision for additional height on sites 7 and 9 (D14) and respective star symbol on Map 3. To amend BH3 to read  “It is an objective of the Council to consider additional heights over the height limits as indicated in locations identified on Map 3.  On sites other than the Blackthorn Road site, increase in building height shall be limited to an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limit as indicated
Include BH4 and annotate on Map 3, “Buildings at locations identified on Map 3 with “triangle “ symbol shall be of notable design to mark its prominent location”.   Height limits shall accord with those shown on Map 3 and Building Height Objectives in Section 3.2 of the Plan.

To amend Map 3 to include “triangle symbol at all locations with “star” symbol and the 2 locations where the “star” symbol is to be omitted.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI184>
<AI185>
Page 69 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2048; V2041; V2017; V2022
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Site 7 (D14), proposed heights opposing Woodford estate will overshadow, be imposing and devalue properties at Woodford - shall be limited to 4 storeys.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The building height limits on sites (reference 7 on D14) opposing Woodford Estate are proposed at 5 storeys, with consideration of additional height of 1-2 storeys. Given the distance of these sites from the Woodford estate (approximately 35m from the nearest resident) it is considered reasonable to omit the star symbol and provision for additional height under BH3. The heights of 5 storeys are considered appropriate and in accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area. To include an objective that buildings at this location shall be of a notable design given its prominent location.

-Site 7 is important to its surrounding areas as it offers the potential to connect and link together a number of pedestrian routes, the most significant being a direct route from the Sandyford Luas stop to Burton Hall Road. It is envisaged that these routes and connection will be brought together around a centralised open space amenity. The development itself should reflect the status of the site, therefore a maximum building height of 5 storeys is considered appropriate for the site.

Recommendation

Remove the provision for additional height on sites 7 and 9 (D14) and respective star symbol on Map 3. To amend BH3 to read  “It is an objective of the Council to consider additional heights over the height limits as indicated in locations identified on Map 3.  On sites other than the Blackthorn Road site, increase in building height shall be limited to an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limit as indicated
Include BH4 and annotate on Map 3, “Buildings at locations identified on Map 3 with “triangle “ symbol shall be of notable design to mark its prominent location”.   Height limits shall accord with those shown on Map 3 and Building Height Objectives in Section 3.2 of the Plan.

To amend Map 3 to include “triangle symbol at all locations with “star” symbol and the 2 locations where the “star” symbol is to be omitted.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI185>
<AI186>
Pages 69 & 70 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2048
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (vii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(vii)
	Building Height should be amended to include “Building height along Blackthorn Avenue (sites 3 & 4 on D14) to be limited to 6 storeys, 21.5m”.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The sites along Blackthorn Drive are adjacent to the proposed Mixed Use Core Area and the facilities and services it provides and in close proximity to the proposed public transport interchange. As such and in accordance with the principles of sustainable development and with national and regional planning, these sites are considered appropriate for a development of a higher density. The strategies for the proposed scale and density and building height within this area were considered having due regard to these principles and guidelines and the likely impact on residential amenity. As such the plot ratios and building height limits are of the highest proposed for future development in the SUFP, but are at a significantly more moderate scale than more recently permitted developments in the vicinity. The sites are in excess of 70 metres from the nearest residential property, a significant distance to have any significant impact on residential amenity.

Recommendation

No change to building height along Blackthorn Avenue or to BH3 at this location.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI186>
<AI187>
Page 70 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2071
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (viii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(viii)
	Height limit of 6 storeys at FAAC (Site 9) site not achievable with plot ratio of 1:2 and requirements for open space. Additional height objective to be added at the eastern corner (in light of requested increase in plot ratio) to reflect Vodaphone building.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This site is located to the outer edge of SBE and is viewed as being key in providing and reinforcing the connectivity between SBE & Central Park. Whilst the site is located on a busy road intersection it is also adjacent to 2 storey residential dwellings and overdevelopment of this site would seriously impact and overshadow these properties. With the provision of the Burton Hall link road onto Leopardstown Road, substantial set-backs and a Pocket park it is considered that a potential development height of up to 6 storeys suitably modelled to reduce its impact on the adjacent residential dwellings would be appropriate.

It should be noted that it has been recommended to omit the “star” symbol at this location to take into account the concerns of residents and to include an objective that buildings at this location shall be of a notable design given its prominent location.

Recommendation

Remove the provision for additional height on sites 7 and 9 (D14) and respective star symbol on Map 3. To amend BH3 to read  “It is an objective of the Council to consider additional heights over the height limits as indicated in locations identified on Map 3.  On sites other than the Blackthorn Road site, increase in building height shall be limited to an element of the building at an additional height of 1-2 storeys over the height limit as indicated”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI187>
<AI188>
Page 70 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2061
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (ix)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(ix)
	“Site at junction of Blackthorn Avenue and Arkle Road (Tetrapak) is suitable for additional height over the building height limits given its position forming a vital part of gateway frontage in view from Upper Kilmacud Road. Suitable for a Landmark building.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“A location does not have to be marked by height to create a landmark. High quality architectural design can mark an area and/or view. The sites earmarked for additional height, to the west and east along Blackthorn Avenue are considered to be at a more pivotal location and as such it is proposed to allow for an element of the buildings to be higher here. This would have to be done sympathetically having regard to residential amenity. The Former Tetrapak site with a proposed building height of 6 storeys is considered appropriate in relation to the provision of a coherent long elevation to Blackthorn Avenue.

Recommendation

No change to proposed Variation No 2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI188>
<AI189>
Pages 70 & 71 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2055
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (x)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(x)
	“Remove restrictions of 4 storeys on building height at junction of Bracken Road and Blackthorn Road and increase to 8 storeys.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Development to the west and east is proposed at 6 storeys, directly to the north at 4-5 storeys, and to the south at 2 storeys. 4 storeys at this location is therefore considered appropriate.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP Map 3.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.

</AI189>
<AI190>
Page 71 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2062
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (xi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xi)
	“Object to building height limit of 2 storey at Lands at no.47 Furze Road, given neighbouring developments of 6 and 7 storeys.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The lands at Furze, Heather and Bracken Roads are in the main to be considered peripheral/edge sites within Sandyford Business District. The Draft 2007 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan promoted mixed use high density development within these areas. However, the Draft 2007 SUFP was assessed as an alternative scenario under the requirements of Strategic Environmental Assessment as Scenario 2 (Environmental Report Section 6.2.3) whereby the evaluation concluded that such a scenario would have adverse impacts (section 7.3.2 of the Environmental Report). These can be summarised as follows: Trip generation by private car would be likely to increase; the uptake in smarter travel, more sustainable modes of transport would be significantly less likely to be achieved; it would not provide for the consideration of infrastructural capacity needs with respect to water and drainage and the approach to building height would be likely to result in adverse residual impacts on residential amenity,; provides no clear rationale or definition of the meaning of Mixed Use .

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI190>
<AI191>
Page 71 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2065
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (xii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xii)
	“Request a consistent building height of 6 storeys across entire Aviva Lands. No economic incentive to develop part of the site allocated for 2 storeys – would create problems in delivering key infrastructure.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In consideration of a looser building grain, different plot ratios, the proposed ESB link road, it is considered that a plot ratio of 1:1.5 would facilitate a building height of 6 storeys on the part of the site which is to the east of the proposed link road.

It is agreed that on the part of the site immediately to the west of the proposed link road, a proposed height of 2 storeys is inconsistent with the proposed plot ratio of 1:1.5. In that regard it is recommended to increase the height on the western part of the site (the section immediately to the west of the proposed link road only and not to include the site fronting Heather Road to the west) to 5 storeys in line with the proposals for the western part of the ESB site to the south.   

Recommendation

Amend Variation No.2:SUFP Map 3 Building Height to show a proposed building height of 5 storeys on the site immediately to the west of the proposed ESB link road (Six year Road Objective no.6).  Site with proposed plot ratio 1:1.5.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.”
</AI191>
<AI192>
Pages 71 & 72 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2069
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (xiii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xiii)
	“Landbank, including Febvre, Cannon/Spirit Motor group, Arena House and Bord Gáis sites warrants a landmark building – as deserving as the identified site to the west.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The site is situated within an area, which seeks to promote a character area of medium density, high quality, and commercial pavilion type buildings set into a generous landscaped setting. Development would have a substantial set-back from Blackthorn Drive and would take into account the existing Maretimo culvert. 

Individual ownership boundaries have not been considered. It is in this regard, together with the above, that it is considered that a potential development height of 6 storeys is possible with appropriate buildings. The site to the west, as referred, is considered appropriate for an element of a building to exceed the building height limit as such a building here would frame a view. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI192>
<AI193>
Page 72 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2070
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (xiv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xiv)
	“Incoherent density and height strategy for AIB site along Blackthorn Avenue – 4 storey unobtainable with plot ratio of 1:0.5. Building on either side have a building height limit of 6 storeys rising to 7-8 storeys.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Buildings height limits to the north west are proposed at 6 storeys. The building height limits to the south east are 5 storeys. The line of buildings fronting Blackthorn Avenue will therefore provide for a gradual stepping down from the permitted 8 storeys to 4 storeys. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI193>
<AI194>
Page 72 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2070
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (xv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xv)
	“The 4 storey height of the proposed residential units at Leopardstown Retail Park does not tie in with the height strategy. Why should the height of the site fronting Burton Hall (commercial element) dip to 5 storeys?”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The SUFP proposes residential development of 2 Ha. It is considered at 4 storey residential development would provide life and passive surveillance to the area and would benefit from the visual amenity of the Burton Hall lands whilst not impacting on the amenity of the protected structure. The height limits from Burton Hall Road across to Burton Hall Campus provide a stepping down of height in order to protect the status of Burton Hall.
Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI194>
<AI195>
Page 72 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2073
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (xvi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xvi)
	“To revise height strategy for Siemens site to allow for height considerably higher than adjacent buildings to provide landmark building and given the requirements under SLO121, PR7 and PR8”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Siemens site is located in the middle of Blackthorn Avenue and the proposed building height of 6 storeys is considered appropriate in relation to the provision of a coherent long elevation to Blackthorn Avenue and having regard to the residential amenity of neighbouring properties. Whilst the site has been identified for potential additional height, it should be noted that given the sites open aspect to the Luas line, it is possible to provide a building form which would serve as a visual reference or orientation maker without using height alone. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.

</AI195>
<AI196>
Page 73 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2050
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (xvii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xvii)
	“Restriction of 6 storeys at this corner site at Ballymoss Road (Reservoir House) would fail to utilise this key corner site. Height should be increased to 8-10 storeys to compliment adjoining sites.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The adjoining sites referred to which are notably higher are those which are already permitted development or have been implemented. All un-developed sites adjacent to Reservoir house, Royal College of Surgeons have a proposed plot ratio of 1:3 and a height limit of 6 storeys. The site to the south of the subject site has been incorrectly coloured on Map 3, in that it was given an existing height of 5-10 storeys. This should have been allocated a proposed height of 6 storeys to accord with the proposed plot ratio and adjoining properties.

The Siemans site opposite to the subject site has been identified as a suitable location for additional height due to its strategic location at the intersection between Blackthorn Avenue / Drive and Kilmacud Road and between the proposed pedestrian routes of Ballymoss Road & the Rockbrook development.

It is considered that the Urban plaza at the Northern end of Ballymoss Road is essential to reinforcing the main pedestrian route and an arrival point Via the Stillorgan Luas stop into the centre of SBD. The area within the site boundaries will be provided predominantly through the 10-15% open space requirement.

Recommendation

Amend Map 3, proposed Building Height to 6 storeys on site to south of Reservoir House (Ballymoss Road).”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI196>
<AI197>
Page 73 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2057
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Sandyford Business Estate (xviii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(xviii)
	“Increase building height at Gateway site given pivotal location.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Issue noted. It is agreed that the northern section of this site (Gateway site) could accommodate Medical uses having regard to the site’s location, immediately adjacent to the proposed ‘MH’ Zone 6 and the site’s ability to connect into the existing Beacon Medical Campus and complete the development block. 

Zoning alteration and height and plot ratio amendments can be made without affecting the overall infrastructure requirements in that the MH zoning objective requires that development shall demonstrate that it will not add to peak hour traffic within the Sandyford Business District, subject to certain provisos. 

Recommendation

Zone lands at northern section of “Gateway” site for ‘MH’ Zone 6 on Map 1, amend plot ratio on Map 2 to 1:2.5 and amend Building Height on Map 3 to proposed building height of 6 storeys.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI197>
<AI198>
Pages 73 & 74 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2037; V2053
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Stillorgan Industrial Estate (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Building height limits at Holly Avenue are contrary to National and Regional Planning Guidelines, given the strategic location – increase height to ensure rational pattern of development and insert BH3 at junction of Benildus Ave/Blackthorn Drive.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“With the limited quantum available the SUFP seeks to utilise this quantum in areas / sites which would consolidate and enhance existing areas within SBD. It is considered that Stillorgan Industrial Estate provides necessary lower intensity type employment uses and retains its own coherent character and identity.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI198>
<AI199>
Page 74 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2056
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Stillorgan Industrial Estate (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Building Height throughout Stillorgan Ind. Estate should be increased to 2-3 storeys with higher limits on corner sites.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“With the limited quantum available the SUFP seeks to utilise this quantum in areas / sites which would consolidate and enhance existing areas within SBD. It is considered that Stillorgan Industrial Estate provides necessary lower intensity type employment uses and retains its own coherent character and identity.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI199>
<AI200>
Page 74 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2048
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; Central Park (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Site at Central Park is colour coded Brown 5-14 storeys and identified as permitted/developed. This is built out – no scope to comply with this.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“For clarity, the sites fronting Leopardstown Road at Central Park are developed and as such appear on Map 3 as either “permitted/developed building height”. The sites are coloured brown and have a height limit of 5-10storeys in accordance with what is actually built.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI200>
<AI201>
Page 74 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2042
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; South County Business Park (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Site at junction of South County Business Park (Trintech) appropriate location for taller buildings up to 8 storeys as it represents an edge and adjacent to key transport node with few likely impacts on residential amenity. Will support roads objective 2A on lands within their control in the context of additional height up to 8 storey.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“During the preparation of the SUFP a capacity of office based floor space was allocated to this site and as such an appropriate plot ratio is proposed. However, a technical error was made in so far as the existing building height of 2 storeys was allocated for this site instead of the proposed height of 5 storeys. The site area and plot ratio would allow for a building height of around 5 storeys. This site should have also been identified on Drawing 11 with a future commercial building and included in site 12 on Drawing 14.

Recommendation

Amend Map 3 Building Height to show ‘Proposed Building Height‘ of 5 storeys at site at the entrance to SCBP 

Amend Drawing 14 to include Trintech site in site 12.

Amend Drawing 11 to include future commercial building.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI201>
<AI202>
Pages 74 & 75 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2058; V2059
3.2 Building Height; Site specific; South County Business Park (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Development at Marketing Institute/Maple house will be dwafted by adjacent development at Central Park. Should be raised to 10 storeys.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“In relation to massing & building heights the proposed development would act as a transition between the tall building of Central Park & the wooded area of South County.

It should be noted that under Section 2 of the Manager’s Report it is recommended to include an additional SLO123 to allow for office based employment uses at this location.

Recommendation 

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI202>
<AI203>
Page 75 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2072
3.3 Public Realm (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	DLRCC should take direct responsibility for upgrading public realm and provide upgrades to movement network-cycle and pedestrian routes.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is appropriate that public realm shall be provided by DLRCC and developers alike. Objectives in respect to this are contained in Sections 3.4 Wayfinding, 4.3 Green Infrastructure, D10, D11 and Drawing 6 – cycle and pedestrian routes.

Recommendation 

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI203>
<AI204>
Page 75 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2050; V2073
3.3 Public Realm (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	PR8 requires the provision of Urban Plaza at end of Ballymoss Road. Omit this objective in light of plot ratio, as it would constrain development.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is envisaged that a high quality public realm in the form of an Urban Plaza will be provided at the Northern end of Ballymoss Road, in partnership with both land owners and in consultation with DLRCC. The Urban Plaza will in part fulfill each sites requirement under the open space provision. The calculations for plot ratio include the total site area (including Class 2 open space). The provision of Class 2 open space, does not therefore result in a loss of development potential. 

It is considered that Section 2.5.1 should be amended to clarify this point.

Recommendation

Density of development across the Plan areas calculated as follows:

The ratio gross external floor area to plot size (plot size includes open space provision but excluding road schemes identified as Roads Objectives TAM 18, TAM 19, TAM 20) – plot ratio.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI204>
<AI205>
Pages 75 & 76 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2073; V2074; V2050
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; General (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Flexible guidance required on mix of uses, densities, urban grain, enclosures and frontages, heights, movements and public realm. Drawing 11 and Design Principles are considered too prescriptive. Guidance should take account of existing land ownership pattern.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The contents page of the SUFP states “Maps and Drawings (Appendix 3)…..The Maps have a statutory basis within the County Development Plan 2010-2016. The Drawings are provided for reference and as a guidance for development”.

Drawing 11 whilst not being prescriptive does offer a potential vision for the future built form of SBD, a vision which incorporates the necessary design principles which if realised would create an attractive and coherent urban fabric to both live & work. In this regard alternative proposals would be welcomed and should be submitted for consideration at pre-planning application stage.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI205>
<AI206>
Page 76 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2073
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; General (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	To confirm that the suggested public spaces are diagrammatic only and that different designs for Urban Plazas will be considered.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Drawing 11 whilst not being prescriptive does offer a potential vision for the future built form of SBD, a vision which incorporates the necessary design principles which if realised would create an attractive and coherent urban fabric to both live & work. In this regard alternative proposals would be welcomed and should be submitted for consideration at pre-planning application stage.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI206>
<AI207>
Pages 76 & 77 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Numbers V2008; V2017; V2019; V2022; V2036; V2039; V2040
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; General (iii) (iv) (v) Motion Nos. 2(e) & 2(y)
The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	SUFP should address the treatment of unfinished developments and sites not yet started construction where the planning permitted may expire.

	(iv)
	Ambiguous policy statements to unfinished buildings. Please amend:

	(v)
	‘Section 2.2.2.1 Mixed Use Core Areas: Zone 1 and Zone 2 MIC – Mixed Use Inner Core Area Zone 1. It is an objective of the Council to consolidate and complete the development of the mixed use Inner Core to enhance and reinforce its sustainable development.(Map 1) Any existing unfinished buildings be reduced to the 6 storey building height.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The issue of unfinished housing developments is not a matter, which can be dealt with in the context of the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan (Variation No. 2).  Planning permissions generally have a life of 5 years and in some cases may be granted for periods up to 10 years.  In addition the Planning and Development Act 2000 – 2010 makes provision for an applicant to apply to have their planning permission extended and the Council must consider any such application in accordance with the provisions of the Act. 

The Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government published the National Unfinished Housing Development Survey in October 2010. Prior to the publication of the DoEHLG survey, Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council had already set in train measures to address the issues arising from unfinished housing estates. All unfinished developments had been inspected by the Building Control Section of the Council and where concerns existed in relation to issues such as safety etc. contact had been made with the owner/developer to ensure that relevant action was taken. Since the completion of the National survey the Building Control Section has visited all 59 developments and is satisfied following these inspections that the majority of developments do not require ongoing monitoring by the Council. There are a number of developments which the Council is continuing to monitor in order to ensure that the developers are compying with their responsibilities under the Building Control Regulations and Health and Safety Legislation.  

Following the publication of the National Unfinished Housing Development Survey in October 2010 an Advisory Group on Unfinished Housing Developments was appointed by the Government to advise in relation to this matter.  The Group published a draft Guidance Manual for Managing and Resolving Unfinished Housing Developments for public consultation in December 2010. The Department is currently reviewing submissions received in respect of the Draft and it is anticipated that the final Guidance Document will issue in the near future and the Council will actively seek to implement these recommendations in the Guidance Document. 

In relation to building height within unfinished sites, those sites that have existing permissions can build out the development in accordance with the building height approved as part of the permission. The majority of unfinished sites are at an advanced stage of construction and form part of an overall master plan/development scheme for an area. As such the SUFP facilitates these areas to be built at a height that accords with the existing permissions, either by way of an extension of permission under the requirements of the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010, as identified above, or by way of a new permission. Any new permission will however have to accord with the other policies and objectives of the SUFP and County Development Plan 2010-1016.
Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

It was AGREED that Motion Nos. 2(e) and 2(y) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys be considered at this time.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor D. O’Callaghan:

Motion No. 2(e)

“P 24 of the Draft – add objective DS5

“It is an objective of the Council to ensure that unfinished developments within the SBD are completed satisfactorily prior to further similar development being permitted.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with the sentiment of this Motion but cannot agree with the proposed modification.

To restrict future development within Sandyford Business District until such time that the existing unfinished estates are complete is considered onerous. Planning applications are considered on their merits and in accordance with the provisions of the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010. 

It is recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed (consistent with Motion (y) and response):
To insert on page 21 of SUFP “Section 2.3.9 Unfinished Estates

Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council will accord with the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government Guidance manual, 'Managing and Resolving Unfinished Housing Developments'. Site Resolutions Plans shall be developed by the developers or receivers and agreed with the Local Authority. Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council will therefore, take a central and facilitating role in this process as set down in the Government Guidelines”.”
Councillor R. Humphreys amended his motion as follows:

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor D. O’Callaghan:

Amendment to Motion No. 2(e)

“P24 add objective DS5

It is an objective of the Council to ensure that unfinished development within the SBD are either completed, demolished or dealt with under the Derelict Sites Act 1990.”

A discussion took place, during which Ms. K. Holohan, Deputy Manager responded to Member’s queries.

The following amended wording to the resolution was CONSIDERED:

“It is an objective of the Council to ensure that unfinished estates in the SBD are appropriately resolved.”

The amended motion was AGREED unanimously.

It was proposed by Councillor B. Saul and seconded by Councillor T. Joyce:

Motion No. 2(y)

"Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council will accord with the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government Guidance manual, 'Managing and Resolving Unfinished Housing Developments'. Site Resolutions Plans shall be developed by the developers or receivers and agreed with the Local Authority. Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council will therefore, take a central and facilitating role in this process as set down in the Government Guidelines."

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with this Motion.
It is recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed:
Insert on page 21 of SUFP “Section 2.3.9 Unfinished Estates

Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council will accord with the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government Guidance manual, 'Managing and Resolving Unfinished Housing Developments'. Site Resolutions Plans shall be developed by the developers or receivers and agreed with the Local Authority. Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council will therefore, take a central and facilitating role in this process as set down in the Government Guidelines”. 
The following amended wording to the resolution was CONSIDERED:

“It is an objective of the Council to ensure that unfinished estates in the SBD are appropriately resolved.”

The amended motion was AGREED unanimously.
</AI207>
<AI208>
Extension of Meeting 

It was AGREED to extend the meeting until 8.30 p.m. to conclude the consideration of the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan – Proposed Variation No. 2; Manager’s Report – March 2011.
</AI208>
<AI209>
Page 77 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2050
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; Site 3 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Development potential of site will be significantly reduced due to design principles and requirement for Urban Plaza – appropriate location for bookend/landmark feature building.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is envisaged that a high quality public realm in the form of an Urban Plaza will be provided at the Northern end of Ballymoss Road, in partnership with the Siemans site (the adjacent land owner) and in consultation with DLRCC. The Urban Plaza will in part fulfill each sites requirement under the open space provision. The calculations for plot ratio include the total site area (including Class 2 open space). The provision of Class 2 open space, does not therefore result in a loss of development potential. 

The Siemans site opposite to the subject site has been identified as a suitable location for additional height due to its strategic location at the intersection between Blackthorn Avenue / Drive and Kilmacud Road and between the proposed pedestrian routes of Ballymoss Road & the Rockbrook development.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI209>
<AI210>
Page 77 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2069
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; Site 6 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Landbank, including Febvre, Cannon/Spirit Motor group, Arena House and Bord Gais sites included in sites 6 & 10. Given extent of landbank – warrants its own site reference or meaningful description.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The site is situated within an area, which seeks to promote a character area of medium density, high quality, and commercial pavilion type buildings set into a generous landscaped setting. Development would have a substantial set-back from Blackthorn Drive and would take into account the existing Maretimo culvert.

Individual ownership boundaries have not been followed and it is in this regard together with the above that it is considered that a potential development height of 6 storeys is possible with appropriate buildings.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI210>
<AI211>
Pages 77 & 78 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2070
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; Site 8 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Lands at Leopardstown Retail Park require set back for tree planting – unclear whether this is 10-15% (OE1)   in addition to the pocket park (OS1 and SLO121).”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Where Pocket Parks are identified within the Plan, the developer will be required also to provide suitable boundary treatment for the development, which may take the form of suitable set back, tree planting /boundary landscaping. This will not impact on the development quantum of the site, just on site coverage.

For clarity purposes, the 10-15% open space requirement is the pocket park open space allocation, but this does exclude set backs, streetscapes and landscaping (as above). To amend, Section 2.3 Objectives MC7, OE1, LIW1, MH1 to include after “Class 2 communal open space for all development” text “excluding suitable boundary treatments, which may take the form of suitable set back, tree planting /boundary landscaping.

Recommendation

To amend, Section 2.3 Objectives MC7, OE1, LIW1, MH1 to include after “Class 2 communal open space for all development” text excluding suitable boundary treatments, which may take the form of suitable set back, tree planting /boundary landscaping.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI211>
<AI212>
Page 78 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2069
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; Site 10 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Landbank, including Febvre, Cannon/Spirit Motor group, Arena House and Bord Gais sites included in sites 6 & 10. Given extent of landbank – warrants its own site reference or meaningful description.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The site is situated within an area, which seeks to promote a character area of medium density, high quality, and commercial pavilion type buildings set into a generous landscaped setting. Development would have a substantial set-back from Blackthorn Drive and would take into account the existing Maretimo culvert. 

Individual ownership boundaries have not been followed and it is in this regard together with the above that it is considered that a potential development height of 6 storeys is possible with appropriate buildings.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI212>
<AI213>
Page 78 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2042
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; Site 12 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Site 12: Amend text “Protect and enhance the existing sylvan setting and identity of the Park by maintaining the existing building typology and allowing appropriately redeveloped high quality architecturally designed buildings of freestanding medium density developments or point blocks set into a landscape settings”.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The text is considered to be satisfactory to achieve the objective and SLO115. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI213>
<AI214>
Page 79 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2052
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; Site 13 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Committed to providing open space at Central Park, but require clarification that the open space shown on drawings 10 and 11 are indicative.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“For clarity, Drawings 10 and 11 provide an illustrative vision and concept for the future development of Sandyford Business District that is in accordance with the policies and objectives set out in the SUFP. Any future permissions for the completion of Central Park will be required to provide open space in accordance with the Land Use Policy SUFP1 and objectives in Section 1 (under Objective ‘OE’) and the Open Space Policy SUFP8 and Objectives in Section 4 of the SUFP and have regard to the parent permission which identified an open space area which is yet to be provided.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI214>
<AI215>
Page 79 Manager's Report: Section 3 Urban Form, Public Realm, Linkages and Building Height 

Submission Number V2053
3.5 Design Principles and Character Areas; Zone 4 Light Industrial Warehousing
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	An existing abrupt transition in character/uses between light industrial area of Stillorgan Industrial Estate and commercial area along Blackthorn Road. SUFP does not address this.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“With the limited quantum available the SUFP seeks to utilise this quantum in areas / sites which would consolidate and enhance existing areas within SBD. It is considered that Stillorgan Industrial Estate provides necessary lower intensity type employment uses and retains its own coherent character and identity.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2 SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI215>
<AI216>
Page 81 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2006
General (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Dept. Communications, Energy & Natural Resources has no comment at this time but without prejudice to this the comments of the Inland Fisheries Ireland are that: - the IFI has no observations to make on the variation.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI216>
<AI217>
Page 81 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2016; V2036; V2076; V2039; V2040; V2041; V2008
General (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Concerns regarding the shortage of basic infrastructural systems such as water, sewage etc, but still allowing 250,000sq.m of development. Ensure adequate capacity issue regarding infrastructure is addressed before any further large-scale development is allowed.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The SUFP is based on ensuring adequate capacity of infrastructure including water and drainage infrastructure as outlined in Section 1.6.1 “Rationale underpinning the SUFP” and in Section 4: Infrastructure which includes a number of objectives to provide for and/or facilitate the provision of Environmental Infrastructure (Water and Drainage), Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure (Public Transport/cycling and walking interventions, Smarter Travel Targets, Mobility Management Planning, Parking and Roads) and Community Infrastructure (Open space, Education and Community Facilities). 

The Plan also includes Policy SUFP12 “It is Council policy to ensure the orderly development of Sandyford Business District by the phasing of future development around the key delivery of infrastructure” 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI217>
<AI218>
Page 81 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2028
General (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	The SUFP shall note that where the development of a landholding is not dependent on proposed infrastructure, permissions shall be considered.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Further development in Sandyford is reliant on the provision of the new infrastructure identified. The council requires some level of certainty regarding the deliverability of this infrastructure prior to additional development being permitted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI218>
<AI219>
Pages 81 & 82 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2017; V2019; V2022
4.1 Environmental Infrastructure (i) (ii) (iii) (iv)
The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Still believe there is a significant water supply and foul drainage infrastructure gap in the wider estates, which should be addressed before any more development is granted. The 2010 Dublin water shortages highlight this.

	(ii)
	Suggests an additional phased objective as follows:

	(iii)
	‘P10

	(iv)
	It is an objective of the Council that no additional developments shall be permitted to commence until significant new and upgraded foul sewer infrastructure for the estates is in place, and the additional water main into Zone A is in place’.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The SUFP is based on ensuring adequate capacity of infrastructure including water and drainage infrastructure as outlined in Section 1.6.1 “Rationale underpinning the SUFP” and in Section 4: Infrastructure which includes a number of objectives to provide for and/or facilitate the provision of Environmental Infrastructure (Water and Drainage), Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure (Public Transport/cycling and walking interventions, Smarter Travel Targets, Mobility Management Planning, Parking and Roads) and Community Infrastructure (Open space, Education and Community Facilities). 

This issue has been addressed by the phasing of infrastructure and future development. The Plan includes Policy SUFP12 “It is Council policy to ensure the orderly development of Sandyford Business District by the phasing of future development around the key delivery of infrastructure.” 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI219>
<AI220>
Page 82 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2042
4.1 Environmental Infrastructure (v)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	SWD 2 to be amended to include tanking systems, where other Suds options are not available.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Applications will be assessed in accordance with SWD2.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI220>
<AI221>
Page 82 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2048
4.1 Environmental Infrastructure (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Confidence is required in the water supply and pressure in the area.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This issue is addressed in the phasing of development under Section 5.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI221>
<AI222>
Pages 82 & 83 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2050
4.1 Environmental Infrastructure (vii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	FD3 requires stringent measures at pre-application stage – should be reconsidered to be less restrictive.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This is required to ensure the capacity of infrastructure is properly utilised.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI222>
<AI223>
Page 83 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2009; V2010

4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Section 4.2.1 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Proposed 250,000sqm of offices and 1,000 no. units of residential, however there are no figures available on quantum for other uses.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Employment is the primary contributor to peak hour journeys with the main employment type for future development being office type employment. The 250,000sqm is based on development contributing to peak period commuting trips (mainly office). A quantum of residential was included as a portion of those working in the area may also live in the area and this has a beneficial effect for peak traffic. Trips by other development types are considered not to significantly contribute to peak period trips.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI223>
<AI224>
Page 83 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2020
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Section 4.2.1 (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Welcome mixed land use objectives and proposed high density development closer to LUAS stops. This policy demonstrates best practice integration of land use and transportation planning.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI224>
<AI225>
Page 83 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2020

4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Section 4.2.1 (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(iii)
	“Welcome identification of LUAS stops as key destinations for way finding.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI225>
<AI226>
Pages 83, 84 & 85 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2030

4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Section 4.2.1 (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Extend zoning objective (Office based Employment Uses) across the entirely of the ESB site. Advises that the difference is of the order of 115 two-way trips during the AM peak hour (or 2 trips per minute) and that this is not a significant addition.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The ESB has raised the issue of zoning of part of their land for objective ‘LIW’ light industrial / warehousing for a set of reasons that are unique to the ESB. The existing ESB facility at Leopardstown Roundabout is an important piece of infrastructure as it accommodates the Distribution National Control Centre and the System Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) operations centre. The submission from the ESB explains that this centre serves 200,000 people. The phasing of any redevelopment for future office accommodation will need to ensure that existing services are not disrupted. The ESB have made a strong argument based on the need to phase the redevelopment of their site and the parallel plans for development at Carrrickmines, that the lands on the western portion of their holding are those that they will be able to develop first. 

In addition to the argument for the change in zoning the ESB have argued that the plot ratio of 1:1.5 should be extended to their full land holding, this would increase their potential office floor area by circa 23,400sqm. This argument is based on an analysis done by ARUPS on the likely trips generated by the proposed floor area. Having considered this aspect of the submission, the Manager is confident that the modelling underpinning the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan is robust and that the basis on which ARUPS calculations were made differs to that used in the Council model and are not considered appropriate. 

The ESB have also argued that their site is at a gateway into Sandyford due to the future road scheme (six year road objective, number 6). The Plan has been consistent in its approach not to celebrate the periphery of the SBE by attributing higher densities, but by concentrating this capacity closer to multi modal access points and mixed use core areas. The argument made here by the ESB has been made by a number of submissions.

The Manager having regard to the issues raised by the ESB and being cognisant of their strategic role as an energy supplier, network provider and distributor, considers that their argument in respect to the chronology in which their site can be developed is unique. The Manager considers it critical that the response to the issues raised is consistent with the rationale underpinning the Plan and the overall potential for development in the area. The Manager understands from this submission that it is not feasible to redevelop the existing ESB buildings in the short to medium term due to the infrastructure they house and that the ESB has a strong argument to develop the western portion of their lands first. As set out in the Plan there is a finite capacity for office based employment in Sandyford and while the Manager does not propose to increase the overall quantum that the Plan generates, the Manager would recommend the redistribution of the Office Based employment zoned land across the ESB holding. This can be achieved by reducing the plot ratio in the area of the site where the existing buildings are located so that the existing low density ESB buildings can remain as is with potential for limited additional development, a plot ratio of 1:0.5 is recommended while the area to the west of the land holding is zoned for office based employment, objective ‘OE’ and given a plot ratio of 1:1.5 . 

The overall result of these changes does not materially alter the overall floor area of office-based employment being facilitated in Sandyford Business District. 

Recommendation 

To amend Variation NO.2:SUFP as follows:

	· 
	On land to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal), lands that are within the ESB holding (an area of land of circa 1.56ha), the zoning objective changes from Light Industrial Warehousing to Office based Employment Uses. The plot ratio of these same lands is increased from 1:1 to 1:1.5.

	· 
	On lands to the east of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road and South of the ESB Link Road to Arena Road (6 year road proposal), lands within the ESB holding (an area of land of circa 2.65 ha) the plot ratio of the land will be reduced from 1:1.5 to 1:0.5.

	· 
	The lands to the west of the ESB Link Road to Blackthorn Road (6 year road proposal) that are zoned office based employment and that are located from the rear of the Eircom Lands to the Leopardstown Roundabout (an area of circa 1.85ha) the proposed building height limit be changed from a proposed building height limit of 2 storey height to a proposed building height limit of 5 storey height.

	· 
	Amend Drawing 11 to represent alterations to the ESB site.”


The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI226>
<AI227>
Page 85 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2071; V2073

4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Section 4.2.1 (v)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	No thought seems to have been given to encouraging more traffic neutral uses within SBD.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The development quantum of 350,000sqm identified is for development of a type that generates peak hour trips by private car, which in the SBD is primarily office type. From a transportation perspective no specific limits have been placed on development that does not generate or contribute to peak period trips by private car. There is also a strong emphasis on sustainable travel in the SUFP as part of the Mobility Management Plan, Walking and Cycling and Public Transport Strategies.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI227>
<AI228>
Page 85 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Section 4.2.1 (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Concern over status of permitted development not yet constructed, which according to section 2.4.2 accounts for 100,000 of the 350,000sqm of additional development designated for the SBD.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The further 350,000sqm of development is composed of 250,000sqm over and above that already permitted to date plus 100,000sqm arising from redevelopment of existing sites, i.e. existing development that will be removed and replaced. In the traffic modelling study any development that had already been permitted but not yet constructed or occupied was included along with existing development, and considered in effect to be the same as existing development.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI228>
<AI229>
Page 85 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2047; V2075

4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Section 4.2.1 (vii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	Requests a change in the land use zoning on a strip of land immediately west of the SoftCo site from Open Space to Office based employment uses in order to facilitate land swap that accommodates the provision of a new LUAS pedestrian access to South County Business Park.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This change in land use zoning will facilitate land swaps necessary to achieve some of the SUFP objectives regarding the provision of green routes. 

Recommendation

The strip of land circa 10 metres wide to the immediate west of the SoftCo site in South County Business Park should be rezoned as office based employment Objective ‘OE’ Zone 3.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.”
</AI229>
<AI230>
Pages 85 & 86 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2076

4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Section 4.2.1 (viii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	The well publicised shortage of basic infrastructure systems should be addressed before any further large scale development is allowed.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The infrastructure necessary for further development has been addressed in the SUFP as part of the phasing plan. 
Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI230>
<AI231>
Page 86 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2045
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Smarter Travel (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Inappropriate to set targets for year 2020 when the SUFP timeframe is 2016.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The mode split targets set by the SUFP for 2016 apply to the additional development only and not to existing. The County Development Plan 2010-2016 policy T2 is to promote, facilitate and co-operate in securing the implementation of the ‘Smarter Travel – A Sustainable Transport Future 2009-2020’ to effect a modal shift from the private car to more sustainable modes of transport. Targets will be monitored as part of the Mobility Management Plan on an ongoing basis and updated if necessary.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.

</AI231>
<AI232>
Page 86 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2004
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Smarter Travel (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(ii)
	“The modal split objectives, linked to Smarter Travel Objectives, are strongly supported.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Comments and support noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI232>
<AI233>
Page 86 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2045; V2054
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Smarter Travel (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Smarter travels targets are set for 2020 and not for 2016. Different targets should be set for different parts of the Sandyford Business District. New development in Sandyford Business District should aim for targets well in excess of Smarter Travel Targets for future development in the area.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Comment noted. Smarter Travel aims for higher targets to be achieved in Urban Areas by 2020. The period for the SUFP is up to 2016. Targets will be monitored as part of the Mobility Management Plan on an ongoing basis and updated if necessary. The majority of the Sandyford Business District is within walking and cycle distance of a Luas Station or Bus Stop

Recommendation

No Change to Objective TAM1 in the SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI233>
<AI234>
Page 86 & 87 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2043
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Smarter Travel (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	The strategy adopts quite high targets for reduction in car use, with quite limited initiatives that would drive such a change in behaviour. The emphasis attached to road infrastructure is noticeable. While there seems to be a clear understanding of the quantum of development that can be supported by specific road infrastructure proposals, the same clarity is not evident in relation to mobility management and public transport infrastructure. The plan identifies a number of objectives in relation to both mobility management and public transport neither of this type of category objectives are brought through, to any significant degree to the phasing and funding section. It is difficult to accept that a 45% car mode share target can be achieved without significant investment in public transport and mobility management. The absence of these measures from the phasing and funding section undermines the plan.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Issue noted and considered.

DLR is also in discussion with the Quality Bus Network Office about the implementation of the Bus proposals as part of the Public Transport Strategy.

The Manager recommend the following phasing objective.

Recommendation

The following changes to Variation No.2: SUFP.

Phasing Objective P10

It is an objective of the Council that satisfactory progress should be made with the implementation of the Public Transport, Walking & Cycling and Mobility Management Planning Objectives in tandem with phasing objectives P2, P3 and P4.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI234>
<AI235>
Page 88 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2043

4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Smarter Travel (v)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	The sustainable transport initiatives in the SUFP need to be considerably stronger to deal with not only future, but also existing traffic to deliver the ambitious mode share target for private car.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“We note NRA comments regarding the proposed sustainable transport initiatives. The plan identifies measures to benefit and encourage greater use of sustainable travel modes including the bus/LUAS interchange, Quality Bus Corridors, internal and feeder buses, area wide mobility management plans (outcome based), the Bus Rapid Transit ‘Blue Line’, upgrade and additional facilities for pedestrians and cyclists, motor cycle parking, traffic calming and management measures including shared surfaces and a 30km/h zone, measures to constrain car parking and a civic park and plaza.

Planning is only one tool to implement Smarter travel. Smarter Travel identifies other measures to achieve targets.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI235>
<AI236>
Page 88 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2009
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Public Transport (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	A comprehensive free minibus should radiate out from these entry points. TAM3 and TAM4 go part of the way towards meeting this objective, but are not sufficiently comprehensive.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“An internal shuttle bus service is included as an objective in TAM4. Public transport strategy aims to give greater priority to buses in the area and endeavours to create new bus services for the area linking to the Dart and other areas. 
Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI236>
<AI237>
Page 88 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2020
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Public Transport (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	RPA note proposal for LUAS /Bus interchange and welcome and support any integration of LUAS with other public transport services; however for these to work there has to be buy-in from all operators.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Support noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI237>
<AI238>
Page 88 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2020; V2050
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Public Transport (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(iii)
	Support Objective TAM2 LUAS/Bus interchange along Blackthorn Avenue.


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Support noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI238>
<AI239>
Page 88 & 89 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2009
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Public Transport (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(iv)
	“Public transport in the area is poor.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Public transport strategy aims to give greater priority to buses in the area and endeavours to create opportunities for new bus services for the area linking to the Dart and other areas. DLR will work with Dublin Bus and Quality Bus Network Project Office to facilitate the provision of bus services to and from the area during peak commuting periods.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI239>
<AI240>
Page 89 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2020
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Public Transport (v)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Welcome in principle the proposed shuttle bus between Blackrock DART and Stillorgan LUAS.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Support noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI240>
<AI241>
Page 89 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2050
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Public Transport (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	(vi)
	“The proposed phasing of development is dependent on improvements to the road network rather than the enhancement of the existing public transport network”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The road infrastructure proposed is the minimum deemed necessary to facilitate the 45% peak hour trips by car arising from the additional development, albeit at a level of network performance that is predicted for 2016.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI241>
<AI242>
Page 89 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2023
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Public Transport (vii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	Objective should be included for an express bus service from Wicklow along M50 to the area. The journey from Bray by Dart to Blackrock onto Sandyford too slow.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Public transport strategy aims to give greater priority to buses in the area and endeavours to create a new fast and frequent bus service for the area linking to the DART at Blackrock. This service opens up public transport as an option to the hinterland of the DART from Greystones to Malahide and from further a field via the intercity and commuter rail services. The public transport strategy also includes the development of a route and service from Tallaght to Sandyford and Dun Laoghaire thus providing another link to the Dart line. TAM5 sets out the council’s objective regarding the BlueLine BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) service from  St. Vincents Hospital to Sandyford providing integration between DART, bus and Luas services. The County Development Plan 2010-2016 policy T6 includes the Luas line B2 extension to Fassaroe and Bray.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI242>
<AI243>
Page 89 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2020
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Public Transport (viii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	Public Transport Interchange - The RPA supports, in principle, the development of the proposed bus /Luas interchange at the Stillorgan Luas.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Support noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI243>
<AI244>
Pages 89 & 90 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2009
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Public Transport (ix)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ix)
	Main transport routes should only be Drummartin Road, Leopardstown Road, Blackthorn Road, Blackthorn Drive, and Benildus Avenue. Other routes should be limited to public transport, taxis, ambulances, delivery vehicles and licensees.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The proposed road hierarchy for the Sandyford Business District is shown on drawing No. 7. The future aim for the Sandyford Business District is to create lower speeds thus creating a more cycle and pedestrian friendly environment as per Objective TAM7. Limiting traffic to certain routes only will result in many access difficulties for those working, living, visiting or making deliveries to the area. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI244>
<AI245>
Page 90 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2001; V2002; V2003; V2007; V2011; V2014; V2015; V2021; V2026; V2067
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Cycle and Walking; Six-year Objectives Cycling and Walking (Access) (i) Motion Nos. 2(l) 2(j)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Residents of Leopardstown Lawn object to the provision of a pedestrian and cycle link along the Old Harcourt Street Railway Line for the reasons including: - privacy, security, construction and structural impacts, increased traffic and demand for on-street parking (due to proximity to Luas), light pollution, wildlife, noise and anti-social behaviour. (see also Appendix 2).”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager appreciates the concerns of the residents. This new green route represents a significant enhancement in both pedestrian and cycling infrastructure for the area and will resolve the existing severance issues experienced by non-motorised users wishing to access the Sandyford area and the LUAS and particularly those who currently have no option but to pass through the Leopardstown Roundabout.

The Old Harcourt Street Railway Line and the playing field are in the control of the Council. Proposed scheme will undergo a separate planning approval process (possibly under Part 8) at which time any specific issues relating to the design of the scheme can be appropriately considered.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

It was AGREED that Motion Nos. 2(l) and 2(j) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys would be considered at this time.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

Motion No. 2(l)

“P 39 of report, TAM 6, first bullet point, add after “cycle link into Sandyford” to insert “including a pedestrian crossing at Brewery Road to connect to Sandyford Luas stop.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with the sentiment of the motion but not the inclusion of the wording.

Whilst it is likely that such a crossing point would be essential to this proposed scheme, it is considered more appropriate to appraise any specific issues relating to the design of the scheme, including the provision of controlled pedestrian crossings, as part of the separate planning approval process that is expected to be required (possibly under Part 8 of the Planning and Development Regulations 2001 - 2009).”

A discussion took place, during which Ms. K. Holohan, Deputy Manager responded to Members queries.

The motion was AGREED unanimously.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

Motion No. 2(j)

“P 28 of Draft add to objective WF1 – “To facilitate wayfinding and to encourage a sense of place within Sandyford Business District, it is an objective of the Council to promote the erection of maps of the district for pedestrians, and to promote the erection of signs informing pedestrians, cyclists and users of vehicles that they are entering SBD.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with this Motion.

It is recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed:
To insert text in Objective WF1 (page 28 SUFP) to read, “To facilitate wayfinding and to encourage a sense of place within Sandyford Business District, it is an objective of the Council to promote the erection of maps of the district for pedestrians, and to promote the erection of signs informing pedestrians, cyclists and users of vehicles that they are entering Sandyford Business District”.”
The report of the Manager was AGREED unanimously.
</AI245>
<AI246>
Page 90 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2020

4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Objectives Cycling and Walking (Circulation) (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	The RPA supports the provision of improved pedestrian routes in the area and the proposed pedestrian crossing at the Sandyford Luas stop.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Support noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI246>
<AI247>
Page 91 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2072
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Objectives Cycling and Walking (Circulation)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

“DLRCC should take direct responsibility for upgrading public realm and provide upgrades to movement network -cycle and pedestrian routes.”

The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Objectives contained in section 3.4 Wayfinding, 4.3 Green Infrastructure, D10, D11 and Drawing 6 – cycle and pedestrian routes.

Recommendation 

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI247>
<AI248>
Page 91 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2020
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Mobility Management (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Commend proposal to prepare an area wide Mobility Management Plan. Requests details of framework, scale, form of engagement, scope and deadline for delivery of the Mobility Management Plan.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Details to be included in the Mobility Management Plan. 

Recommendation

Text for Objective TAM 9 to be amended as follows: -

‘It is an objective of the Council to prepare an area wide mobility management plan for Sandyford Business District in conjunction with stakeholders in the area and in consultation with the National Transport Authority.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI248>
<AI249>
Page 91 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2054
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Mobility Management(ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	The NTA welcomes the proposal for the preparation of an area wide Mobility Management Plan which can assist in achieving sustainable transport objectives. The inclusion of a provision to prepare this plan in consultation with the NTA is requested.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Details to be included in the Mobility Management Plan. 

Recommendation

Text for Objective TAM 9 to be amended as follows:

‘It is an objective of the Council to prepare an area wide mobility management plan for Sandyford Business District in conjunction with stakeholders in the area and in consultation with the National Transport Authority.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI249>
<AI250>
Page 91 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2043
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Mobility Management (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Plan contains limited initiatives to drive change in travel behavior.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Delivery of public transport and walking and cycling in tandem with Mobility Management Plan will provide greater travel choice for those working in the area. This will help influence travel habits of those working in the area.  

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI250>
<AI251>
Pages 91 & 92 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2037
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Mobility Management (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	A commercial area is not a suitable location for a school due to the potential traffic hazard.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Safety issues and traffic hazards will be addressed during pre-planning stage including set down areas etc. Any application for a school will require a School Mobility Management Plan to promote access to the school by sustainable travel modes. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI251>
<AI252>
Page 92 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2009
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Parking (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Adequate visitor multi-storey parking should be established at entry points, e.g. LUAS stations, St. Benildus Park, ESB Lands.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“A considerable number of parking spaces exist in the area as part of permitted development, on-street parking or park and ride, which provide for visitor parking. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI252>
<AI253>
Page 92 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2009
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Parking (ii) Motion No. 2(k)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	All LUAS stations should have adequate park and ride facilities. At present facilities at Stillorgan and Sandyford are inadequate and there are none at Kilmacud.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Park and ride for cars and bikes already exist at Sandyford and Stillorgan Luas stops. Policy T7 of the County Development plan states that “It is Council policy to facilitate the provision of Park and Ride in appropriate locations along strategic transport corridors”, allowing for further park and ride to be developed subject to planning. All day park and ride already exists at the Kilmacud Luas Stop along the Drummartin Link Road and a park and ride is permitted at Priorsland. 

To further promote the Sandyford Business District as a park and ride destination would increase the peak hour trips entering the area, which would impact on the future quantum of development. Therefore a further expansion of the park and ride in Sandyford Business District has not been included in the SUFP as it has been adequately provided for in Policy T7. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

It was AGREED that Motion No. 2(k) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys be considered at this time.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

Motion No. 2(k)

“P 38 of Draft add to TAM2 – “It shall also be an objective of the Council to increase the provision for park and ride facilities connected to Luas stops in the vicinity of the SBD.”

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager does not agree with this Motion. 

It is considered that Policy T7 in the County Development Plan 2010-2016 already adequately addresses the issue of park and ride. 
To increase the provision of park and ride in the vicinity of the SBD would attract additional peak period car trips whose ultimate destination is not necessarily within the SBD. This would be detrimental to the sustainability of the additional quantum of development envisaged within the SBD and would be contrary to the rationale underpinning the SUFP as included in section 1.6 of the draft. An increase in park and ride facilities in the SBD would almost certainly require a reduction in the permissible quantum of future additional development.

The inclusion of an objective to increase the provision of park and ride in the SBD area would contradict the Council’s other objectives in section 4.2 that relate to parking. These objectives seek to appropriately control the number of car parking spaces available in order to encourage travel to the SBD by sustainable modes.”

The report of the Manager was NOTED, and the Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI253>
<AI254>
Page 92 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2023
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Parking (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Clarification requested for TAM16 regarding the use of excess spaces.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Objective TAM16 refers to the provision of alternative sustainable travel or other measures to facilitate the provision of lower parking quantum in a development. It can also refer to the leasing of car parking spaces in other development to facilitate lower parking quantum for a particular development. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI254>
<AI255>
Page 92 & 93 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2054
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Parking (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	The NTA recommend an area based approach to car parking standards for the entire Sandyford Business District and recommends that the maximum car parking standards for the area should not exceed the DLR County Development Plan 2010-2016 car parking standards for designated areas along public transport corridors. This will help control congestion in the local and wider environs and encourage access by non-car modes.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Objectives TAM13 to TAM17 refer to a possible reduction in the provision of car parking for particular developments where alternative sustainable travel modes or other measures to facilitate the provision of a lower parking quantum are provided. In particular Objective TAM16 can also refer to the leasing of car parking spaces in other developments to facilitate lower parking quantum for a particular development.

The current car parking standards were adopted in April 2010 as part of the County Development Plan 2010-2016. In the current County Development Plan car parking standards have been changed from minimum to maximum parking standards. In addition, separate car parking standards are included for development along public transport corridors. In formulating the standards, reference was made to other car parking standards in the Greater Dublin Area and to UK best practice. In addition, the car parking standards also required the provision of spaces for charging of electric vehicles (e.g. 10% office) and 4% for disabled persons. There is scope existing within the County Development Plan to reduce car-parking quantum for any development. 

Recommendation

The following changes to Variation No.2: SUFP.
Additional Car Parking Objective to be included after TAM 17: -

It is an objective of the Council that the maximum car parking standards for the entire Sandyford Business District will not exceed the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016 car parking standards for designated areas along public transport corridors and more restrictive standards may apply at appropriate locations”.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI255>
<AI256>
Page 93 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2069; V2070
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Parking (v)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Restricting car parking provision can have a positive impact on reducing car dependence, while not restricting the growth potential of the area.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The current car parking standards were adopted in April 2010 as part of the County Development Plan 2010-2016. In the current County Development Plan car parking standards have been changed from minimum to maximum parking standards. In addition, separate car parking standards are included for development along public transport corridors. In formulating the standards, reference was made to other car parking standards in the Greater Dublin Area and to UK best practice. In addition, the car parking standards also required the provision of spaces for charging of electric vehicles (e.g. 10% office) and 4% for disabled persons. There is scope existing within the County Development Plan to reduce car-parking quantum for any development. 

Objectives TAM13 to TAM17 refer to a possible reduction in the provision of car parking for particular developments where alternative sustainable travel modes or other measures to facilitate the provision of a lower parking quantum are provided. In particular Objective TAM16 can also refer to the leasing of car parking spaces in other developments to facilitate lower parking quantum for a particular development.

Recommendation

The following changes to Variation No.2: SUFP.
Additional Car Parking Objective to be included after TAM17 -

“It is an objective of the Council that the maximum car parking standards for the entire Sandyford Business District will not exceed the Dún Laoghaire Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016 car parking standards for designated areas along public transport corridors and more restrictive standards may apply at appropriate locations”.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI256>
<AI257>
Pages 93 & 94 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2031
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure Parking (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	The movement network within the Sandyford Business District should be based on sustainable travel modes with car parking standards reduced, restrictions on cars entering the Sandyford Business District and traffic neutral uses.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Scope exists within the County Development Plan and in the Area Wide Mobility Management Plan to promote sustainable travel modes and reduce car-parking quantum for any development. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI257>
<AI258>
Page 94 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2023
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Roads; General (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	The plan should contain an objective to;

	
	Produce an express bus service from Wicklow on the M50,

	
	Improve the Bray Bypass and,

	
	Provide a ramp from the M50 northbound to the Southern Roundabout.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

	“1.
	It is not within the remit of the Council to provide the bus service suggested.

	2.
	The improvement of the Bray Bypass is not specifically required to facilitate the future development of Sandyford.

	3.
	The traffic model analysis has concluded that the northbound route to Sandyford via the Sandyford Interchange and the Drummartin Link Road operates with a satisfactory level of performance. The M50 junction 14 provides one northbound and one southbound exit.”


Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI258>
<AI259>
Page 94 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2026
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Roads; General (ii) (iii)
The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	The plan must address traffic congestion and provide a quick direct route from the motorway to the N11 without roundabouts or traffic lights.

	(iii)
	‘Temporary’ turn restrictions were imposed along Leopardstown Road and Lawn for the M50 construction. The ‘Plan’ should restore these turns.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The transportation vision for the Sandyford Business Estates is to create a ‘sustainable travel community’ with a strong sense of identity that provides quality of life to the people who live and work in the area, ensuring that development occurs at a pace where it is supported by sustainable transport choices. The future focus will be on access to the area by sustainable travel modes rather than by car.  

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI259>
<AI260>
Pages 94 & 95 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2029
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Roads; General (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Request that an additional access arm be illustrated serving the Legionaries of Christ Lands onto the roundabout proposed for the Murphystown Link Road, with corresponding amendment to drawing 9.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“As stated on page 2 of the draft plan – “The Maps have a statutory basis within the County Development Plan 2010-2016. The Drawings are provided for reference and as a guidance for development.” The drawing is included to indicate the route feasibility. 

The proposed scheme will undergo a separate planning approval process at which time any specific issues relating to the design of the scheme can be appropriately considered.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI260>
<AI261>
Page 95 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2029
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Roads; General (v)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Legionaries of Christ are not opposed to proposed objectives, which pass through their lands, subject to appropriate compensation.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI261>
<AI262>
Page 95 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2029
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Roads; General (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Recognise that the roads objectives are critical in facilitating future development in the Sandyford Area.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI262>
<AI263>
Page 95 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2051
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Roads; General (vii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	The plan should promote the development of traffic management measures to reduce the potential for traffic congestion and associated vehicular emissions within the plan area.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Objective TAM1 requires vehicular access to all future development to be constrained to the modal split of 45% trips by private car (maximum) as per Government Policy published by the Department of Transport, ‘Smarter Travel, A Sustainable Transport Future 2009-2020’. There is a strong emphasis in the plan on sustainable travel and road safety and providing for all road users. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI263>
<AI264>
Page 95 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2072
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Roads; General (viii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	Welcomes the infrastructure improvement works proposed under the SUFP.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI264>
<AI265>
Page 95 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2052
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Roads; General (ix)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ix)
	Supportive of Road upgrade proposals in general.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI265>
<AI266>
Page 96 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2052
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Roads; General (x)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(x)
	Road proposal No. 2B & 10 would be seriously detrimental to the completion of Central Park (inc. provision of open space) and not feasible.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is recognised in the Transportation Background Paper that the links No.2b and 10 are more problematic to deliver in terms of land costs, construction costs and planning constraints. It was subsequently determined that these schemes could be eliminated from the short-term 6-year objectives without unduly effecting the road network performance, by the addition of SLO 122.  However, they are retained as long-term objectives in the plan so that their implementation may be included for consideration at some point in the future. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI266>
<AI267>
Page 96 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2009
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	1.
	Seems to be no estimate of vehicle density in public documentation.

	
	2.
	Recommend internal restrictions. Main transport routes should be based on Drummartin Road, Leopardstown Road, Blackthorn Avenue, Blackthorn Drive and Benildus Avenue. Other routes should be limited to public transport, taxis, ambulances, delivery vehicles and licensees.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

	“1.
	Traffic Modelling report has been made available on the DLR website with the background papers and includes predicted traffic figures at main junctions and the M50 interchanges.

	2.
	Traffic modelling analysis concluded that the existing road network would not facilitate any further additional development beyond that already permitted to date. The proposed road hierarchy for the Sandyford Business District is shown on drawing No. 7. The future aim for the Sandyford Business District is to create lower speeds thus creating a more cycle and pedestrian friendly environment as per Objective TAM7.  Limiting traffic to certain routes only will result in many access difficulties for those working, living, visiting or making deliveries to the area.”


Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI267>
<AI268>
Pages 96 & 97 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2031
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	M50 Diverge ramp access and Bracken Road could provide a self-sufficient traffic cell from the Furze Road/ Heather Road/ Bracken Road area, which could support a much higher quantum of development than is identified in the SUFP, and with a minimal impact on other traffic cells.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The traffic modelling analysis carried out for Sandyford, based on the identified additional infrastructure, indicated the maximum development quantum that can be accommodated and are included in the SUFP.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI268>
<AI269>
Page 97 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2042; V2052
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Support for roads objectives”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Support noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI269>
<AI270>
Page 97 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2043; V2069; V2070
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	The transport measures identified relate and emphasises the provision of road infrastructure and the use of the private car for commuting. The plan is heavily reliant on traffic interventions.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Of the 20 transport objectives in the SUFP, 3 relate to Road objectives while the majority of the others refer to the implementation of sustainable travel proposals as outlined in the Background paper as part of the Walking and Cycling and Public Transport Strategies and on the promotion of sustainable travel. 

The road infrastructure proposed is the minimum deemed necessary to facilitate the 45% peak hour trips by car arising from the additional development, albeit at a level of network performance that was predicted for 2016, in the event that no further development or road infrastructure would be implemented. Therefore the SUFP neither seeks to improve the road capacity beyond facilitating 45% trips from the additional development nor the network performance level above that predicted for 2016 with no further additional development.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI270>
<AI271>
Page 97 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2045
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Given the proposed amendments to the Leopardstown Roundabout, the possibility of providing an alternative southbound exit onto the M50 from South County Business Park should be explored.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“As this would likely require a motorway order and would essentially be a private access onto the Motorway it is unlikely that the NRA would support such a proposal. Refer to the NRA document ‘Policy Statement on Development Management and Access to National Roads’.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI271>
<AI272>
Pages 97 & 98 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2057
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (vi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Questions whether the proposed Objective LIW zoning and related very low density standards are appropriate at the Sandyford Gateway at Beacon Court lands in that they may hinder the viability and efficient delivery of the Bracken Road Extension.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Zoning alteration and height and plot ratio amendments can be made without affecting the overall infrastructure requirements in that the MH zoning objective requires that the development shall demonstrate that it will not add to peak hour traffic within the Sandyford Business District, subject to certain provisos. 

Recommendation
Zoning of northern section of Sandyford Gateway site to be changed from LIW Light Industrial / Warehousing (Zone 4) to MH Medical (Zone 6) on Map 1. To amend Map 2, Plot Ratio to 1:2.5 and Map 3 Building height to 6 storeys.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI272>
<AI273>
Page 98 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2065
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (vii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	Requested to reconsider the alignment of the link between the ESB roundabout and Blackthorn Road having regard to the existing use of the Aviva Investors owned lands.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Plan advises in section 5 that the alignment has not been finalised and that the critical factor is the connection between the ESB Roundabout, Arena Road and Blackthorn Road. Also, the proposed scheme will undergo a separate planning approval process (possibly under Part 8) at which time any specific issues relating to the design of the scheme can be appropriately considered.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI273>
<AI274>
Page 98 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2069
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (viii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	Development of lands accessing onto Arena Road are entirely dependant on the provision of roads infrastructure (i.e. ESB and Arena Road Links) that will not result in any significant improvement to the traffic situation within the SBD, “therefore suggest that Phasing Policy 9 be removed.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“A traffic model scenario was run with the ESB and Arena Road Link removed. The analysis of the output indicated that network performance was not significantly adversely affected provided that all nine other road schemes were put in place. Four of the schemes that were considered more problematic to deliver in terms of land costs, construction costs and planning constraints were removed and the ESB and Arena link retained, as this road link has a dual role in providing access to development of this land and to the SBD as a whole.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI274>
<AI275>
Page 98 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2072
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (ix)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ix)
	Support for proposed alterations to the Leopardstown Roundabout.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Support noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI275>
<AI276>
Pages 98 & 99 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2043
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (x) (xi)

The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(x)
	NRA see a number of practical difficulties in implementing the M50 Junction 14 Diverge Ramp Access to Heather Road (No.1):

	(xi)
	Ramp is part of the motorway so a motorway order under the Roads Act would seem to be required. If the planning authority wishes to advance then the NRA are willing to consider it in the context of the overall transport proposals for the area.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“There is an existing problem with queuing on this exit ramp. It is considered that an additional relief road is necessary in order to satisfactorily resolve this problem and to ensure that it does not re-occur with future occupancy of permitted and future development. It is the preference of the Council to provide this relief road, as previously suggested by the NRA, as a free-flow slip to the ESB link road. However the access to Heather Road is retained at this point as a secondary option if for some reason the ESB link proves impossible to deliver. Hence this scheme is included, as a reserve option in the six-year road objectives if for any reason the ESB link road does not proceed.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI276>
<AI277>
Page 99 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2043
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure

Six-year Roads Objectives (xii) (xiii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xii)
	The Bracken Road Extension (No.3) proposes a new junction on the Drummartin Link Road approximately 120 meters north of the Sandyford roundabout part of the M50 junction 14, which is very close to what is a busy junction.

	(xiii)
	In addition the proposed junction would severely constrain the alignment of the connection of the Dublin Eastern Bypass into M50 junction 14 and therefore it is in conflict with objective TAM 20. The NRA is therefore opposed to this proposal and requests that it is omitted.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The traffic study has indicated no ill effect on the Sandyford interchange. On the contrary this left in/left out only scheme has been included as a six-year objective in the plan due to the benefits predicted without negative impact on the nearby interchange. 
The possible impact on the proposed route of the Dublin Eastern Bypass are addressed as follows: -

	· 
	The preliminary design submitted has confirmed that the proposed Bracken Road Extension is entirely compatible with the horizontal alignment of the Dublin Eastern Bypass Motorway and does not give rise to any additional constraints.

	· 
	The vertical alignment design of the Bracken Road Extension has taken due cognisance of the Eastern Bypass Motorway. The preliminary design submitted has demonstrated the compatibility of both schemes with some minor adjustment to vertical alignment to the southbound feeder lane of the Dublin Eastern Bypass Motorway.

	· 
	The Bracken Road Extension could significantly facilitate the traffic management and sequencing of the works during the construction of the Dublin Eastern Bypass by virtue of the fact that it provides for increased permeability to and from the Sandyford Business District.


Recommendation
No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI277>
<AI278>
Pages 99 & 100 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2043
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Six-year Roads Objectives (xiv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xiv)
	The NRA advises that they have no great difficulties to a similar proposal to the ESB Link Road (No.6) proposed as a bus link only. However, the proposed link providing for general traffic could potentially increase unacceptable traffic loading onto the M50 junction 14 beyond the point that can be efficiently supported. The NRA recommends that further detailed analysis needs to be done on this proposal and should be omitted.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The traffic study has indicated no ill effect on the M50 junction 14. On the contrary this scheme has been included as a six-year objective in the plan due to the benefits predicted without negative impact on the M50 junction 14.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI278>
<AI279>
Page 100 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2052
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Long-term Roads Objectives (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	The proposed Link Road (No. 2b and 10) would not only be detrimental to the development of Central Park but is also not feasible due to a number of technical reasons.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

It is recognised in the Transportation Background Paper that the links No.2b and 10 are more problematic to deliver in terms of land costs, construction costs and planning constraints. It was subsequently determined that these schemes could be eliminated from the short-term 6-year objectives without unduly effecting the road network performance. However, they are retained as long-term objectives in the plan, due to their strategic benefits, so that their implementation may be included for consideration at some point in the future. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI279>
<AI280>
Pages 100 & 101 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2043
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Long-term Roads Objectives (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	The NRA does not support the slip from the Leopardstown Road (N31) to the M50 southbound (No.4), as it would create a new access to the M50, which is contrary to national policy relating to national roads. There are already a multiplicity of access points to the M50, which facilitates the use of the M50 as a distribution road to the detriment of its strategic bypass function.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The N31 by virtue of its designation as a national primary road has a strategic function. Therefore this road linking national road to motorway would facilitate the strategic function of the N31. Furthermore, traffic on the N31 currently wishing to access the M50 has to do so via local and regional roads and the Sandyford rotary. The provision of this link in addition to facilitating the strategic function of the N31 would provide congestion relief at the Sandyford rotary and would be of particular benefit in the context of the connection of the Dublin Eastern Bypass to the M50. Notwithstanding the above, the Council has respected the current view of the NRA on this scheme and consequently it has not been proposed during the life of the plan but has been retained for possible consideration in the future by including as a long-term roads objective.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI280>
<AI281>
Page 101 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2043
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Long-term Roads Objectives (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Subject to confirmation that the Grade Separation at Drummartin Link Road and Blackthorn Drive (No.8) is compatible with the possible future implementation of the Dublin Eastern Bypass, the NRA would have no issues with this proposal.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The preliminary design prepared and presented to the NRA is intended to be entirely compatible with the alignment currently available for the Dublin Eastern Bypass.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI281>
<AI282>
Page 101 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2043
4.2 Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure; Long-term Roads Objectives (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	With regards to the proposed Leopardstown Road to Murphystown Link Road (No.10) the NRA acknowledges the benefits arising from enhancing the local road network that should allow for reduced reliance on the M50 for local traffic accessing the SBD. Accordingly the NRA supports the principle of this proposal.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“NRA support noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI282>
<AI283>
Pages 101 & 102 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2002
4.3 Community Infrastructure; 4.3.1 Open Space (i) & Motion 2(n)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	No mention of Children’s Playgrounds”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Play ground/play opportunities will be designed into class 1 open spaces and some forms of active recreation will be provided for within some of the pocket parks. 

Recommendation

Change Objective F1 to read as follows;

“It is an objective of the Council to expand on the existing public open space provision by the inclusion of St Benildus sports facilities on the southern side of St. Benildus Avenue to provide Class 1 Public Open Space use. This will include play opportunities, playing pitches, a dogs off leash area, a network of paths, park style boundary treatment and soft and hard landscape elements”.

Change to objective F3 to read as follows;

“It is an objective to the Council to develop a Sandyford Business District Civic Park (circa .08ha of Class 1 Open Space). A balance will be struck in the design and layout of this park between the smart, civic quality of an urban square, and the casual, spontaneous nature of a residential area. This will include significant water features, a high degree of sculptural influence, play opportunities, hard & soft landscape features and extensive tree planting.(SLO 119)””

It was AGREED that Motion No. 2(n) would be considered at this time.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

Motion no 2(n)

“In Manager’s recommendations, before “play opportunities” insert “playground space and other” (two references require amendment)

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with the sentiment of the Motion but cannot agree with the wording of the Motion in respect to Objective F3.

It is recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed:
To amend text in Objective F1 (page 20 SUFP) (as recommended for amendment in Manager’s Report page 101 and 102) before “play opportunities” insert “playground space and other..”.

In respect to Objective F3, to allow for flexibility in the design of the Civic Park and to ensure that the park meets the needs of a mix of people and generations, it is not considered appropriate to commit to the provision of a standard playground at this location. The park facilities will include play opportunities for children, with elements of playground features.

In this regard, it is recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed:
To amend text of Objective F3 (page 21 SUFP) by inserting after “play opportunities” the words “including those for childrens play.”

The report of the Manager was AGREED unanimously.

Following a brief discussion the Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI283>
<AI284>
Pages 102 & 103 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2016; V2017; V2019; V2022; V2023; V2024; V2036; V2038; V2039; V2040; V2041; V2048; V2070; V2076
4.3 Community Infrastructure; 4.3.1 Open Space (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi)
The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Lack of amenity open space provision in the SUFP.

	(iii)
	Insufficient provision of open space and European Best Standard

	(iv)
	Expand the amount of green/open space provision.

	(v)
	Location of civic park

	(vi)
	Rationale of combining St Benildus and Council owned lands to provide a Class 1 open space given that they are already open space.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Within a 1.5km radius of the plan area there is currently 36.29 ha of public open.

Best practice guidance for open space provision suggests that standards should be set locally and that is what the Framework Plan has set out to achieve.  The Framework Plan has taken into account the fact that there are 7.4 ha of woodland at South County Business Park which are accessible to the public and that in such an urban context due regard must be given to the value of public realm and private open space such as courtyards and roof gardens for recreation and relaxation. 

11.45 ha of open space (excluding the Reservoir lands) is provided for within the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan area in the form of Class 1 Open Spaces and pocket parks.  

Open space requirements have been devised to meet the needs of both the proposed employment and residential communities. This plan and the open space provided addresses the increase in residential and employment population as a result of future growth in office based floor space of 350,000msq and the provision of an additional 1000 residential units. 

The rationale for the location of the Civic park at the corner of Corrig Road and Carmanhall Road is to create a Park and event space at the heart of the existing and proposed residential and commercial/office based communities. A town park within easy access of homes and work places (and away from busy roads).  The existing mature trees, which will form part of the park, enhance this location and the proposed shared surface, which will extend the public realm element of the site. The proposal to locate this park to the corner of Corrig Road and Blackthorn Road is not advisable as it would position the open space to the periphery of the existing and proposed residential communities and would front onto a busy road. 

At present the lands at St Benildus and the adjoining Council lands are used for sports. The rationale of combining these lands is to create a park, which will include a wider range of activities for the new communities. This park will not only include playing pitches but also play opportunities for children, a dogs off leash area, path networks, improved boundary treatments and both soft and hard landscaped elements. This park will also provide for both the passive and active recreational needs of the wider community. 

Recommendation:

No change to variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI284>
<AI285>
Page 103 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2010
4.3 Community Infrastructure; 4.3.1 Open Space (vii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	Concerns in relation to the development of an open space/park on the reservoir lands and the amenity and privacy of adjoining residential properties.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“For clarity purposes drawing no. 10 referred to in section 4.3.1 and objective OS5 outlines the Councils objective in relation to developing part of the reservoir as active open space (class 1). Due regard will be given in the design of the open space to insure there will be no over looking of houses. The future covering over of part of the reservoir is required to meet drinking water standards.

Recommendation:

Recommend change of OS5 to include the above statement.

It is an objective of the Council to actively pursue the use of the existing reservoir site as active open space (Class 1) when the use of part of this area as a reservoir is abandoned and the remaining part is covered over. Due regard will be given in the design of the open space to insure there will be no over looking of houses.  This space will compensate for any future loss of the parklands at St. Benildus associated with the construction of the Eastern Bypass. (Drawing 10, A2)”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI285>
<AI286>
Page 103 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2069
4.3 Community Infrastructure; 4.3.1 Open Space (viii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	Objective OS3 to open the Maretimo Stream Culvert where feasible. How will this affect development standards?”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Maretimo Stream is currently in culvert. Development cannot occur over this. The objective to open up the culvert where possible, and create a green route alongside, is provided to encourage the provision of high quality public realm and walking environment as part of any future development. The provision of this will have no subsequent impact on the plot ratios identified in Map 2. 

Recommendation:

No change to variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI286>
<AI287>
Page 103 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2070
4.3 Community Infrastructure; 4.3.1 Open Space (ix)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ix)
	Objective OS1 and SLO 121 – pocket park at Leopardstown Retail Park lies on boundary of 2 landowners – provision of this park dependent on both sites being developed. This Park may therefore not be provided in short to medium term.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Pocket Parks which straddle two or more landowners should not preclude the phased development of part of the parks which should be made available for use by the local communities. The further development of the pocket park would follow on in phases pending future development of adjoining sites.

Recommendation:

No change to variation No.2:SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI287>
<AI288>
Pages 103 & 104 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2042
4.3 Community Infrastructure; 4.3.1 Open Space (x)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(x)
	OS4 to be amended to include “The scale of new office development, positioning, landscape and architectural treatment within this area will be required to demonstrate that it maintains this sylvan setting”.


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is not considered necessary to change the wording as suggested. OS4 is suitably worded, together with SLO 115 to retain the sylvan setting of the Business Park.

Recommendation:

No change to variation No.2:SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI288>
<AI289>
Page 104 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2016; V2017; V2022; V2039; V2040
4.3.2 Community Facilities (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Proposed community facilities are sorely lacking with only 1 facility proposed as an objective for Carmanhall Road - which means social infrastructure is largely ignored.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“SLO 113 facilitates the provision of a community facility at the corner of Carmanhall Road/Blackthorn Road. However, community facilities/cultural uses/leisure facilities are either permitted in principle or open for consideration under the Land Use Zoning Objectives (Appendix 1) Zone 1 ‘MIC’, Zone 2’MOC’, Zone 3 ’OE’, Zone 4’LIW’, Zone 5 ‘A2’, Zone 6 ‘MH’ and Zone ‘F’.”

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI289>
<AI290>
Page 104 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2029
4.3.3 Education (i) (ii)
The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Remove ‘Objective E2’”

	“(ii)
	Concerns regarding the quantum of education facilities earmarked for the SBD and the designation of lands under SLO112, given the quantum of 1-2 bed apartments, which will not result in a high child population in the area. Noted that the Dept. of Education has not identified D18 or Sandyford as a location for new schools in the short-medium term.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Existing/permitted residential units in SBD are generally 1 or 2 bedroom apartment type units therefore in the interest of providing a varied mix of housing types, it is proposed that residential development at Carmanhall Road will consist of predominately own door access, family type units with taller buildings to the outer edge of the neighbourhood only to provide enclosure to the centre.  

The provision of school sites accords with the requirement of the Department of Education. It is necessary to identify sites so that they will be available at appropriate locations when required. The Department have agreed with the sites identified in the Plan and consider them to be appropriate in a developed area/area in transition, considering there are no greenfiled sites within Sandyford Business District (see submission from Department of Education no. V2005).

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2:SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI290>
<AI291>
Page 105 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2005
4.3.3 Education (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Dept. Education notes the zoning for primary and post-primary provision in zoning maps as per discussion between DLRCC and DES Forward Planning Staff re: provision of educational facilities in the SUFP area given the residential zoning outlined.  No further comment at this time re this variation.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2:SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI291>
<AI292>
Page 105 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Numbers V2037; V2053; V2050
4.3.3 Education (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Deficiencies in the rationale for school provision, particularly post primary at Holly Avenue due to: nature of existing industrial development; the site being isolated from residential; lack of genuine need for this level of school provision and likelihood that residential units will not be built out given the economic climate and phasing (education population and resident population assumptions in Background paper are contradictory); predominance of 1-2 bed units and household size, 1.87 - 2pph more appropriate.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Education statistics are based on the Department of Education criteria for number of persons per household 2.77pph. DLRCC population projections are based on 2.5pph which allows therefore for a further 1,000 units. LUTS traffic model was based on 729 units. An allowance has been made for 1,000 additional units within Sandyford Business District, allowing for residential permissions that have expired. 

Regional Planning Guidelines identifies occupancy rates 2.58pph in the GDA by 2022 and in DLR 2.42pph by 2016.

Proposed future housing will provide a mix of housing types, in particular family type accommodation, such as own door residential units, which will have a higher occupancy rate of the permitted and existing apartments. 
Phasing of residential units is based on the provision of open space – P1 and not constrained by other large scale infrastructure projects.

The provision of school sites accords with the requirement of the Department of Education. It is necessary to identify sites so that they will be available at appropriate locations when required. The Department have agreed with the sites identified in the Plan and consider them to be appropriate in a developed area/area in transition, considering there are no green field sites within Sandyford Business District (see submission from Department of Education no. V2005).

Recommendation

No change to Variation NO.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI292>
<AI293>
Page 106 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2053
4.3.3 Education (v)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Background paper recognises the Benildus school site for post primary, yet the SLO 112 does not specify.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The provision of school sites accords with the requirement of the Department of Education. It is necessary to identify sites so that they will be available at appropriate locations when required. The Department have agreed with the sites identified in the Plan and consider them to be appropriate in a developed area/area in transition, considering there are no green field sites within Sandyford Business District (see submission from Department of Education no. V2005).

However, given that further assessment will be required by the Department of Education of the sites and their possible acquisition, it was deemed appropriate not to designate the sites to either primary or post primary at this stage. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation NO.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI293>
<AI294>
Page 106 Manager's Report: Section 4 Infrastructure 

Submission Number V2037
4.3.3 Education (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Department of Education carried out a study on education needs – D18 nor Sandyford was identified.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The provision of school sites accords with the requirement of the Department of Education. It is necessary to identify sites so that they will be available at appropriate locations when required. The Department have agreed with the sites identified in the Plan and consider them to be appropriate in a developed area/area in transition, considering there are no green field sites within Sandyford Business District (see submission from Department of Education no. V2005).

Recommendation

No change to Variation NO.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI294>
<AI295>
Page 109 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2008; V2031
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	The SUFP proposes an additional quantum of 250,000m2 of development with no plans showing how the necessary infrastructure (water, sewerage, transport, etc.) would be provided.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Section 5 of the plan details the phasing objectives P1 to P9 and the funding objective M1 to prepare a levy scheme that covers the future cost of providing infrastructure that benefits the development of the area.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI295>
<AI296>
Page 109 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2028; V2029; V2045; V2050; V2052

Section 5.1 Phasing; General (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Requests inclusion a timeframe in the SUFP including a programme for planning permissions, procurement of lands and commencement of works”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

Programme will be dictated by demand for and pace of development, however it is expected that the planning process for the schemes identified in P2 will commence soon after the adoption of the SUFP.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI296>
<AI297>
Page 109 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2028
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Requests that a clearer definition of the allocation of the allocated sqm. as per the proposed phasing to be included in the plan.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The phased development quanta have not been allocated to particular plots of land as it would be impossible to predict the order in which land might be developed. The phasing outlined in the plan clearly shows what projects need to be progressed before a certain quantum of development is permitted. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI297>
<AI298>
Page 109 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2030
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Modify the mandatory language used with regard to Section 47 so that the planning authority can exercise its discretion to secure the development of roads by using other powers such as CPO.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The language used in the draft SUFP does not preclude the use of Compulsory Purchase Orders. However, for the purpose of clarity it is recommended to amend the footnote 6. with respect to P9.

Recommendation

To amend footnote 6 “For the purpose of this Plan facilitated means: An applicant for planning permission in respect to their land holding will have entered a Section 47 Agreement under the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010, with the Planning Authority, that accommodates the realisation of the Road.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI298>
<AI299>
Pages 109 & 110 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2030; V2031; V2037; V2050; V2069; V2070; V2072; V2073; V2074
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (v) (vi)
The following summary of submissions received were CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Implementation of the SUFP constrained by phasing objectives P1-P9 – reliant on key infrastructure and few stakeholders and DLRCC.”

	“(vi)
	Introduce some flexibility in the phasing of development so that additional development cannot be frustrated by third parties.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Further development in Sandyford is reliant on the provision of the new infrastructure identified. The Council requires some level of certainty regarding the deliverability of this infrastructure prior to additional development being permitted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI299>
<AI300>
Page 110 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2045; V2050; V2075
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (vii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	The objectives of the SUFP state that planning permissions will not be granted until infrastructure has been delivered, thus it will not be possible to fund the schemes from levies (P1-P9).”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Objectives P2, P3 and P4 require that the planning approval process shall be complete and planning approval granted prior to permission for development or development phase, not that the roads have to be delivered.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI300>
<AI301>
Page 110 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2052
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (viii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	The Plan should indicate which projects are to be provided by the Council and which should be the subject to further collections.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Policy SUFP13 Funding and Objective M1 advises that infrastructure and services that benefit the development of the area will be funded by way of a special levy scheme under Section 49 and/or an additional Section 48 Levy Scheme. Detailed analysis will be carried out as part of objective M1.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI301>
<AI302>
Pages 110 & 111 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2054
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (ix)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ix)
	The NTA welcomes the proposal for the preparation of an area wide Mobility Management Plan which can assist in achieving sustainable transport objectives. A provision to prepare this plan in conjunction with the NTA is requested.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Issue noted.

Recommendation

To amend text for Objective TAM 9 to be amended as follows: -

It is an objective of the Council to prepare an area wide Mobility Management Plan for Sandyford Business District in conjunction with stakeholders in the area and in consultation with the National Transport Authority.”
The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI302>
<AI303>
Page 111 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2058; V2059; V2060
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (x)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(x)
	Phasing objectives P2, P3, P4, P5, P6 preclude permission of additional development pending appropriate progress on delivery of road proposals. Suggests that objectives be altered to preclude construction of any permitted additional development.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The additional development should only be allowed to proceed in tandem with progress on the required road infrastructure. If commencement of construction of the additional development is precluded pending the commencement of construction of the road proposals then it considered that this would give rise to greater delay to additional development.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI303>
<AI304>
Page 111 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2060
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (xi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xi)
	Suggest that phasing objectives P2, P3, P4, P5, P6 be clarified that the “additional development” referred to is the 350,000sqm commercial space / 1000 apartment additional capacity over and above the quantum included in the “do nothing” scenario”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The wording of the phasing is clear. P2 and P6 differ from P3, P4 and P5 in that P2 and P6 relate to all development not just office based employment.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI304>
<AI305>
Page 111 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2008; V2019; V2022; V2041
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (xii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xii)
	Concerns over delivery of green spaces before end of CDP in 2016”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Contained within section 5.1.1 Phasing is objective P1 which states “It is an objective of the Council that no additional residential accommodation will be permitted until either the land at St. Benildus or the Civic Park has been procured or made available for public use.

Provision of open space within commercial /office/retail areas is provided for within the plan area under each of the land use zone objectives MC5,MC7,OE1,LIW1,A23 and MH1.

Recommendation:

No change to variation No. 5.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI305>
<AI306>
Pages 111 & 112 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2070; V2072; V2073; V2074; V2050; V2031

Section 5.1 Phasing; General (xiii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xiii)
	Implementation of the SUFP constrained by phasing objectives P1-P9 – reliant on key infrastructure and few stakeholders and DLRCC.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Further development in Sandyford is reliant on the provision of the new infrastructure identified. The Council requires some level of certainty regarding the deliverability of this infrastructure prior to additional development being permitted.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI306>
<AI307>
Page 112 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2050; V2028
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (xiv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xiv)
	Phasing to be reviewed, in particular for those areas that are not dependent on road upgrades.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“All of the proposed future quantum 350,000sqm of office development, spread throughout the SUFP is dependent on roads infrastructure together with the Smarter Travel Objectives and public transport objectives/incentives. Other development, outside of the 350,000sqm office development is not subject to the phasing restrictions (except residential development in respect to P1).

Recommendation

No change to Variation NO.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI307>
<AI308>
Page 112 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2050
Section 5.1 Phasing; General (xv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(xv)
	Phasing objectives conflict with Modal Split objectives – development dependent on roads infrastructure rather than improvement in public transport.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Walking and Cycling Strategy, the Public Transport Strategy and Mobility Management Plan will be delivered before or in tandem with the Roads Strategy. 

DLR is also in discussion with the Quality Bus Network Office about the implementation of the Bus proposals as part of the Public Transport Strategy.

The Manager recommends the inclusion of additional Phasing Objective P10 as set out below.

Recommendation

The following changes to Variation No.2: SUFP.

Include “Phasing Objective P10”  “It is an objective of the Council that satisfactory progress should be made with the implementation of the Public Transport, Walking & Cycling and Mobility Management Planning Objectives in tandem with phasing objectives P2, P3 and P4”.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI308>
<AI309>
Pages 112 & 113 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2059; V2060; V2037; V2058
Section 5.1 Phasing; P1 (i) Motion 2(t) & motion from floor
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Phasing Objective P1 shall be omitted, it is considered to be onerous and will impact on requirement for school provision.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Contained within section 5.1.1 Phasing is objective P1 which states “It is an objective of the Council that no additional residential accommodation will be permitted until either the land at St. Benildus or the Civic Park has been procured or made available for public use”.

It is imperative that the procurement and/or availability of public open space should be put in place prior to permitting new development in order to insure that these facilities are available in the short term. 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

It was AGREED that Motion No. 2(t) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys and a motion in the name of An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy, handed up from the floor during the meeting, would be considered at this time.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

Motion No. 2(t)

“Phasing Objective P1 be redrafted to "It is an objective of the Council that no additional development (residential or commercial) will be permitted until either the land at St. Benildus or the Civic Park has been procured or made available for public use, and the lands at the reservoir are converted to Class 1 open space for public usage."
The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

The Manager does not agree with this Motion.

The Reservoir site is zoned objective ‘F’ Open Space. The proposed public park on part of this site is a long term plan and dictated by Dublin City Council and their time frame for the covering over of part and the decommissioning of the other part of the reservoir. The Sandyford Urban Framework Plan provides for Class 1 open Space at St Benildus and at the proposed Civic Park at Carmanhall Road.

It is therefore, considered that Phasing Objective 1 facilitates the development of residential accommodation in tandem with the provision of adequate and appropriate Class 1 Open Space provided at the proposed park at St Benildus and the Civic Park at Carmanhall Road.

Furthermore, commercial development is required to provide Class 2 Open Space as part of its development on site and in addition, through the contribution of development levies, facilitates the implementation of Class 1 Open Space. It is considered that given the provisions to provide Class 2 open space and the contributions required from commercial development to implement Class 1 open space, it is considered inappropriate to restrict commercial development under  Phasing Objective 1. 
A brief discussion took place, during which Ms. K. Holohan, Deputy Manager responded to Members queries.

The report of the Manager was NOTED

Motion from the floor

It was proposed by An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy and seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

“Amend Plan that Phasing Objective P1 be redrafted to “it is an objective of the Council that no additional development will be permitted until either lands at St. Benildus or the Civic Park has been procured or made available for public use and the lands at the reservoir are converted to Class 1 open space for public usage.”

A brief discussion took place, during which Ms. K. Holohan, Deputy Manager responded to Members queries.

The motion was NOT PUT.

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI309>
<AI310>
Page 113 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2048
Section 5.1 Phasing; P1 (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Add to P1 “that no residential or commercial development”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Plan requires all commercial development to provide open space as part of their proposals. It is considered that to delay commercial development until Class 1 open space has been procured and made available is not a necessary restraint.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI310>
<AI311>
Page 113 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2075
Section 5.1 Phasing; P2 (i) Motion No. 2(o) 2(p) and 2(z)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Objective P2 will impose an absolute prohibition on any form of additional development being permitted within the South County Business Park pending the infrastructural improvements.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Further development in Sandyford is reliant on the provision of the new infrastructure identified. The Council requires some level of certainty regarding the deliverability of this infrastructure prior to additional development being permitted. Objective P2 requires that the planning approval process shall be complete and planning approval granted prior to permission for development or development phase, not that the roads have to be delivered.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

It was AGREED that Motion Nos. 2(o) and 2(p) in the name of Councillor R. Humphreys and Motion No. 2(z) in the name of Councillor T. Murphy would be considered at this time.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

Motion No. 2(o)

“P 66 of report P2 after “planning granted” insert “including appropriate provision for access by pedestrians and cyclists at the road scheme locations in question”
The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager agrees with the sentiment of the motion but not the inclusion of the wording.

For clarity it should be noted that this is Page 46 of SUFP not page 66.
It is considered that adequate objectives have been included in the SUFP for the provision of walking and cycling facilities as part of new road proposals in TAM6.  In addition, Road User Audits will be carried out on road schemes under TAM8. These Road User Audits will examine the user needs of pedestrian and cyclists as defined in note 5 on page 40 of the plan.”
A brief discussion took place, during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner responded to Members queries.

The report of the Manager was AGREED.

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys and seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

Motion No. 2(p)

“Page 67 of report add a note:

Note Number 3.  “Development” means significant development and does not preclude minor developments that have no impact on the road network, the impact on transportation services or on the waste management system.
(P113 of Manager’s Report)”
The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager does not agree with this Motion.

For clarity it should be noted that this is Page 47 of SUFP not page 67.

The term “development” is defined in Part 1, Section 3 of the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010. The Planning and Development Regulations 2001-2010 provide for certain developments to be implemented without planning permission under Schedule 2, Part 1, Article 6, “Exempted Development”. To include the term “significant development” could leave this wide open to interpretation. It is therefore considered that to define “development” as only “significant development” would not be appropriate.

Furthermore it should be noted that only Phasing Objective P2 and P6 refer to “development”. All other phasing objectives are either specific to an area or a particular use or refer specifically to Office Based Development.”

A brief discussion took place, during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner responded to Members queries.

The report of the Manager was AGREED.

It was proposed by Councillor T. Murphy and seconded by Councillor N. Bhreathnach:

Motion No. 2(z)

“That the Manager due to the reliance placed upon a few individual landowners to bring forward key road improvements and the length of time involved in the alternative CPO process it is recommended that the phasing section of the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan be omitted and replaced with the inclusion of the 6 short term road projects identified on Drawing 14 in a Section 49 Development Contribution Scheme, which shall be proposed as a matter of urgency.”
The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager does not agree with this Motion.
The phasing in relation to the road schemes identified in Section 5 of the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan does not require, as suggested by the motion, reliance upon a few individual landowners to bring forward key road improvements neither does it require the undertaking of a CPO process prior to development being permitted. Phasing Objectives P2-P4 require that only the planning approval process for the roads schemes is complete prior to any additional development being permitted.

To omit the Phasing Objectives from the Plan would be at variance with the previous decisions by the Council and An Board Pleanala to refuse planning applications which were likely to exacerbate existing deficiencies in services and infrastructure. 

The phasing of development, as outlined in Section 5.1.1 of the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan, has been put in place to ensure that development only occurs in tandem with the commensurate provision of infrastructure and services required.  

The Manager would have serious concerns if the phasing objectives were omitted from the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan as this would undermine the purpose of the Plan and the orderly and sustainable development of the area.

The second issue raised in the motion relates to the funding of the roads infrastructure. This has been addressed in the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan by the inclusion of Policy SUFP13 and Objective M1 stating that “it is an objective of the Council to prepare a Levy scheme the covers the future cost of infrastructure”, either under Section 49 or a new Levy Scheme under Section 48 of the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010. The preparation of a levy scheme will commence on adoption of Variation No.2, Sandyford Urban Framework Plan, in order to fund infrastructure and services that benefit the development of the area.

For clarity purposes, it should be noted that Drawing no. 14 of the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan is the “Site Reference” drawing and that Drawing no. 8 is the Proposed Roads Infrastructure: Six Year Objectives.”

A brief discussion took place, during which Ms. T. Flanagan, Senior Executive Planner responded to Members queries.

The report of the Manager was AGREED.

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI311>
<AI312>
Page 113 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2048; V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072
Section 5.1 Phasing; P3 and P4 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Phasing objective P3 appears to conflict with one of the main stated objectives of the SUFP which is achieving a further quantum of office development of 250,000sqm which would bring the total office development to 350,000sqm (250k plus 100k already permitted)”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The further 350,000sqm of development is composed of 250,000sqm over and above that already permitted to date plus 100,000sqm arising from redevelopment of existing sites, i.e. existing development that will be removed and replaced. In the traffic modelling study any development that had already been permitted but not yet constructed or occupied was included along with existing development, and considered in effect to be the same as existing development.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI312>
<AI313>
Pages 113 & 114 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2054
Section 5.1 Phasing; P3 and P4(ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	The NTA recommends that an additional qualifier should be included in the text of objectives P3 and P4 to ensure that these road proposals will be consistent with the Draft Transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Issue noted and considered.

Recommendation

The following changes to Variation No.2: SUFP.
Additional text to Objective P3

Prior to implementation of these road schemes, that consultation and review will be carried out with the National Transport Authority based on their adopted Transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area.

Additional text to Objective P4

Prior to implementation of these road schemes, that consultation and review will be carried out with the National Transport Authority based on their adopted Transport Strategy for the Greater Dublin Area.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI313>
<AI314>
Page 114 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2071
Section 5.1 Phasing; P6 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Phasing is dependent on Mobility Study – Council needs to complete this work.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Area Wide Mobility Management Plan is being prepared in tandem with the SUFP 

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2:SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI314>
<AI315>
Page 114 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2042
Section 5.1 Phasing; P8 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Amend P8 to remove reference to South County Business Park as it is considered that there are no foul sewer infrastructural capacity constraints in SCBP.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This is required to provide capacity to facilitate future development.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No2.:SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI315>
<AI316>
Page 114 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2070
Section 5.1 Phasing; P9 (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	P9 restricting development off Arena Road, is onerous – development of sites is dependent on ESB and Eircom sites to provide the link road. A short term solution should be considered.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The language used in the draft SUFP does not preclude the use of Compulsory Purchase Orders. However, for the purpose of clarity it is recommended to amend the footnote 6. with respect to P9.

Recommendation

To amend footnote 6 “For the purpose of this Plan facilitated means: An applicant for planning permission in respect to their land holding will have entered a Section 47 Agreement under the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010, with the Planning Authority, that accommodates the realisation of the Road.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI316>
<AI317>
Page 114 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2029; V2045; V2065
Section 5.1 Phasing; P9 (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Requests clarification on the position regarding the section 47 agreement.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The language used in the draft SUFP does not preclude the use of Compulsory Purchase Orders. However, for the purpose of clarity it is recommended to amend the footnote 6. with respect to P9.

Recommendation

To amend footnote 6 “For the purpose of this Plan facilitated means: An applicant for planning permission in respect to their land holding will have entered a Section 47 Agreement under the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010, with the Planning Authority, that accommodates the realisation of the Road.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI317>
<AI318>
Page 115 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2028; V2029; V2031; V2052; V2065; V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2073; V2075
Section 5.2 Funding (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Requests clarification and analysis of funding mechanisms and questions the sustainability of funding for infrastructure from Section 48 or 49 Levy schemes and recognition of previously paid S48 contributions and consideration of landowners input.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“There are two funding options under the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010, Section 48 Levy scheme and Section 49 Levy Scheme. Policy SUFP13 Funding and Objective M1 advises that infrastructure and services that benefit the development of the area will be funded by way of a special levy scheme under Section 49 and/or an additional Section 48 Levy Scheme. Detailed analysis will be carried out as part of objective M1.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI318>
<AI319>
Page 115 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Number V2052
Section 5.2 Funding (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	The plan should indicate which projects are to be provided by the Council and which should be subject to further contribution collections. The Luas levy needs to be amended to be proportionate to the values and use of sites, not to the site area.  Also, small changes of use, and small external changes for cladding, windows, and small office increases need to be exempted.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Policy SUFP13 Funding and Objective M1 advises that infrastructure and services that benefit the development of the area will be funded by way of a special levy scheme under Section 49 and/or an additional Section 48 Levy Scheme. Detailed analysis will be carried out as part of objective M1.

The Luas Levy is not a Plan issue.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI319>
<AI320>
Page 115 & 116 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2031; V2069; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2073; V2074
Section 5.2 Funding (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Seek to encourage public investment in key infrastructure and open space given Sandyford’s importance at regional level.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“There are two funding options under the Planning and Development Act 2000-2010, Section 48 Levy scheme and Section 49 Levy Scheme. Detailed analysis will be carried out as part of objective M1.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI320>
<AI321>
Page 116 Manager's Report: Section 5 Phasing and Funding 

Submission Numbers V2031; V2070; V2071; V2072; V2045; V2052
Section 5.2 Funding (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	No details of what projects might be included in new Levy scheme and what funding is already generated by existing Section 48 scheme – this should be detailed. How can funding be made available if permissions cannot be granted prior to delivery of infrastructure?”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Policy SUFP13 Funding and Objective M1 advises that infrastructure and services that benefit the development of the area will be funded by way of a special levy scheme under Section 49 and/or an additional Section 48 Levy Scheme. Detailed analysis will be carried out as part of objective M1.

To clarify that Objectives P2, P3 P4 and P5 require that the planning approval process shall be complete and planning approval granted prior to permission for development or development phase, not that the roads have to be delivered.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI321>
<AI322>
Page 117 Manager's Report: Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives 

Submission Number V2010
SLO109 Uses to animate street corners at north west end of Ballymoss Road (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Concerns regarding the allowance for an aparthotel on the Siemens site due to its potential height and scale in direct view from Stillorgan Heath housing estate so having visual amenity impact.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is clearly stated in the text that Hotel/Apart Hotel is an example of use only. It is a suggested use that creates activity throughout the day and night. The design and use of such a building will be fully considered at the planning application stage.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI322>
<AI323>
Page 117 Manager's Report: Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives 

Submission Number V2073
SLO109 Uses to animate street corners at north west end of Ballymoss Road (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Welcome SLO109, but considers that the policy may restrict the use to Hotel/Apart Hotel only. Remove SLO109 to ensure a viable use can be provided.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“It is clearly stated in the text that Hotel/Apart Hotel is an example of use only. It is a suggested use that creates activity throughout the day and night. The design and use of such a building will be fully considered at the planning application stage.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI323>
<AI324>
Page 117 Manager's Report: Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives 

Submission Number V2029
SLO112 Education (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Seek removal of SLO112 from Map1 re: Legionaries of Christ site. Submitted that the site does not conform to the Dept. of Education’s requirements for the delivery of State Schools as it does not provide an appropriate education environment e.g proximity to existing and planned residential development and existing and planned community facilities.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The provision of school sites accords with the requirements of the Department of Education. It is necessary to identify sites so that they will be available at appropriate locations when required. The Department have agreed with the sites identified in the Plan and consider them to be appropriate in a developed area/area in transition, considering there are no green field sites within Sandyford Business District.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI324>
<AI325>
Page 118 Manager's Report: Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives 

Submission Number V2029
SLO112 Education (ii) (iii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Remove ‘Objective E2’”

	“(iii)
	Concerns regarding the quantum of education facilities earmarked for the SBD and the designation of lands under SLO112, given the quantum of 1-2 bed apartments, which will not result in a high child population in the area. Noted that the Dept. of Education has not identified D18 or Sandyford as a location for new schools in the short-medium term.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Existing/permitted residential units in SBD are generally 1 or 2 bedroom apartment type units therefore in the interest of providing a varied mix of housing types, it is proposed that residential development at Carmenhall Road will consist of predominately own door access, family type units with taller buildings to the outer edge of the neighbourhood only to provide enclosure to the centre.  

The provision of school sites accords with the requirements of the Department of Education. It is necessary to identify sites so that they will be available at appropriate locations when required. The Department have agreed with the sites identified in the Plan and consider them to be appropriate in a developed area/area in transition, considering there are no greenfield sites within Sandyford Business District (see submission from Department of Education no. V2005).

Recommendation

No change to Variation NO.2:SUFP”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI325>
<AI326>
Page 118 Manager's Report: Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives 

Submission Number V2029
SLO112 Education (iv)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	The term ‘Sports Ground’ appears on the Legionaries of Christ lands on Map 1-3 and Drawing No.s 2,3 & 12. This suggests that these sports fields are available for public use when they are for private use only. It is requested that Maps 1-3 and Drawing No.s 2, 3 and 12 be amended to remove the term ‘Sports Ground’.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The text “sports Grounds” is the standard annotation on the Ordnance Survey Mapping.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI326>
<AI327>
Pages 118 & 119 Manager's Report: Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives 

Submission Number V2029
SLO112 Education (v)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Due to the moratorium, the status of the Legionaries of Christ lands in SUFP appears to have been influenced by its historic use rather than its landmark status as one of the primary entrances to Sandyford Business District and its proximity to high density development and the Central Park Luas stop.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Legionaries of Christ Lands were considered appropriate for the “INST” objective during the preparation of the County Development Plan 2010-2016 given the site’s existing open character and the existing use as a residential institution and as such it is proposed to retain this objective in the County Development Plan. The “INST” objective does not prohibit or constrain development but simply ensures that any future development on the site maintains an open character. 

The site is considered in principle to be a suitable site for educational uses by the Department of Education.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI327>
<AI328>
Page 119 Manager's Report: Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives 

Submission Number V2068
SLO112 Education (vi)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	Welcome additional education facilities, but object to any pitches that did not welcome adult Gaelic games as primary use – would thus necessitate east-west alignment of pitches.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Issue noted. To note that Drawing 11 is illustrative only. Adult Gaelic pitches will be facilitated where possible and appropriate.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI328>
<AI329>
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Submission Number V2033; V2037; V2053
SLO112 Education (vii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vii)
	Seek the omission of SLO112, specifically at Holly Avenue due to its location at the heart of a commercially active area. Related environmental and traffic impacts (eg: traffic hazard from HGV movements, conflicts between business and school drop off traffic) do not accord with proper planning and sustainable development of the area. SLO112 does not accord with Land Use Zoning Objective and will constrain redevelopment proposals in line with objective ‘LIW’ in the interim. How would this objective be realized, i.e., CPO or demolition of new development?”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The provision of school sites accords with the requirements of the Department of Education. It is necessary to identify sites so that they will be available at appropriate locations when required. The Department have agreed with the sites identified in the Plan and consider them to be appropriate in a developed area/area in transition, considering there are no greenfiled sites within Sandyford Business District.

The quantum of office development available in the future, based on the traffic this type of high intensity employment generates, is limited (350.000sqm). To provide for office based employment outside of those areas zoned 3 would allow for additional office based employment over and above the 350,000sqm. 

Noted that uses permitted in principle/open for consideration do not allow for those promoted under SLO’s in certain circumstances.

Recommendation

Amend text SUFP 1 (Section 2.3.1) as follows after “The different land uses are set out below. The land use zoning objectives, that is; the uses permitted in principle and open for consideration are set out in Appendix 1. In addition specific Local Objectives are identified at site specific locations (Appendix 2 and Map 1 SUFP and Map 6 CDP). Within Sandyford Business District, in cases where the Land Use Zoning Objectives appear to conflict with the requirements of a Specific Local Objective, the uses promoted under the Specific Local Objective will be allowed for in addition to the uses permitted in principle and open for consideration”.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI329>
<AI330>
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Submission Number V2053
SLO112 Education (Viii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(viii)
	SLO112 does not specify which site is designated for primary and which is designated for post primary, despite indications made in the Background Papers.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The size and number of the proposed sites for educational use were identified through consultation with the Department of Education.  The Department of Education was also consulted on the proposed location once identified. At this stage the Department of Education agreed in principle with the 2 locations, however, given that further assessment will be required by the Department of Education of the sites and their possible acquisition, it was deemed appropriate not to designate the sites to either primary or post primary at this stage.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI330>
<AI331>
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Submission Number V2060
SLO113 Social and community infrastructure (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	It is not considered appropriate that this site should provide community facilities to provide for the resident and worker population of the estate.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Community infrastructure is “permitted in principle” or “open for consideration” within each Land Use Zoning Objective and therefore, it is expected that a variety of community facilities will be provided throughout the Plan area in this regard. SLO113 simply identifies a suitable and appropriate ground floor use along Blackthorn Road to ensure that the street is animated at this location.

Recommendation

No Change to Variation No.2:SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI331>
<AI332>
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Submission Number V2042
SLO115 Sylvan Setting South County Business Park (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Amend SLO115 to include “New development within South County Business Park shall comprise buildings of high quality architecture in order to retain and enhance the sylvan character at South County Business Park”.


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager does not agree with this. It is considered that SLO115 is suitably worded to protect the Sylvan setting of the Business Park.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI332>
<AI333>
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Submission Number V2023; V2060
SLO116 Uses to create active street frontage (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	This SLO is located within Land Use Zoning Objective ‘A2’ where such uses are neither permitted in principle nor open for consideration.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Noted that uses permitted in principle/open for consideration do not allow for those promoted under SLO116. Objective to be included to allow for uses promoted under SLO116.

Recommendation

Amend text SUFP 1 (Section 2.3.1) as follows after “The different land uses are set out below. The land use zoning objectives, that is; the uses permitted in principle and open for consideration are set out in Appendix 1. In addition specific Local Objectives are identified at site specific locations (Appendix 2 and Map 1 SUFP and Map 6 CDP). Within Sandyford Business District, in cases where the Land Use Zoning Objectives appear to conflict with the requirements of a Specific Local Objective, the uses promoted under the Specific Local Objective will be allowed for in addition to the uses permitted in principle and open for consideration”.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI333>
<AI334>
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Submission Number V2060
SLO112 Education 
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

“Application of SLO 116 to the site at the corner of Carmenhall Road and Blackthorn Road.”
The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“SLO 116 does not relate to this site.  SLO 116 is located on the map so as to identify its geographical location.  It is considered that the wording for SLO 116 was interpreted differently to what was intended and what is displayed by the map.  

The Manager recommends the following clarification be included in the wording of SLO 116

Recommendation
Amend text of SLO 116 to read: “To facilitate the provision of uses that will create an active street frontage and provide a transition between the residential neighbourhood and the opposing employment based areas along Blackthorn Road (where Blackthorn Road runs parallel with Carmanhall Road only).  It is anticipated that these will be provided as own door units for small business.””

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI334>
<AI335>
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Submission Numbers V2001; V2002; V2003; V2011; V2014; V2015; V2021; V2026; V2067
SLO118 Former Harcourt Street Railway Line Path (i)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Residents of Leopardstown Lawn object to the provision of a pedestrian and cycle link along the Old Harcourt Street Railway Line for the reasons including: - privacy, security, construction and structural impacts, increased traffic and demand for on-street parking (due to proximity to Luas), light pollution, wildlife, noise and anti-social behaviour – unfair proposal.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager appreciates the concerns of the residents. This new green route represents a significant enhancement in both pedestrian and cycling infrastructure for the area and will resolve the existing severance issues experienced by non-motorised users wishing to access the Sandyford area and the Luas.

Proposed scheme will undergo separate planning approval process (possibly under Part 8) at which time any specific issues relating to the design of the scheme can be appropriately considered.

It is the intention of the Council to plant native trees along this route, to enhance the wildlife corridor and all that mature trees will be retained.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI335>
<AI336>
Page 121 Manager's Report: Appendix 2 Specific Local Objectives 

Submission Number V2002
SLO118 Former Harcourt Street Railway Line Path (ii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Will the land be subject to CPO?”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Old Harcourt Street Railway Line and the playing field are in the control of the Council.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI336>
<AI337>
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Submission Numbers V2003; V2011; V2067; V2014
SLO118 Former Harcourt Street Railway Line Path (iii)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iii)
	Link not warranted, as there is no recognisable footfall. Large housing estates in Leopardstown using new LUAS stations.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“This new green route represents a significant enhancement in both pedestrian and cycling infrastructure for the area and will resolve the existing severance issues experienced by non-motorised users wishing to access the Sandyford area and the Luas.

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI337>
<AI338>
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Submission Numbers V2014; V2026; V2015
SLO118 Former Harcourt Street Railway Line Path (iv)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(iv)
	Objection to Harcourt Street route as residents not consulted about the planned path at any stage.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager appreciates the concerns of the residents. Proposed scheme will undergo separate planning approval process (possibly under Part 8) at which time any specific issues relating to the design of the scheme can be appropriately considered.
Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI338>
<AI339>
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Submission Number V2007
SLO118 Former Harcourt Street Railway Line Path (v)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(v)
	Submitted that there is a swing gateway hidden by overgrowth at the Brewery Road exit to the line, that had the steps to/ from it demolished a long time ago.  This indicates that there was a ‘Right of Way’ to the old railway station forgotten or abandoned.  This ‘Right of Way’ could easily be restored at minimal cost, with a Zebra Crossing on Brewery Road to be included in plan.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The information is noted and will be examined as part of the design of the scheme. 
Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI339>
<AI340>
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Submission Number V2026

SLO118 Former Harcourt Street Railway Line Path (vi)

The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(vi)
	SUFP should address the existing laneway issue for access from Brewery Road to the Luas, which was once straight, providing visibility but a bend was introduced so that it is now unsafe as it is a hiding spot.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Alignment of this existing route is constrained on one side by the LUAS depot and by the Dublin City Council reservoir on the other side. More access by pedestrians and cyclists can result in increased passive surveillance and thus improved personal safety.
Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI340>
<AI341>
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Submission Number V2038
SLO119 Civic Park (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Delete SLO 119”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“The CDP 2010-1016 has a specific objective SLO100 “to provide a civic square in Sandyford Business Estate to serve as an amenity for the whole county”. The proposed civic park at Corrig Road is now what is proposed to meet that SLO. SLO100 is proposed to be deleted from the CDP and to be replaced with SLO119 “to develop a Sandyford Buisness District Park at the corner of Corrig Road and Carmanhall Road”. 

The civic park is located at the pivotal Junction to Corrig Road and Carmanhall Road. It is considered that this location provides a sheltered, centralised high amenity open space between the core areas and the residential neighbourhood. An amenity space which would benefit both local residents and workers alike. The existing mature trees, which will form part of the park, enhance this location and the proposed shared surface, which will extend the public realm element of the site

Recommendation

No change to Variation No.2: SUFP.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI341>
<AI342>
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Submission Number V2073
SLO121 Pocket Parks and Urban Plazas (i)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(i)
	Request DLRCC to confirm: that the pocket parks/urban plazas are to be provided within lands already controlled by DLRCC or whether it is expected that lands will be offered up; will they be taken in charge; are these lands to be CPO’d pro rata to the cost; that the plot ratio standard will be calculated on the existing plot size and not a reduced plot size (net of any plaza).”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Pocket parks and urban plazas will be provided by the landowner/developer as part of the proposed development scheme in accordance with the 10-15% open space requirement identified in Section 2.3 Land Use Policies and Objectives. These lands may be taken in charge by the County Council.

To clarify, the plot ratio is calculated on the total site area.

It is considered that Section 2.5.1 should be amended to clarify this point.

Recommendation

Density of development across the Plan areas calculated as follows:

The ratio gross external floor area to plot size (plot size includes open space provision but excluding road schemes identified as Roads Objectives TAM 18, TAM 19, TAM 20) – plot ratio.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI342>
<AI343>
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Submission Number V2050
SLO112 Education (ii)
The following summary of submission received was CONSIDERED:

	“(ii)
	Strongly object to SLO121 on site (Reservoir House) on Ballymoss Road/Blackthorn Ave – will render the development of this site unviable.”


The following response of the Manager was CONSIDERED:

“Pocket parks and urban plazas will be provided by the landowner/developer as part of the proposed development scheme in accordance with the 10-15% open space requirement identified in Section 2.3 Land Use Policies and Objectives. It should be noted that all commercial development, with some exceptions within Zone 4, are required to provide 10-15% of the site area for Class 2 Open Space. In areas where SLO121 is identified, this 10-15% shall be provided by way of a pocket park or urban plaza. 

The calculations for plot ratio include the total site area (including Class 2 open space). The provision of Class 2 open space, does not therefore result in a loss of development potential. 

It is considered that Section 2.5.1 should be amended to clarify this point.

Recommendation

Density of development across the Plan areas calculated as follows:

The ratio gross external floor area to plot size (plot size includes open space provision but excluding road schemes identified as Roads Objectives TAM 18, TAM 19, TAM 20) – plot ratio.”

The Manager’s recommendation was AGREED unanimously.
</AI343>
<AI344>
PART 4
</AI344>
<AI345>
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It was AGREED to consider the Environmental Report:

Addendum I to the SEA Environmental Report & Appropriate Assessment of the Proposed Variation No. 2 to the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown CDP Response to relevant Submissions & Updates Arising at this time
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	1
	Introduction


This document responds to relevant submissions which were made during the period of public display of Proposed Variation No. 2 to the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown CDP 2010-2016 and accompanying Environmental Report (ER) on the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) process and Draft Appropriate Assessment (AA) Screening Report. This Addendum provides responses to relevant submissions or parts of relevant submissions which relate to the ER and AA.

It is noted that consequent changes are not made to the original ER or Draft AA at this stage; this Addendum forms part of the documentation of the ongoing SEA, AA and Variation-making processes. It supplements and should be read in conjunction with the original ER and Draft AA.

Any proposed modifications to the Draft Plan will be evaluated for their likely significant environmental consequences in advance of making the Variation.

If and when the Variation is made, the findings of this Addendum and any subsequent evaluation of proposed modifications will be used to update the ER and AA.”

	“2
	Responses to Submissions on the Environmental Report and Consequent Updates


Note that italicised text presents parts of the submissions that are relevant to the SEA ER and/or AA.

	2.1
	Submission No. V2048: Stillorgan District, Community and Residents Alliance


The relevant parts of the submission considered below occur in Appendix A of the Submission under the heading ‘Strategic Environmental Assessment Environmental Report’.

	2.1.1
	Section 2 SEA Methodology


	2.1.1.1
	Point 1


The authors summarise their methods: ‘in order to describe the baseline (the current state of the environment) at Sandyford, data was collated from currently available, relevant environmental sources’. There is no information at this point on how the authors handled situations where data were not available.
Response:
Information on difficulties encountered with regard to baseline information and how these difficulties were dealt with will be expanded upon within the report.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:
Insert a new subsection 2.9.2 entitled ‘Baseline Data’ as follows:

2.9.2 Baseline Data
In compliance with the SEA Directive and in order to describe the baseline (the current state of the environment) at Sandyford, data was collated from currently available, relevant environmental sources. In compliance with the European principle of subsidiarity, primary data collection will be undertaken by lower tier environmental assessments as relevant and appropriate. The most recent datasets are used by the assessment and limitations are noted.

With regard to air quality, in compliance with the European principle of subsidiarity, primary data collection will be undertaken by lower tier environmental assessments as relevant and appropriate. Sections 7 and 8 of this report include an assessment of the likely significant environmental effects of the provisions of the Proposed Variation, including those on air quality. 
There is currently no published local landscape mapping for the Variation lands however available information from the County Development Plan is utilised. This information shows that there are no landscape units, views or prospects which have a recognised county, national, European Union, international protection status within or adjacent to the area.

Noise mapping which was prepared by Dublin City Council, Fingal County Council, South Dublin County Council and Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council in 2008 was included in the ER. However, a complete GIS dataset was not available at the time of writing the ER. Sections 7 and 8 of this report include an assessment of the likely significant environmental effects of the provisions of the Proposed Variation, including those on noise.

With regard to architectural heritage, there are no entries to the National Inventory of Archaeological Heritage (NIAH) as an NIAH survey has not been undertaken in the County; however, entries to the Record of Protected Structures included in the County Development Plan were considered by the SEA.”
	“2.1.1.2
	Point 2


The authors note that the SEA Directive requires that information be provided on ‘any existing environmental problems which are relevant to the plan or programme’. The large scale developments which were permitted in recent years are relevant in this context and the inadequate environmental assessment prior to those developments. Specific concerns relate to the increased noise levels and air pollution associated with those developments.
Response:
Of environmental problems, the ER states:
‘Annex I of Directive 2001/42/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of Ministers, of 27 June 2001, on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment (the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive) requires that information is provided on ‘any existing environmental problems which are relevant to the plan or programme’, thus, helping to ensure that the proposed strategic action does not make existing environmental problems worse. 

Environmental problems arise where there is a conflict between current environmental conditions and ideal targets. If environmental problems are identified at the outset they can help focus attention on important issues and geographical areas where environmental effects of the plan or programme may be likely.’
Environmental problems - including those which relate to development within and adjacent to the Variation lands - identified by the ER include:
	· 
	‘Changes in land cover indicated by the CORINE data (see Figure 3.6 for 2000-2006 changes and Figure 3.7 for 1990-2000 changes) indicate that semi natural areas within the Proposed Variation area have been replaced by uses which generally include impermeable surfaces. These changes are also likely to result in losses of biodiversity and flora and fauna.’

	· 
	‘WFD water status to the west of the Proposed Variation area is currently “poor”.’

	· 
	‘The waste water treatment plant at Ringsend is operating currently operating at capacity and water quality in the Bay is of a relatively high standard, illustrated by the Blue Flag award held by Dollymount beach (2010).’

	· 
	‘Traffic hotspots within the Proposed Variation area are likely to have elevated levels of air pollution and noise due to traffic congestion.’

	· 
	‘Localised air pollution incidences with regard to PM10 and PM2.5 and noise pollution are both likely to occur when demolition/construction takes place - especially in relation to PM10 if suppression techniques are not introduced - and when traffic is queuing for long periods of time.’

	· 
	‘Ireland’s current emissions are exceeding targets agreed in the peer review of Ireland’s 2006 submission to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. It is unlikely that Ireland will meet these targets and it is likely therefore that financial penalties will be incurred. Transport related emissions continue to be the dominant growth sector.’


It is considered that the issues raised are covered in the ER.
Updates to ER or AA Arising:
None.

	“2.1.2
	
Section 3 Environmental Baseline of Sandyford


	2.1.2.1
	
Biodiversity and Flora and Fauna


	3.3.2
	CORINE Land Cover Mapping


This mapping is carried out by the European Environment Agency in association with the European Space Agency. The land cover map for the year 2006 is shown in Figure 3.3. Differences in land cover between 2006 and 2000 and 1990 are described. It is noted that the land use maps are being updated.  While ‘the land cover shown on the maps is generally accurate’, it is acknowledged that due to the methods ‘there are likely to be a number of inaccuracies at the local level’. 

	3.3.5
	Habitat Mapping Survey


The habitat mapping survey was reported by White Young Green to DLRCC in 2007. 

	3.3.7
	Existing Biodiversity and Flora and Fauna Problems


This is based on the 2006 land cover map but makes general statements about the replacement of ‘semi natural areas’ with impermeable surfaces, and the resulting loss of biodiversity and flora and fauna.

Comment

It is unclear how an SEA can be done based on out of date information on land use. Given the extent of development in recent years, an up to date description of land cover should have been included. There are alternative sources of information, for example there is substantial detail in ‘Google Maps’.

If a recent land use map had been examined and compared with the 2006 map, it would have been possible to use that information to draw more precise inferences about changes to habitats since the mapping survey report of 2007.

Response:





The SEA identifies the likely significant effects of implementing the Proposed Variation. The most recent existing information as made available by statutory authorities was used to identify the following high level trend in the state of biodiversity and flora and fauna:

‘Changes in land cover indicated by the CORINE data (see Figure 3.6 for 2000-2006 changes and Figure 3.7 for 1990-2000 changes) indicate that semi natural areas within the Proposed Variation area have been replaced by uses which generally include impermeable surfaces. These changes are also likely to result in losses of biodiversity and flora and fauna.’

Precise quantifications of changes to habitats since the 2007 habitat mapping survey were not considered necessary to the identification of the likely significant effects of implementing the Proposed Variation nor would such quantifications change the conclusions of the SEA.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


The baseline contained in the Environmental Report is being reviewed in order to ensure that it contains the most appropriate, up to date sources of information.”

	“2.1.2.2
	
Population and Human Health


	3.4.3
	Existing Problems


‘Although air quality in the Proposed Variation area meets current standards, traffic “hotspots” may give rise to a harsh sensory environment which may impact upon human health’. 

Comment

Since no data are presented on air quality, there is no basis for this statement that air quality in the Proposed Variation area meets current standards.

Response:





It is acknowledged that this statement needs to be further clarified taking into account other information provided in Section 3 of the ER. 

With regard to air quality in the wider zone in which Sandyford is located, Section 3.8 Air and Climatic Factors of the ER states:

‘....In order to comply with the directives mentioned above, the EPA measures the levels of a number of atmospheric pollutants. For the purposes of monitoring in Ireland, four zones are defined in the Air Quality Standards Regulations 2002 (SI No. 271 of 2002). The main areas defined in each zone are:

	· 
	 Zone A: Dublin Conurbation.

	· 
	Zone B: Cork Conurbation.

	· 
	Zone C: 21 Other cities and large towns comprising Galway, Limerick, Waterford, Clonmel, Kilkenny, Sandyford, Drogheda, Wexford, Athlone, Ennis, Bray, Naas, Carlow, Tralee and Dundalk. 

	· 
	Zone D: Rural Ireland, i.e. the remainder of the State - small towns and rural areas of the country - excluding Zones A, B and C.


The Proposed Variation area falls within Zone A, as mapped on Figure 3.27. In this area, Zone A is also a Coal Restricted Ares. Zone D is visible in the south west of the Proposed Variation area. Air quality in both Zone A and Zone D is currently good....’

With regard to problems relating to air quality the ER states:

	· 
	‘Traffic hotspots within the Proposed Variation area are likely to have elevated levels of air pollution and noise due to traffic congestion.’

	· 
	‘Localised air pollution incidences with regard to PM10 and PM2.5 and noise pollution are both likely to occur when demolition/construction takes place - especially in relation to PM10 if suppression techniques are not introduced - and when traffic is queuing for long periods of time.


It is therefore recommended to update the ER as detailed below.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


Replace the following sentence in Section 3.4.3 of the ER:

	· 
	‘Although air quality in the Proposed Variation area meets current standards, traffic “hotspots” may give rise to a harsh sensory environment which may impact upon human health.’


With:

	· 
	Air quality as assessed by the EPA in the wider Dublin Conurbation Air Quality zone in which Sandyford is located is assessed as being currently good and meeting relevant standards. ‘However local air quality issues may occur within and adjacent to the Variation lands e.g. traffic “hotspots” may give rise to a harsh sensory environment which may impact upon human health and localised PM10 and PM2.5 air pollution incidences is likely to occur when demolition/construction takes place.”


	“2.1.2.3
	
Air and Climatic Factors


	3.8.1.2
	Air Zones


In Dun Laoghaire – Rathdown, the current air quality monitoring site is on Glenageary Road, a suburb near the sea. The SBD is located between the M50 and the N11 and has substantial traffic congestion. It is an air pollution ‘hot spot’ and as such should have a specific assessment of air quality. 

	3.8.3
	Noise


EU Directives on noise mapping were put in place some years after those on air quality. Work is under way to develop ‘noise maps’ of the Dublin Agglomeration. Ireland does not as yet have statutory limit values for noise, as is the case for air pollution. 

Comment

Some local information is available from EISs for local developments (e.g. the Allegro site, early 2005) and in reports prepared for DLRCC to obtain planning permission for the Upgrade of the M50 (late 2004) and the building of the Sandyford Industrial Estate Link Road (Spring 2005). 

After reviewing the written submissions and the Oral Hearing on the Upgrade of the M50, an Bord Pleanála granted planning permission subject to a number of conditions (06D.ER.2034, April 2005), including:

3(2) Continuous monitoring facilities for Nitrogen Dioxide (N02) and Particulates (PM10) shall be established by the road authority adjacent to (1) the eastern quadrants of the N4 / M50 interchange and (2) to the western quadrants of the Sandyford interchange and maintained there for at least seven years after the M50 Motorway Upgrade Scheme has been completed with the results made available at the relevant local authorities’ websites, local area offices and libraries at six-monthly intervals. 

These data should now be accessed and reviewed by CAAS as a basis for assessing air quality in the SBD. They should also be made available to local residents, as required by An Bord Pleanála.

Response:





The ER includes an assessment of the likely significant environmental effects of the provisions of the Proposed Variation in Sections 7 and 8. The specific identification of potential effects on air quality occurs repeatedly throughout this assessment. 

In compliance with the European principle of subsidiarity, primary data collection will be undertaken by lower tier environmental assessments as relevant and appropriate.
The identified EISs and monitoring facilities will be examined for baseline information relating to air quality and noise and the availability of information under the identified planning condition will be investigated. The ER may be updated as relevant and appropriate. 

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


The baseline contained in the Environmental Report is being reviewed in order to ensure that it contains the most appropriate, up to date sources of information.”

	“2.1.3
	
Conclusions and Recommendations


	1
	The SUFP makes an honest effort to address the environmental challenges resulting from the piecemeal planning in the area to date. 

	2
	The SUFP has specific proposals to address environmental infrastructure, including foul drainage, surface water drainage and water supply. These objectives are within the capacity of the Council to deliver.

	3
	There are almost no recent local data included in the ER, for example in relation to land use or air quality.

	4
	Air quality monitoring data collected as a condition of the planning permission for the Upgrade of the M50 should be accessed and should inform further planning in the area. 

	5
	The triangle encompassing the M50 and the SBD, the N11, and Stillorgan village should be assessed as an air quality ‘hot spot’ and (in accordance with legislation) air pollution and noise levels should be quantified. The study should be of sufficient quality to provide a context for EISs for individual developments which are likely in the years to come for sites purchased during the boom years.

	6
	Despite the absence of quantitative data, the proposals of the SUFP are based on the assumption that the area has problems with traffic congestion. Specific proposals are made to reduce these problems and increase walking and cycling; these strategies will also help to address traffic-related air pollution and noise levels. Implementation will be managed on the basis of the progress required prior to planning permission being granted for additional development.


Response:
	1
	This is noted.

	2
	This is noted.

	3
	In compliance with the SEA Directive and in order to describe the baseline (the current state of the environment) at Sandyford, data was collated from currently available, relevant environmental sources. See also response regarding land cover under Section 2.1.2.1 and response relating to air quality under Section 2.1.2.3

	4
	See response under Section 2.1.2.3.

	5
	See response under Section 2.1.2.3.

	6
	This is a matter for the Planning Authority


Updates to ER or AA Arising:

	1.
	None. 

	2.
	None. 

	3.
	See updates to ER or AA arising under Sections 2.1.2.1 and 2.1.2.3.  

	4.
	See updates to ER or AA arising under Section 2.1.2.3. 

	5.
	See updates to ER or AA arising under Section 2.1.2.3. 

	6.
	None.


	 “2.2
	  Submission No. V2064: Eamon Ryan


	2.2.1
	
Point 1


It is uncertain from the SUFP how existing water, sewage and transport infrastructure will cope with the proposed scale of development.

Response:





Measures which have been integrated into the Proposed Variation and measures which are currently in force through the existing County Development Plan will help to ensure that new development is accompanied by appropriate levels of infrastructure.

Measures integrated into the Proposed Variation include:

Sustainable Mobility

	· 
	Overall strategy/provisions adopted by the SUFP

	· 
	Public Realm Policy SUFP 4 and Objectives PR1, PR2, PR3, PR5, PR6, PR7 and PR8

	· 
	Way Finding Policy SUFP 5 and Objectives WF1, WF2 and WF3

	· 
	Infrastructure Policy SUFP6

	· 
	Multi Modal Transport Infrastructure Policy SUFP7 and Objectives TAM1 to TAM12, TAM14, TAM18 and TAM20

	· 
	Density Policy SUFP2 and Objectives DS1 to DS4

	· 
	Various Community Infrastructure provisions, including those relating to open space, community facilities and education

	· 
	Phasing Objectives P1 and P6

	· 
	Funding Policy SUFP13 and Objective M1

	· 
	Specific Local Objectives 109 to 114 and 116 to 121

	· 
	Height Policy SUFP3 and Objectives BH1, BH2 and BH3


Water Services Infrastructure

	· 
	Infrastructure Policy SUFP6

	· 
	Foul Drainage Objectives FD1 to FD3 

	· 
	Water Supply Objectives WS1 & WS2

	· 
	Phasing Objectives P7 and P8


Drainage Infrastructure

	· 
	Infrastructure Policy SUFP6

	· 
	Surface Water Objectives SWD1 and SWD2

	· 
	Public Realm Objective PR10


Measures in force through the existing County Development Plan include those which have been integrated into the County Development Plan through Policy LHB27:

	· 
	Waste Water I - Development under the Plan shall be preceded by sufficient capacity in the public waste water treatment plants and appropriate extensions in the existing public waste water treatment catchments.

	· 
	Waste Water II - The Council shall implement the relevant recommendations set out in Urban Waste Water Discharges in Ireland for Population Equivalents Greater than 500 Persons – A Report for the Years 2006 and 2007 (EPA Office of Environment Enforcement, 2009).  

	· 
	Waste Water III - The Council shall examine the feasibility of connecting of unsewered, areas including individual properties/ premises, serviced by septic tanks to existing and planned sewer networks.

	· 
	Drinking Water I - Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council shall ensure conformance with the relevant recommendations set out in The Provision and Quality of Drinking Water in Ireland - A Report for the Years 2007-2008 (EPA Office of Environment Enforcement, 2009)

	· 
	Drinking Water II - Existing and new populations under the CDP shall be served with clean and wholesome drinking water. The Council will help to ensure that compliance is achieved as a minimum with regard to the 48 parameters set out under the European Communities (Drinking Water) Regulations (No. 2) 2007 and will help to resolve any issues if they arise in order to achieve the removal of public water supplies from the EPA remedial action list of public water supplies.

	· 
	Flooding III - It is Council policy to implement the recommendations of the most recent version of the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government and the Office of Public Works Guidelines on “The Planning System and Flood Risk Management” including using the Guidelines to assess applications for planning permission.

	· 
	Flooding IV - The Council shall fulfil its responsibilities under the Flood Risk Directive 2007/60/EC and it is Council policy to assist and cooperate with the Office of Public Works in developing Catchment-based Flood Risk Management Plans. Any recommendations and outputs arising from the Flood Risk Management Plans for Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown will require to be incorporated into the Development Plan.

	· 
	Flooding V - It is Council policy to ensure that all development proposals incorporate Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS). 

Transportation I - It is Council policy to introduce traffic calming and traffic management schemes on particular roads and in appropriate areas throughout the County to effect an overall reduction in vehicle speeds to an acceptable level and to reduce the potential for traffic congestion and associated vehicular emissions in urban areas.


Updates to ER or AA Arising:

None.

	2.2.2
	
Point 2


I have concerns about the lack of green and civic space provided in the proposal.

Response:





Measures integrated into the Proposed Variation which will benefit the provision of Open Space
 include:

	· 
	Open Space Objective F - Zone 7 - and Objectives F1 to F6  

	· 
	Open Space Policy SUFP8 and Objectives OS1 to OS4

	· 
	Public Realm Objectives PR8 and PR9

	· 
	Phasing Objective P1

	· 
	Specific Local Objectives 115 and 121


Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	2.2.3
	
Point 3


I am also concerned about the lack of integration with existing estates with regards to building heights and the negative impact this may have on residents in the surrounding areas.

Response:





Measures integrated into the Proposed Variation which will benefit the protection of residential amenity with regard to potential effects arising from the height of new buildings include:

	· 
	Policy SUFP3 

	· 
	Objectives BH1 and BH2


Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	“2.2.4
	
Point 4


I welcome the Strategic Environmental Assessment report. However I would like to support the concerns raised by local residents about the quality of the data used in this assessment, and the lack assessment of potential air and noise pollution due to the increase in traffic congestion from the proposed road building proposals.

Response:





In compliance with the European principle of subsidiarity, primary data collection will be undertaken by lower tier environmental assessments as relevant and appropriate.

The ER includes an assessment of the likely significant environmental effects of the provisions of the Proposed Variation in Sections 7 and 8. The specific identification of potential effects on air quality and noise occurs repeatedly throughout this assessment. 

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


The baseline contained in the Environmental Report is being reviewed in order to ensure that it contains the most appropriate, up to date sources of information (see response under Section 2.1.2.3.)”

	“2.2.5
	
Point 5


Finally I still contend that the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown Council Council should be managing the Sandyford Business Estate within the context of a Local Area Plan for the whole area which would have real statutory effect and would adequately examine the future mix of uses, provide sufficient transport and other infrastructure plans to cope with increased demands, and an overall design concept for this development.

Response:





This is a matter for the Planning Authority.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.”

	 “2.3
	Submission No. V2051: Environmental Protection Agency


	2.3.1
	Cover Letter


	2.3.1.1
	Point 1


We refer you to Annex 1 of Directive 2001/42/EC (SEA Directive) and Schedule 2 of European Communities 2B of S.I. No. 436 of 2004- Planning and Development Strategic Environmental Assessment) Regulations 2004 for “Information to be contained in an Environmental Report”.

Response:





This is noted. Table 2.1 included in the ER is a reproduction of the “Information to be contained in an Environmental Report” and includes the relevant sections of the ER that deal with these requirements.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.”

	“2.3.2

	Section 1: Integration of Environmental Considerations in the Land Use Plans


	2.3.2.1
	
Point 1


The Proposed Variation No. 2 to Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Development Plan, hereafter referred to as the Plan, should be set in the context of the planning hierarchy and a clear statement should be provided as to the function of the Plan and what the Plan can and cannot do. Where other Plans/Programmes/Strategies are responsible for implementing relevant policies / objectives / initiatives, these should be acknowledged and fully referenced in the Plan.

Response:





This is a Variation to the County Development Plan 2010-2016. The hierarchy of planning guidelines and strategies is dealt with in the County Development Plan 2010-2016, of which this Variation will be part.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	2.3.2.2
	
Point 2


Consideration should also be given to establishing a traffic management plan for the Plan area which should also taken into consideration potential for transport related air quality and noise pollution issues.

Response:





Measures relating to sustainable mobility
 have been integrated into the Proposed Variation and are currently in force through the existing County Development Plan.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	2.3.2.3
	
Point 3 Summary of Key Issues and Key Recommendations


	a)
	Water Quality
It should be ensured that the Eastern River Basin District River Basin Management Plan is integrated as appropriate into the Plan to ensure surface and ground water quality is protected / improved as appropriate. 

	b)
	Ensure adequate and appropriate infrastructure
It should be ensured that adequate and appropriate critical service infrastructure is in place to be able to service the development of the Plan area. Development within the Plan area should be subject to this infrastructure being in place prior to development being granted in the interests of ensuring sustainable development


Response:

	a)
	See Policy LHB27 of the County Development Plan 

	b)
	See response under Section 2.2.1.


Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	2.3.2.4
	Point 4 Various Recommendations and Comments


After identifying the 2 key recommendations identified under Section 0 above, the EPA make a number of comments and recommendations under the headings of water, biodiversity, air, noise and climatic factors, energy conservation/renewable energy, landscape character assessment, human health, quality of life, infrastructure planning, urban waste water discharge licensing management, Environmental Impact Assessment, Strategic Environmental Assessment, obligations with respect to national plans and EU environmental legislation and Report: Ireland’s Environment 2008. 

	Note that these measures are likely to benefit:

●
	reductions in transport related greenhouse gas emissions;

	●
	a model change from car to more sustainable forms of transport; and,

	●
	the protection of human health with regard to transport related air and noise emissions


Response:





All relevant comments and recommendations have already been taken into account by the SEA and Plan preparation process. In particular, see the SEA Environmental Report, the Proposed Variation and the County Development Plan.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.”

	“2.3.3
	
Section 2: Environmental Report


	2.3.3.1
	
Point 1


In assessing the potential for likely significant effects, clarification should be given how the full range of likely significant effects (including cumulative effects) as required under the SEA Directive has been taken into consideration. You are referred to Schedule 2B (f) of S.I. No. 436 of 2004 in this regard.

Response:





See Section 8.1 of the Environmental Report which describes the methodology employed in the assessment. Note that, in accordance with Schedule 2B (f) of S.I. No. 436 of 2004, the effects considered by the assessment include secondary, cumulative, synergistic, short, medium and long-term permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	2.3.3.2
	
Point 2


It should be ensured that adequate and appropriate critical service infrastructure is in place to be able to service the development of the Plan area. Development within the Plan area should be subject to this infrastructure being in place prior to development being granted in the interests of ensuring sustainable development.

Response:





Measures which have been integrated into the Proposed Variation and measures which are currently in force through the existing County Development Plan will help to ensure that new development is accompanied by appropriate levels of infrastructure. Also see ‘response’ under Section 2.2.1.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	2.3.3.3
	
Point 3


The list of included mitigation measures is acknowledged, however in the interests of clarity, consideration should be given to inclusion of a summary table highlighting the key specific mitigation measures for each of the SEO’s in order to show how the particular vulnerabilities / sensitivities have been adequately addressed. In addition, there would also be merits in including this table in the non-technical summary.

Response:





Section 11 of the ER and Section 5 of the non-technical summary provide summary tables outlining how likely significant effects (if unmitigated) are linked to relevant mitigation measure(s) - which have been integrated into the Proposed Variation or which are already in force under the existing County Development Plan (CDP) (Policy LHB27 - see Section 9) - and indicator(s) which will be used for monitoring. 

All indicators are linked to the SEOs identified in Section 4 of the Environmental Report and they share the same codes e.g. SEO B1 is linked to Indicator B1. This will be noted in Section 11 of the ER and Section 5 of the non-technical summary.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


To note in Section 11 of the ER and Section 5 of the non-technical summary that:

All indicators are linked to the SEOs identified in Section 4 of the Environmental Report and they share the same codes e.g. SEO B1 is linked to Indicator B1.

	2.3.3.4
	
Point 4


For the Environmental Protection Objectives, consideration should be given to the development of additional relevant Environmental Objectives and associated Targets and Indicators for assessing environmental impact, including: Sustainable use of natural resources; Energy conservation; Water conservation. 

Given that the existing SEO‟s for biodiversity only refer to Natura 2000 sites, it should be ensured that nationally designated conservation sites (NHA‟s) should be afforded significant protection under the Plan also. In this regard, consideration should be given to inclusion of a specific SEO to protect NHA‟s or amending one of the existing Biodiversity SEO‟s to take account of nationally designated conservation sites.

Response:





As noted in Section 4 of the ER:

‘The SEA Directive requires that the evaluation of plans and programmes be focused upon the relevant aspects of the environmental characteristics of areas likely to be significantly affected. In compliance with this requirement, the SEA has focused upon the most relevant aspects of the environmental characteristics within and surrounding the Proposed Variation lands. SEOs relating to these environmental characteristics have been identified and developed for the SEA. Most attention has been given to environmental components which are likely to be impacted as a result of implementation of the Variation.’

SEOs are not covered under the headings of ‘sustainable use of natural resources’; ‘energy conservation’ or ‘water conservation’ and it is not considered necessary to add additional SEOs under these headings. 

Other SEOs cover aspects of the topics as follows:

	· 
	Sustainable use of natural resources - SEOs B1, B2, S1, W1, W2 and M1

	· 
	Energy conservation - SEOs C1 and C2

	· 
	Water conservation’ - SEO W1


Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	2.3.3.5
	
Point 5


Clarify how the full range of environmental effects of the implementation of the Plan, as set out in the SEA Directive and Regulations, i.e. “secondary, cumulative, synergistic, short, medium and long–term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects” have been assessed and documented. The use of a table to summarize the assessment of environmental effects should be considered.

Response:

See response under 0.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	2.3.3.6
	
Point 6


Mitigation measures proposed should be directly linked to the specific relevant significant effects identified in the Environmental Report. There would be merits in providing a summary table outlining how each significant effect is linked directly to relevant mitigation measure(s), monitoring measure(s) and, where appropriate a specific Policy or Objective in the Plan.

Response:

Such a table is provided in Section 11 of the ER and Section 5 of the non-technical summary.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

	2.3.3.7
	
Point 7


Consideration should be given to the following:

	a)
	The addition of appropriate corrective action thresholds for unauthorised development, illegal waste activity and water pollution incidents not involving oil spills.

	b)
	Monitoring of both positive and negative effects, where they occur.

	c)
	Inclusion of the on-going review of environmental targets and indicators in the monitoring programme. Responsibility for this role should be clearly defined.

	d)
	The Monitoring Programme should be flexible to take account of the various stages of the Plan and should be able to deal with specific environmental issues as they arise.

	e)
	The programme must be able to deal with the possibility of cumulative effects.

	f)
	While the monitoring programme sets out the various sources of data, the actual departments responsible for collecting, collating and analysing the data should be identified as soon as possible after the Plan has been adopted.

	g)
	The Monitoring Programme should include information on how the monitoring proposed will allow unforeseen adverse effects to be identified and responded to as appropriate. Who has responsibility for this? What will trigger appropriate remedial action?



Response:

	a)
	Thresholds at which corrective action will be considered include (as stated in Section 10.6 of the ER): the occurrence of flood events; court cases taken by the DEHLG regarding impacts upon archaeological heritage including entries to the Record of Monuments and Places; and, complaints received from statutory consultees regarding avoidable environmental impacts resulting from development which is granted permission under the County Development Plan as varied. The corrective actions suggested are not considered appropriate to the Monitoring Programme for this level of the Planning hierarchy and may be considered by lower tier assessments with regard to the construction and operation of individual developments.

	b)
	The indicators selected provide for the assessment of positive and negative effects.

	c)
	This is noted.

	d)
	The Monitoring Programme has been developed so that it is flexible and able to deal with specific environmental issues as they arise. 

	e)
	The indicators selected provide for the assessment of cumulative effects.

	f)
	This is a matter for the Planning Authority. The programme provides for the collection, collation and analysis of the data.

	g)
	All effects will be identified by the indicators which are included in Section 10 of the ER. Responsibilities and thresholds at which corrective action will be considered are identified in this section also.


Updates to ER or AA Arising:

	· 
	None. 

	· 
	None. 

	· 
	To amend sentence in Section 10.5 of the ER as follows:
Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Council is responsible for collating existing relevant monitored data, the on-going review of environmental targets and indicators, the preparation of preliminary and final monitoring evaluation reports, the publication of these reports and, if necessary, the carrying out of corrective action.

	· 
	None

	· 
	None

	· 
	None

	· 
	None


	“2.3.4
	
Section 3: Development Plan



	2.3.4.1
	
Point 1


The specific comments below relate to the Draft Plan. Comments and suggestions in this Section are put forward for consideration.

	· 
	Section 2: Future Land Uses

	· 
	Consideration should be given to amending Objective OE1 to refer to “…sustainable office and enterprise development…”

	· 
	Section 8 Evaluation of Proposed Variation Provisions

	· 
	Consideration should be given to amending Policy SUFP6 as follows “…to cater for the planned future sustainable development …”.


Response:





This is a matter for the Planning Authority. It is noted that by including the term ‘sustainable’ the likelihood of potential adverse effects arising from these provisions would be reduced but would still exist.

Updates to ER or AA Arising:


None.

The report was NOTED and the recommendations were AGREED unanimously.
</AI345>
<AI346>
PART 5
</AI346>
<AI347>
List of Submissions 

The list of submissions were NOTED.
</AI347>
<AI348>
Motion No. 2(b) 

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

 “To amend the Draft by inserting at the start the following tables:

1. Glossary of technical terms

2. List of abbreviations

3. Full list of all objectives stated in the Draft with reference numbers.” 

(P 16 of Manager’s Report).

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“1. Response The Manager does not agree with part 1 of this Motion.

The County Development Plan 2010-2016 does not provide a Glossary of Technical Terms and it is therefore not considered to be a necessary component of the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.

2. Response The Manager agrees with part 2 of this Motion.

It is recommended that subject to the approval of the Council that the following resolution is passed:
To include after the Table of Contents and Maps and Drawings a “List of Abbreviations”.

3. Response The Manager does not agree with part 3 of this Motion.

The objectives throughout the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan are clearly delineated and colour coded under each section heading. In this regard, it isconsidered that to include a full list of the objectives at the beginning of the Plan would be repetitive, unnecessary, would add to the bulk of the Plan and may create confusion. “

The Manager’s report was AGREED unanimously.
</AI348>
<AI349>
Motion No. 2(m) 

It was proposed by Councillor R. Humphreys:

 “TAM7 amend 2nd bullet point after “(See Drawing 7)” to insert “and to provide additional traffic calming in the Leopardstown Estate to discourage rat running by users of the SBD.” (P 91 of Manager’s Report)

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was CONSIDERED:

“The Manager does not agree with this Motion. It is not an issue for the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan.

The report on the “Prioritisation of Traffic Calming Schemes in the Dún Laoghaire- Rathdown County Council Area” that was carried out in 2008 has prioritised particular schemes for Traffic Calming once funding is available. Any request for traffic calming will be in accordance with this priority list. 

A number of measures have been introduced in recent years to reduce the amount of through traffic on Leopardstown Avenue.”

The Manager’s report was AGREED unanimously.
</AI349>
<AI350>
Motion No. 2(s) 

The following motion in the name of Councillor T. Murphy was NOT PUT:

 “That the Manager take into consideration the development of roof gardens at the planning process for all future developments.”
</AI350>
<AI351>
Building Heights Study 

The following motion was MOVED by Councillor G. O’Keeffe WITHOUT DISCUSSION:

"That the Manager report on the progress of the Building Heights Study and outline a likely timescale for same and the proposed workshops with the elected representatives."

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:

“During the course of discussions held in March 2010 regarding the preparation and adoption of the 2010-2016 County Development Plan, it was agreed that a series of further discussions and consultation in relation to a revised Building Heights Strategy would be undertaken with Council members as soon as preparatory work on a replacement draft Strategy had been satisfactorily advanced.

Over the last few months the recently established Forward Planning Team has been actively progressing a revised Building Heights Strategy for the County.  A finalised Draft Building Heights Strategy has now been prepared.  The Draft BHS was presented to the Members of the Dundrum Area Committee on 28th March and subsequently to the Members of the Dun Laoghaire Area Committee on 4th April for their consideration and comment.

A report on the Draft Building Heights Strategy is included as a Headed Item (Item No.17) on the agenda of this evening’s Council meeting. The report recommends that the revised Building Heights Strategy now be put out for public consultation through the process of a formal Variation to the 2010-2016 County Development Plan.”
</AI351>
<AI352>
Sandyford Urban Framework Plan 

The following motion was MOVED by Councillor G. O’Keeffe WITHOUT DISCUSSION:

"That the Manager explain the different criteria used for evaluating the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan compared to previously agreed local area plans, notably the Stillorgan LAP."

The following report of the Manager, copy of which had been circulated to the Members, was NOTED:

“I am not clear what is meant by the “different criteria used for evaluating”. In Section 1.6 of the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan the purpose of the Plan is set out, as is the rationale on which future growth is based. Section 1.6.1 sets out clearly the rationale underpinning the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan (SUFP). The background papers, which informed the plan making process, have been made available to the public to view on the Council’s web site. 

The Planning and Development Act 2000 – 2010 Section 19(2) sets out broadly what issues should be covered in a Local Area Plan, the issues of zoning, phasing, community facilities and amenities, and standards on the design and development of structures are referred to. All of these issues are addressed in the SUFP. As explained at the workshop with Councillors prior to the Plan going on display the reason for preparing the SUFP as a Variation to the County Development Plan, rather than an LAP, is that an LAP has to be consistent with the objectives of the current County Development Plan. The draft SUFP proposes changes to existing objectives and therefore may be open to legal challenge if brought forward as an LAP.

The County Development Plan is the top of the hierarchy of Plans that the Council prepare under the Planning and Development Acts by embedding the SUFP in the County Development Plan its policies and objectives cannot be brought into question.”
</AI352>
<AI353>
Resolution 

An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy thanked the Manager, the Elected Members and staff for their work on the Sandy ford Urban Framework Plan.

Ms. K. Holohan, Director of Planning READ the following resolution which was proposed by Councillor B. Saul, seconded by  Councillor A. Culhane and Councillor T. Joyce and RESOLVED:

“That pursuant to Section 13 of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended that this Council, being the Planning Authority for Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County, having considered a draft of proposed Variation No. 2 of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016 to incorporate the Sandyford Urban Framework Plan (SUFP) into the County Development Plan and accordingly to make amendments to the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2010-2016, Variations to Map 6, and the Environmental Report which were on public display from the 10th January, 2011 to 7th February, 2011 and the Manager’s Report on submissions and observations received, which was submitted to it pursuant to Section 13 (4) (a) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended), and having discussed proposed amendments to the Draft Variation No. 2 of the Dún Laoghaire-Rathdown  County Development Plan 2010-2016 pursuant to Section 13 (5) (b) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 (as amended) at a meeting of the Council held on Monday 11th April, 2011, do hereby resolve under Section 13 (6) (a) to adopt the amendments to the Draft Variation No. 2 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan as set out in the following Schedule and to initiate the public display and consultation procedure as set out in Section 13 (6) (ac) of the Planning Development Act 2000, as amended.”
Schedule of proposed amendments to  Variation No. 2 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan pursuant to Section 13 (5) (b) of the Planning & Development Act 2000-2010.

	Motion no.
	Page No and/or Section in Manager’s Report
	Councillor

	
	Item 2(a) (i)Minor Amendments
	

	
	P10 (Objective TAM9)
	N/A

	
	P10 (New TAM18)
	N/A

	
	P11 (Objective P3 & P4)
	N/A

	From Floor
	P16 (Legal status)
	Cllrs. Humphreys & O’Callaghan

	
	P18 (Section 1.7)
	N/A

	
	P23 (Areas in Transition)
	N/A

	
	P23 (SUFP1)
	N/A

	2(w) & 2(u)
	P27 & P28 ESB Lands
	Cllrs. Saul & Horkan

	From Floor
	P31 (Plot ratio)
	Cllr. McCarthy

	
	P31 (Heather Road)
	N/A

	
	P34 (Gateway)
	N/A

	
	P37 (SLO1 23)
	N/A

	
	P40 (OS5)
	N/A

	
	P43 (Strip of land SCBP)
	N/A

	
	P48 (Plot Ratio)
	N/A

	
	P50 (Building Height SCBP)
	N/A

	2(q) (i)
	P63 (BH3 & BH4)
	Cllrs. O’Keeffe, Horkan, Saul

	2(h)
	P63 (BH3) & (BH4)
	Cllr. Humphreys

	2(f)
	P63 Building Height
	Cllr. Humphreys as amended

	From Floor
	P63 (BH3) & (BH4)
	Cllrs. McCarthy, Murphy, Joyce

	
	P65 (BH3)
	N/A

	
	P73 (Reservoir House Building Height)
	N/A

	
	P74 (Building Height)
	N/A

	2(e)
	P76 (Unfinished Estates)
	Cllr. Humphreys

	2(y)
	P76 (Unfinished Estates)
	Cllr. Saul

	From floor
	P76 (Unfinished Estates)
	Cllrs. Murphy & O’Callaghan (as amended)

	
	P78 (Class 2 open space)
	N/A

	
	P87 (Objective P10)
	N/A

	2(l)
	P90 (TAM6)
	Cllr. Humphreys

	2(j)
	P90 (WF1)
	Cllr. Humphreys

	
	P109 (Section 47)
	N/A

	2(b)
	Table of Contents
	Cllr. Humphreys


	
	P128 (SEA AA)
	N/A

	
	P129 (SEA AA)
	N/A

	
	P130 (SEA AA)
	N/A

	
	P131 (SEA AA)
	N/A

	
	P133 (SEA AA)
	N/A


 

An Cathaoirleach, Councillor L. McCarthy, declared the Resolution AGREED.

Ms. K. Holohan, Director of Planning advise the Members that as the proposed amendments included material amendments to Variation No. 2 Sandyford Urban Framework Plan in accordance with the provisions of Sections 13 (6) (ac) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 as amended that arrangements would be made for a public display and consultation period from the 13th May 2011 to the 13th June 2011 (inclusive).
</AI353>
<AI354>
Re-entering of Items 

It was AGREED to RE-ENTER Item Nos. 7 – 9, Item Nos. 21 – 27, Item Nos. 29 – 34  & Item Nos. 36 - 40 to the May meeting of the County Council.

</AI354>
<AI355>
Conclusion of Meeting 

The meeting concluded at 8.25 p.m.
</AI355>
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� Note that these measures are likely to benefit:


	reductions in transport related greenhouse gas emissions;


	a modal change from car to more sustainable forms of transport; and,


	the protection of human health with regard to transport related air and noise emissions.


� Note that these measures are likely to benefit:


	the provision of appropriate waste water treatment;


	the provision of sufficient quality and quantity of drinking water;


	the protection of the quality of water bodies; and,


	the protection of biodiversity.


� Note that these measures are likely to benefit:


	the minimisation of flood risk; and,


	the protection of human health. 





� Note that these measures are likely to also benefit:


	the protection of local habitats;


	the protection of residential amenity;


	the protection of cultural heritage and its setting; and,


	the availability of flood risk management options.








� Note that these measures are likely to benefit:


	reductions in transport related greenhouse gas emissions;


	a modal change from car to more sustainable forms of transport; and,


	the protection of human health with regard to transport related air and noise emissions.


� Note it is assumed that this Section refers to the Proposed Variation





