Minutes of Adjourned Planning Meeting to consider the draft Development Plan held in the Mtek Building, Knockaconny, Monaghan on Tuesday 20th March, 2007 at 10.00 a.m.

Chair:

Cllr P. McNally, Mayor.

Present: 
Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, Kieran, Martin, Maxwell, McAnespie, McElvaney, O’Brien, P. McKenna, B. McKenna, and Treanor.

Mr. D. Nelson, County Manager, Mr. M. Fitzpatrick, Director, Mr. D. Fallon, Director, Mr. A. Hughes, Senior Planner, Ms. M. Cullinane, Executive Planner, Mr. G. Kellett, Graduate Planner, Ms. C. Thornton, Meetings Administrator and Ms. L. Duffy, Asst. Staff Officer.

Apologies:
Cllr Humphreys.
The Members resumed consideration of the submissions received on proposed amendments to the draft plan and in particular submissions CK47, CK187 and CK298, consideration of which had been deferred from the previous meeting held on 7th March 2007.

Cllr J. O’Brien declared an interest in this submission CK187 and withdrew from the meeting.

Mr. M. Fitzpatrick referred to the map circulated.   The map shows the area required to facilitate two standard soccer pitches, a gaelic pitch and a running track. Between the Council owned land and Duffy’s land there is an area of trees.   The broken line on the map marks the boundary of the compromise reached at a meeting last November.  Now a further compromise is being sought by some Members.   Any reduction in the area already agreed will compromise plans for additional facilities such as communal dressing rooms, car parking, etc.

Cllr Maxwell enquired what the distances were between the broken line and the proposed GAA pitch.

Mr. Hughes replied approx 80 metres at one end and 50 metres at the other.

Cllr Bannigan stated that it was helpful that the map had been produced and circulated.  He took on board the comments of Mr. Fitzpatrick that the area is planted.  The area between the pitch and the river is no more marshy than what is in the field.  He had walked it and despite the fact that the soil type is bog clay it was surprisingly dry for the time of the year.  He assumed that modern technologies will allow for its development.

Cllr McElvaney enquired how much land the Duffy’s have.

Mr. A. Hughes stated the total area of land within the Duffy’s ownership is approximately 7 ha.   There is currently 2ha zoned for higher density housing and the remainder zoned for recreation/amenity in the draft plan.   It is requested that a further 1.5 ha are zoned for residential purposes.

Cllr B. McKenna said he was led to believe that a map would be furnished from the individuals concerned.  Has Carrickmacross Town Council got the resources to purchase this land for development?

Mr. M. Fitzpatrick stated that the resources are not the question here.  Do we need recreational facilities in Carrickmacross or do we need more housing land zoned in Carrickmacross – my view is we don’t need more land zoned for housing.  Where funds come from is another challenge for the Councils involved.  We need this land for recreational purposes.  What’s zoned for recreation should be left as that.  We need to provide communal facilities and car parking – there is no room for car parking which will be a major requirement if the development goes ahead.

Mayor McNally asked how the facilities will be accessed.

Mr. Fitzpatrick stated that it was initially intended that the access would be via the Ardee Road.  As part of the previous compromise it was agreed to make an access via the industrial sites.

Mayor McNally stated that there needed to be a pedestrian access from the Ardee Road.

Mr. A. Hughes said that the proposed pitches will require other facilities such as dressing rooms and provision for car parking, which will be land hungry.

Cllr McElvaney referred to a comment in the submission which stated that there are sufficient lands zoned for 20 international soccer pitches.

Mayor McNally stated that all the area zoned recreational could take 20 pitches side by side – however no other facilities were provided for.

Mr. M. Fitzpatrick stated that the total area of land had been divided by the area of one pitch – this was how the figure of 20 was arrived at.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that the land bounding Lough na Glack is heavily wooded.

Cllr B. McKenna enquired if we are to reduce the amount of lands owned by the Duffys that is being zoned for recreational purposes, will there be a similar reduction in the other two submissions.

Mayor McNally stated that was why all three submissions need to be taken in tandem.  It’s similar to what was done the last time the compromise was reached.

Cllr Keenan proposed, Cllr Kieran seconded

Submissions CK47, CK187 and CK 298:

“  That this Council accept the line A on attached map regarding the above submissions ”

Cllr Keenan stated that he understands where Mr. Fitzpatrick is coming from.  He feels for the Duffy family – it’s all the land they have. It is their entire land holding.

Mayor McNally enquired if the Members could agree a pedestrian access on the most northerly point of the land.

Mr. D. Nelson, County Manager said if the Members were considering an access that they should consider making provision for a vehicular access.

Mr. A. Hughes, Senior Planner stated that a pedestrian access may cause difficulties, people will be dropping off children and will be making turning movements which would create a traffic hazard.  A vehicular access to the lands which would require 10 metre wide strip would be preferable.

Cllr Bannigan enquired if we can provide for an access at this stage.  There has been no mention of a vehicular access before today.   During the process we haven’t been able to identify a road route in a number of towns. All we could do was provide an entrance and exit at two ends.  He is not opposing the proposal. It makes sense to provide for an access. Can we make similar amendments to other submissions?

Mr. A. Hughes stated that as we were dealing with an amendment – changing from green (recreation) zoning to blue (residential) zoning – that the members could equally change the zoning from green (recreational) to red (industrial) to identify the lands for a future road.

Cllr Carthy stated that this makes sense as a point of policy that a 10m road width will be provided.  We need to identify a landowner.  The Members are now amending a piece of land that wasn’t amended originally – is this in order?

Cllr McElvaney stated that the vehicular access should be taken in tandem with the development of these lands.   Sight distances are a major issue for planning permission on regional and county roads. Now we are being told an access can be put anywhere.

Mr. D. Nelson stated that the status of this road has been reduced since the opening of the bypass.   It’s not a national or even a regional road now.  It’s unfair to compare it to a road in a rural area as it is within the speed limit area.  The rationale for locating the access where it’s proposed is that its 100m from the nearest junction and it’s also the closest point for access for pedestrians.

Cllr B. McKenna enquired if this road couldn’t be dealt with at planning permission stage. Can the planning permission not state that the developer has to allow the road through their section of ground.

Mayor McNally stated that it won’t be possible for three different landowners to have three different entrances onto the road. One main entrance will suffice for housing and recreational developments.

Cllr Conlon stated that there should be a masterplan prepared.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that if there isn’t a policy or a line on the map then we will be relying on the goodwill of a developer for the provision of the road.  He would recommend that a line be included on the map to avoid this scenario.

Cllr B. McKenna enquired if it transpires that a mistake has been made today, can the situation be rectified later on?

Mr. A. Hughes stated that the Members could consider the matter as a material contravention.

Cllr B. McKenna asked if the road route is being proposed through virgin ground to south of the existing private house.

Mayor confirmed that this was the case.

Cllr Martin stated that whilst he felt the proposed road might be a good idea he stated it would need a greater consultative process and he indicated that he would be abstaining on this.

Cllr Treanor enquired if a road could be facilitated through the treatment plant.

The Mayor stated that he did not think this would be an option.

Cllr Keenan enquired if there would be a possibility of the access being through the industrial site.

Cllr Carthy suggested that a line be included to say that the Council, in discussion with future developers will determine a vehicular access for these lands.

The Mayor stated it was unlikely as these sites had already been sold.  He stated that they were losing sight of the fact that access will be required for these lands anyway if they are to be developed.  If access is provided in tandem for housing/recreational developments it will work.  If we don’t make provision, pedestrians will have to go to a roundabout to access the recreational lands.

Mr. A. Hughes enquired what the members want to do regarding an access road.  A general policy will be difficult. The best solution is to put road closer to town centre.  This is not a new proposal it was discussed in Carrickmacross Town Council and also at sub-committee level.  He explained that in total there was approximately 440 metres of road frontage and that only 10 metres were required to provide a pedestrian and vehicular access. He advised the members that they shouldn’t be concerned about who will lose ten metres but what was the optimum solution.

Cllr Kieran stated that any application to the Department of Arts Sport & Tourism for funding will require that an access be shown on it.

Cllr Bannigan stated that we don’t own the land to make an application for anything.

Cllr Maxwell proposed, Cllr Kieran seconded

“  That a 10 metre strip be provided on the northern side of submission CK47, CK187, CK 298 for vehicular and pedestrian access to recreation/amenity land should an alternative not be provided ”

Cllr Kieran enquired if the area being given up for a proposed road could be considered towards the 10% green space requirement.

The Mayor stated that the green space is required for recreation purposes.

Voting:

A recorded vote on Cllr Keenan’s proposal resulted as follows:

For:   Cllrs Bannigan, Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, Kieran, Maxwell, McElvaney, McNally, and P. McKenna.   Total 13
Against:   Nil

Abstention:  Cllrs Carthy, Martin, B. McKenna, and Treanor    Total 4

The Mayor declared the motion carried.

A recorded vote on Cllr Maxwell’s proposal resulted as follows:

For: Cllrs Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Crowe, Keelan, Kieran, Maxwell, McNally Total 8
Against:  Cllrs Martin, McElvaney, B. McKenna and P. McKenna  Total  4
Abstention:  Cllrs Bannigan, Coyle, Gallagher, Keenan, and Treanor   Total 5

The Mayor declared the motion carried.

Cllr O’Brien re-joined the meeting.

DPA 71 – Eastern Regional Fisheries Board:

The Members agreed with the recommendations contained in the Manager’s Report in relation to submission DPA 71 – Eastern Regional Fisheries Board.

DPA 86a - Pat Connolly

DPA 86b – Seamus & Margaret Conlon

DPA 86c – Seamus Martin

Cllr Bannigan enquired if these submissions are saying that the lake is polluted.   The lake is not polluted at all. The effluent treatment plant is the most stringently regulated plant in the country.  He is not happy to see these remarks written in a document that is now in the public domain. This is false information.  If an area was suffering from air pollution the Council would be concerned.   Is there any proof that the air around Lough Egish is excessively polluted?  

Mr. A. Hughes stated that he had no information to support this.

Cllr Bannigan referred to the last bullet point (page 55) of the issues raised in the submission. Local politicians recently gave the workers of Lakeland Dairies an undertaking that there would be no development on this field. He, along with other members of the Council, attended a meeting at Lakeland Dairies. He gave an undertaking that he would not support residential zoning for the field in question as this would compromise any future industry in that plant which is due to close. 

Cllr Crowe said that he had also attended the meeting and gave an undertaking that there would be no residential development in this field.  He read from the minutes of the meeting held on 15th November where submission no. 86 was dealt with initially and quoted the proposal of Cllr Keenan.  He stated he was taken aback with the statement regarding pollution, which is sending out a very dangerous signal.

Mayor McNally stated that he could not accept that Lough Egish is excessively polluted. There is no evidence to sustain this allegation.

Cllr Coyle said he took exception to the comments made. He knows the Lough Egish area very well.  ISO awards have been achieved in relation to standards there.

Cllr Keelan concurred with the comments of the previous speakers

Cllr Martin enquired if the Executive have changed their views on this?

Adrian Hughes replied that the recommendation of the Manager is that the land should not be zoned for any purpose as it is elevated, has poor access and has the potential to conflict with the existing adjoining uses

Cllr Bannigan proposed, Cllr McNally seconded

“  That this Council rejects allegations made in submissions DPA 86a and 86b that Lough Egish is excessively polluted ”

Cllr Bannigan stated that there are approx. 300 people employed in the area.  There is a state of the art effluent plant in the area which was the most modern in the country at the time it was built.  It was put in place at a huge cost.   The discharge licence was the most stringent in the 26 counties at the time it was granted.

Mr. D. Nelson stated that the Members are dealing with the development plan process, not with the housekeeping regime at Lakeland Dairies.  He rejected the comment made in the submission about pollution in Lough Egish.

A recorded vote on Cllr Bannigan’s motion resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, Kieran, Martin, Maxwell, McElvaney, McNally, O’Brien, P. McKenna, B. McKenna, and Treanor.    Total 18

Against:  Nil

Abstentions:  Nil

The Mayor declared the motion carried.

Cllr Keelan proposed, Cllr Keenan seconded

“  that the lands in the name of Barry Duffy remain as industrial land as agreed previously on 15th November in the Workhouse in Carrickmacross  ”

Mr. A. Hughes referred back to the previous discussion.  He stated that he would not recommend this land for zoning as it has poor access, is exceptionally elevated.  Zoning industrial beside residential is unacceptable.  This land is not suitable for industry.

Cllr Bannigan enquired if this land is zoned industrial would Mr. Hughes envisage that planning permission may be refused.

Mr. A. Hughes that the development plan process is to give clarity to developers,  a potential developer should know whether or not land is suitable.

A recorded vote on Cllr Keelan’s motion resulted as follows:

For:
Bannigan, Carville, Crowe, Keelan, Keenan, McElvaney, B. McKenna, P. McKenna   Total 8

Against:   Cllrs Coyle, Gallagher, Kieran, Martin, Maxwell, McNally and O’Brien 

Total  7

Abstentions:  Cllrs Carthy, Conlon and Treanor.   Total 3

The Mayor declared Cllr Keelan’s motion carried.

DPA C145 – F.J. Coyle:

Cllr Treanor referred to this submission and welcomed the idea of a masterplan for the development of these lands.  He referred to pre planning consultation with the Planning section and enquired how realistic is proposal.  The masterplan covers five areas as outlined on page 74 of the Manager’s Report. He queried whether the masterplan was realistic.
Mr. A. Hughes said he was party to the pre-planning discussions.  He could not comment on how realistic the proposal was. The masterplan is extremely high density.  

Cllr McElvaney proposed, Cllr Kieran seconded

“  That the Manager’s recommendation on submission C145 be rejected and that the submission as presented be adopted  ”

The County Manager stated that this was a very large development on the outskirts of Clones town involving the construction of approximately 400 houses.

Cllr McElvaney stated that every approach road to Clones is considered virgin territory by the Planners.   This is an opportunity for the Members to do something about it and he would urge the support of the members for the proposal.

Cllr Kieran stated that the Government has approved new buildings for the Library and Fire Service in Clones.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that the concept plan submitted is based on an economic justification.  Re-zoning from low density to high will not facilitate the masterplan.  It would be better if it was dealt with outside of the development plan process as a variation when the whole masterplan could be considered.
A recorded vote on Cllr McElvaney’s motion resulted as follows:

For :  Cllrs Carville, Keenan, Kierans, McElvaney and P. McKenna    Total 5

Against:  Cllrs B. McKenna and McNally    Total 2

Abstentions:   Cllrs Carthy, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Maxwell, O’Brien and Treanor  Total 8

The Mayor declared Cllr McElvaney’s motion carried.

DPA 147 – Killylough F.C.

DPA 288 – Cormac Mohan:

Cllr P. McKenna stated that Killylough F.C. have withdrawn their objection to the zoning of this land as they have secured land outside the village.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that the previous recommendation was to retain for recreational facilities. It was his understanding that land has now been secured for this purpose outside the village.

Cllr McElvaney proposed, Cllr Martin seconded

“  That the Manager’s recommendation on submission No. DPA 147 be rejected  ”

Cllr McElvaney stated that the Manager recommended that the lands in question be zoned for development purposes.  He was proposing a counter proposal as the land was used not only by the soccer club but the world tug-of-war champions Killylough.

Cllr B. McKenna stated that the previous recommendation was to amend zoning from recreational to development.

A recorded vote on Cllr McElvaney’s motion resulted as follows:

For :  Cllrs Keenan, Martin and McElvaney    Total 3
Against:  Cllrs Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Kieran, Maxwell B. McKenna, P. McKenna, O’Brien and Treanor   Total  10

Abstentions:   Cllrs Carthy, Carville, McNally   Total 3

The Mayor declared Cllr McElvaney’s motion defeated.

DPA 163a – Martin & Elizabeth Clerkin, Corcaghan:

Cllr Kieran proposed, Cllr Carville seconded

“  That submission No. DPA 163a in the names of Martin & Elizabeth Clerkin be supported and the said lands No. 163 be excluded from the development envelope  ”

Cllr Kieran referred to a number of signatures from residents in the area in support of the submission from the Clerkins. 

Mr. A. Hughes stated that these should not be taken into consideration as they were not received during the prescribed period.

Cllr Martin stated he was sympathetic towards the concerns expressed in the submission. The farming community is being continually pushed out by developers.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that two submissions relating to Corcaghan were received during the initial consultation period. One, to the north, which was elevated and recommended by the Manager not to be zoned, and these lands which appeared more suitable.   The one to the north was recommended for inclusion by the Members.  Zoning of land does not affect a right of way.  He believed that this land is suitable for development. It is up to the Members to decide.

The County Manager stated that ownership of land should not be a factor during this process.

Mayor McNally asked Cllr McElvaney for his opinion in the matter as he was from the area.

Cllr McElvaney said he had sympathy with a man that needs a right of way to his farm.  He would be in favour of taking it out.

Cllr B. McKenna referred to minutes of a previous meeting where Cllr McElvaney stated that he would not participate in the debate on this village.

Cllr McElvaney stated that he did refrain from previous discussion on Corcaghan.  Sinn Fein had accused Fine Gael of zoning land for friends. Fine Gael have proved this was lies. He noted from a recent media report that Sinn Fein were very much involved with developers.  He had only spoken on this matter at the invitation of the Mayor, he didn’t intend to speak on it otherwise.  He indicated that he now intended to vote on it.

Mayor stated that he did ask for the opinion of Cllr McElvaney. He would be guided by the opinion of those on the ground.

Cllr McElvaney referred to the Northern Standard of 15th March 2007, where Cllr Carthy had said that developers had approached him and urged him to support certain matters in the development plan.

Cllr B. McKenna rejected the allegation made by Cllr McElvaney.  Every member and party has been lobbied by constituents in relation to the development plan. In view of what Cllr McElvaney had stated at a previous meeting he would have expected him to refrain from voting today.

Cllr Carthy stated that Cllr McElvaney read one line of an article that indicated developers had approached him.  He had taken the exact opposite decision in the matter.  He would quite happily stand over his record on any decisions taken during the development plan process.

Cllr Martin said he had expressed concern when Cllr Carthy made a serious allegation about Fine Gael zoning land for their friends and he had asked him to substantiate it.  He was now calling on Cllr McElvaney to do likewise.

A recorded vote on Cllr Kieran’s motion resulted as follows:

For :  Cllrs Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Kieran, Martin, Maxwell, McElvaney and P. McKenna and McNally  Total  9
Against:  Cllrs Bannigan, and B. McKenna   Total 2

Abstentions:   Cllrs Carthy, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, O’Brien and Treanor  Total  7.

The Mayor declared Cllr Kieran’s motion carried.

DPA 183 – Michael Mullen:

Cllr Kieran proposed, Cllr Bannigan seconded

“  That submission DPA 183 in the name of Michael Mullen should follow contour line 68 as supplied by drawings ”

Mr. A. Hughes stated that the submission objects to the coverage of the LLPA. The Manager’s report was recommending the LLPA should follow the 67m contour, Mr. Mullen was asking for it to be at contour 68.  He confirmed that the total land holding was 2.58ha and that gardens would not be allowed on lands designated within an LLPA.

Cllr Bannigan stated that he had seen gardens developed on elevated lands. He didn’t consider it good development but he didn’t think there was an issue in this case.

A recorded vote on Cllr Kieran’s motion resulted as follows:

For :  Cllrs Bannigan, Coyle, Keenan, Kieran, McElvaney P. McKenna and O’Brien  Total 7
Against:  Cllrs Carthy, Conlon, Maxwell, B. McKenna and McNally    Total 5

Abstentions:   Cllrs Carville, Crowe, Keelan, Martin and Treanor  Total 5

The Mayor declared Cllr Kieran’s motion carried.

DPA 238 – F. O’Brien, Aghnahola, Scotshouse:

Cllr O’Brien declared an interest in this submission.

The Members agreed with the recommendations contained in the Manager’s Report in relation to submission DPA 238 – F. O’Brien, Aghnahola.
DPA CY185 – John McMahon, Coolskeagh, Castleblayney:

The Members agreed with the recommendations contained in the Manager’s Report in relation to submission DPA CY185 – John McMahon, Coolskeagh.
DPA 216 – Alan O’Rourke, The Glebe House, Inniskeen:

The Members agreed with the recommendations contained in the Manager’s Report in relation to submission DPA 216 – Alan O’Rourke, The Glebe House.

DPA C223 – McDaid Construction:

Cllr Treanor proposed, Cllr Kieran seconded

 “  That we oppose Manager’s recommendation on DPA C223 

and leave zoned land included  ”

Cllr B. McKenna asked should all the letters not have been included?

Mr. A. Hughes confirmed that all letters received within prescribed period have been included.

Mr A. Hughes stated that is was not recommended that industrial lands should be located adjacent to housing lands as this may result in conflict.

A recorded vote on Cllr Treanor’s motion resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Kieran, McElvaney, O’Brien, P. McKenna, B. McKenna, and Treanor.  Total 13

Against: Cllr Carville, Keenan, Martin and McNally   Total  4

Abstentions:  Nil

The Mayor declared Cllr Treanor’s motion carried.

DPA 229 – Drummully/Connons Residents Association:

Cllr McElvaney proposed, Cllr Kieran seconded

“  That submission 229 be rejected in its entirety  ”

Cllr Martin asked Councillors to consider this motion carefully before adopting it.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that the submission on Page 90 relates to the Connons area and the amount of land zoned there.  The Department’s submission referred specifically to the detached portion of land contained within submission No 200 which had been zoned. The Department’s submission also referred to the excessive amount of land zoned within tier 4 and 5 villages, a position supported by the Manager.

Cllr Bannigan proposed, Cllr P. McKenna seconded an amendment to Cllr McElvaney’s motion:

“  That submission 200 be excluded from development limit in Connons – the rest of the development limit to remain as previously agreed  ”

Cllr Bannigan enquired if there is a list of the officers of the Residents Association?

Mr. A. Hughes stated that the submission was made by Noel Smith, Architect on behalf of the Drumully/Connons Residents Association.

Cllr Martin said he was aware that Association exists.

Cllr Gallagher said he understood the submission was made the last time and that there was a list of names submitted.

Cllr McElvaney said he was not aware of such an association. Do they have to be affiliated to a national body to call themselves a residents association. 

Cllr Coyle enquired if the Members could see the original submission.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that parcels 200, 236 and 210 North should be excluded as per the recommendation for the draft.

Cllr Bannigan said the submission from the Minister is only concerned with submission 200.  He enquired if submission 229 is rejected. Can we still consider this area under the Minister’s submission.

Mr A. Hughes stated that the Ministers submission also referred to the excessive amount of land zoned within tier 4 and 5 villages, a position supported by the Manager.

Cllr Kieran said he spoke initially on this submission because of the reed bed system the developer was prepared to supply.   This is one of the solutions to water quality in the area.   The local school is concerned that there is very little housing around.

Cllr Martin stated that this vote is central to the Council stepping back from the brink.  This is one area everyone should have looked at.  He doesn’t see the Minister ever ratifying this one – it will be like showing a red rag to a bull.  He asked the Planners to comment on this. It is very important for County Monaghan. It is disappointing it has to go to a vote, he thought it could have been teased out.

Cllr Kieran stated he would like to hear the comments of the planning section regarding the treatment facility on offer here. He asked if there was a benefit?

Cllr Bannigan stated that one of the individuals in Connons has indicated that a Junior Minister has made representation to the Minister regarding this land. He enquired if the Manager received a submission from a Junior Minister in relation to this?

Mr. A. Hughes and Mr. D. Nelson stated there was no written submission received.

Cllr Gallagher stated that he heard that Minister Roche has said that under no circumstances will he send back the Monaghan Development Plan if this area of Connons is included.

Mayor McNally stated that there was no evidence to substantiate that comment.

Mr. D. Nelson stated that the reed bed system may be preferable to a standard water treatment package in certain situations.  It depends on the actual loading, ground conditions, water table level and other factors.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that there was limited service provision here.  There is a small school, no shop, exceptionally poor access.  They had originally proposed zoning for 75 houses.  Zoning now provides for 225 houses.  He referred to the sequential approach to zoning – we shouldn’t zone land that is detached from the villages, in accordance with Department guidelines which Members are required to have regard to.

Cllr Kieran stated that a planning application which was submitted some time ago for a shop was refused.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that he would assume that decision had been made in accordance with proper planning guidelines.

A recorded vote on Cllr Bannigan’s amendment resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, B. McKenna, P. McKenna, McNally and O’Brien.  Total 13

Against: Cllr Kieran, Martin and McElvaney   Total  3

Abstentions:  Cllr Treanor   Total 1

The Mayor declared the amendment carried.  The substantive motion was put to the meeting and resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, B. McKenna, P. McKenna, McNally and O’Brien.  Total 13

Against: Cllr Kieran and McElvaney   Total  2

Abstentions:  Cllr Martin and Treanor   Total 2

The Mayor declared the motion carried.

DPA 232 – Cyril Cumisky, Lacklum, Inniskeen:

Cllr Keelan proposed, Cllr Keenan seconded

“  That in line with the previous decision made by this Council in this regard, that the lands identified in submission 232 be excluded from the development limit  ”

Cllr Martin asked for the Planners’ views on this.

Cllr Carthy stated that this item has been debated to the death at previous meeting. The minutes reflect the debate.  His view hasn’t changed since the last time.  All members who were interested contributed to the debate and the facts remain as they were at that time.

Mayor McNally agreed with Cllr Carthy about the lengthy debate.  He stated if you were to draw a circle around the village of Inniskeen, part of this land would surely feature.  There is no rationale behind some of the ways the Members voted in relation to Inniskeen.  He had supported Cllr Carthy’s motion regarding housing density and he felt that no village, with the exception of Emyvale, needs more than 6 houses per acre and he passionately believes this.  A member of the Inniskeen Action Committee told him that they would be happy with more land zoned for low density housing rather than less land being zoned for high density housing.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that the Manager’s Report recommends that the subject lands should be zoned for development and included within the development limit for the village as they are close to village centre, can be serviced and comply with the sequential approach  to proper planning.

A recorded vote on Cllr Keelan’s motion resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Crowe, Keelan, Keenan, McAnespie, B. McKenna and Treanor   Total 10

Against: Cllr Coyle, Gallagher, Kieran, McElvaney and McNally   Total  5

Abstentions:  Cllr Martin and P. McKenna   Total 2

The Mayor declared Cllr Keelan’s motion carried.

DPA 244 – Inniskeen Action Committee:

Cllr Carthy said he wished to commend the Inniskeen Action Committee on their submission.  In relation to their comments on childcare he met with the Action Committee and discussed this.   Their view is that there should be a co-ordinated approach to childcare provision – having a crèche, pre-school and after school facility at the one location will reduce the number of car trips and is a sustainable approach to development.  He said that an application has been turned down for childcare facilities on grounds that it wasn’t in a zoned area.  There is significant employment in rural areas but no childcare facilities close by – people have to drive to the towns for this.

Cllr Carthy proposed, Cllr Keelan seconded

“  That policy CF2 remains within the County Development Plan as agreed at previous meeting  ”

Cllr Bannigan proposed an amendment, Cllr Kieran seconded

“  That childcare facilities may be permitted outside the 2km radius where a local need has been clearly identified and is approved by the County Childcare Committee  ”

Cllr Carthy accepted the amendment proposed by Cllr Bannigan

Mayor McNally stated that it was unrealistic to expect that all childcare facilities can be located in a town area.  The most successful ones are those that are built on to an existing house.

Cllr Keelan stated that supply and demand will find its own balance.

Cllr Treanor referred to the Action Committee’s reference to the protection of the Great Northern Railway and the built fabric of the old GNR.  He referred to Carrowbarra bridge and the fact that one of the walls had been recently knocked and enquired how this can be provided for in planning.   We should be looking at working out with the developer how the wall can be re-built.  The developer should be asked to ensure that the resultant re-location of the wall is not an eyesore or a danger to those using the bridge.  The policy can be there but it can be flouted.

Cllr B. McKenna requested that the County Childcare Committee be invited to make a presentation to the Council at the May meeting.

Cllr McElvaney asked for clarification on the points being made by the Action Committee in relation to rural development, LLPA and the railway line.

Mr. A. Hughes explained that the Action Committee are saying the need to protect rural life is a justification for limiting development to a population of 300; the policy in relation to the protection of the railway line should be removed; and that the LLPA should be extended to cover all of the pitch and putt area.  

The letter from the County Childcare Committee which had been issued to Members can’t be considered as it was received outside the prescribed period.  We have referred to the DoELG guidelines which identifies the appropriate location of crèches and which is contrary to the current proposal.   If  we allow the crèches to be located outside of settlements, people will be driving out to these – this is unsustainable

Cllr Carthy stated that, with respect, if the Manager’s report had accepted the policy, we wouldn’t have had to make the proposal.  A crèche in Carrickmacross has been located in rented accommodation for the last 5/6 years – they can’t locate a new site for it.  Developers have built crèches in developments and put charges on them that are so high that they have rendered them useless.  They then go back to the local authorities requesting permission to change the use.  Things will only get worse in the county unless we change the policy in the development plan.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that under this proposal anywhere there is an identified need, childcare facilities will be allowed – is this what the Members want.  Where someone wants to provide a crèche outside of, for example, 4 miles outside of Carrickmacross, and gets a letter from the Childcare Committee confirming a need the Planning Authority will be required to grant planning permission, there will be an exodus from the town to attend the crèche.

Cllr Bannigan stated it doesn’t make sense that every 75 houses requires a crèche. If people are coming out of towns to crèches, then facilities are either not there or are not economical.

Cllr O’Brien stated that there shouldn’t be a figure of 75 houses as the requirement for a crèche. It should be decided on a local need.  He referred to a situation in mid-Monaghan where an existing crèche which is running well is seeking permission for an extension.   There is an application for a number of houses and a crèche for which there will be no need if the original crèche is granted permission for the extension.

Cllr Gallagher stated that we will end up with too many crèches. The legislation is flawed. The building boom will leave the country with an over-supply of crèches.  He suggested that the Council write to the Minister requesting that the legislation be changed.  It will be more difficult for crèche facilities to survive in urban areas. It will be cheaper to operate in rural areas.

Mayor McNally enquired as to how Monaghan County Council can decide on the need.

Cllr Gallagher said that surely the Childcare Committee can assess the need. The legislation is not helping the situation.  The solution is beyond the remit of this meeting.

Mayor McNally agreed that we should write to the Minister with regard to this matter.  He enquired as to how we define “local”.  It was suggested that local be defined as within a three mile radius of a proposed site.

A vote by show of hands on Cllr Bannigan’s amendment resulted in 17 for, 0 against, 1 abstention.  The substantive motion was put to the meeting and resulted in 17 for 0 against 1 abstention.   

The Mayor declared the motion carried.

DPA 278 – Peter McArdle, Inniskeen:

The Members agreed with the recommendations contained in the Manager’s Report in relation to submission DPA 278 – Peter McArdle, Inniskeen.

DPA 300 – M. McKitterick, Lurgans, Carrickmacross:

Cllr Keenan proposed, Cllr Bannigan seconded

Submission No. 300

“  That as agreed previously by Members that the low density be rezoned to higher density housing  ”

A recorded vote on Cllr Keenan’s proposal resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Carville, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, Kieran, Maxwell, McAnespie, McElvaney, McNally, O’Brien, P. McKenna, B. McKenna, and Treanor.   Total 16
Against:  Nil

Abstentions:  Cllr Conlon    Total 1

The Mayor declared Cllr Keenan’s proposal carried.

DPA 304 – David O’Rourke, Gortakeegan, Monaghan.

The Members agreed with the recommendations contained in the Manager’s Report in relation to submission DPA 304 – David O’Rourke, Gortakeegan, Monaghan.
DPA C315a – Mr & Mrs. D. McKernan & Mr. J. McKernan, Clones:

Cllr McElvaney stated that there was a lot of ground involved in this submission.  He proposed that the Council exclude 15 acres on the Clonavilla road and leave the remainder zoned in the interests of getting more business into Clones.   There was no seconder for this proposal.

DPA CY320 – G. Murphy, Killycard, Castleblayney:

Cllr Bannigan proposed, Cllr Crowe seconded

“  That submission DPA CY320 remain as previously zoned  ”

Cllr Bannigan stated that this matter was dealt with previously.  This submission was a letter of support for the decision taken previously by the Council.

A recorded vote on Cllr Bannigan’s proposal resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, Kieran, Maxwell, McElvaney, McNally, O’Brien,  B. McKenna, and Treanor.   Total  16
Against:  Nil

Abstentions:  Nil
The Mayor declared Cllr Bannigan’s proposal carried.

DPA CK322 – John Campbell, Tullynaskeagh, Carrickmacross:

Cllr Bannigan proposed, Cllr Keenan seconded

“  That submission DPA CK322 be accepted as per design concept map included  ”

Cllr Bannigan stated the submission is to change the zoning on part of this land from low to high density.  A concept plan is available for what is being proposed.  Some of these people, who are experts in planning maintain this will give a better social mix.  If successful the developer will include a full size football pitch.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that this goes against the grain of what we are trying to do and he did not believe there’s any justification for zoning this land for higher density residential use.

Mr. D. Nelson stated that the members were creating a zig-zag effect where an area of high density was followed by an area of low density and subsequently an area of high density.  There is no rationale at all behind what’s going on here, he said.

Cllr Carthy said he didn’t see any problem with this and that it would lead to a good social mix.

Mr. D. Nelson stated that this was totally the opposite of what Cllr Carthy argued for Inniskeen – there’s no rationale for what going on – where Cllr Carthy had insisted on specific densities for the entire village.

A recorded vote on Cllr Bannigan’s proposal resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Conlon, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, McElvaney, O’Brien, P. McKenna    Total  10
Against:   Cllrs Carville, Kieran, Martin, Maxwell, B. McKenna and McNally.  Total 6
Abstentions:  Cllrs Coyle and Treanor   Total 2
The Mayor declared the Cllr Bannigan’s motion carried.

DPA CK335 – Tony Carville & Joe McConnon:

This submission falls to be dealt with by Carrickmacross Town Council.

DPA M206 – Peter McCaughey, IJM, Monaghan:
Cllr Gallagher referred to correspondence from Mr. McCaughey and enquired if it is too late to consider it at this stage.

The Mayor ruled that it was too late as this submission had been dealt with at a previous meeting.  He said the gist of Mr. McCaughey’s letter was that if anything goes wrong for I.J.M. the fault will lie with Monaghan County Council.

Mr. D. Nelson, County Manager stated that he had spoken to Mr. McCaughey and had told him what the situation was.  He had recommended to the Members the lands adjoining the IJM plant be zoned for industrial development, but the Members had decided to zone those lands for housing.  Mr. McCaughey said he had found out, to his dismay, that the matter had already been decided.

The Mayor requested that it be recorded that there is no application on record to extend the IJM plant, so if anything goes wrong it’s not as a result of our decision to zone the adjoining land.  No one was approached regarding an extension to this plant.

Cllr Maxwell stated Mr. McCaughey knew the process was ongoing.  He put in a submission to the amendments.  The first time he had any contact from Mr. McCaughey was when he received the registered letter after the Council had made its decision.  He acknowledges the points made are valid but the decision has been taken.

Amendments:

Mr. A. Hughes, Senior Planner referred to a number of specific errors and mapping errors in the documents which had been identified – details of these had been circulated to the Members.

1. Carrickroe – a portion of lands within submission no 43 was included in error, west of sewerage treatment works (amended map circulated).

This was agreed by the Members.

2. Lough Egish – A portion of land between submissions 247 and 267 was included by error (amended map circulated).

This was agreed by the Members.

3. Corduff – An LLPA should have been included within lands in submission number 261.  (amended map circulated)

This was agreed by the Members.

4. Oram – a policy on lands within submissions 131-133 was excluded in the Proposed Amendments Report.  The following policy will be added to the Development Plan –

‘Any development on the area covered in submissions 131, 132 and 133 shall be in strict conformity with the landscape and character of the area and must maintain the building line already in existence ’

5. Inniskeen – Recreation area (L) has been extended to include the entire coverage of the pitch and put course.

This was agreed by the Members.

In relation to error number 4 – Oram –The policy wasn’t included so the Members should decide to re-include it if they so wished.

Cllr Crowe stated he that was surprised at the omission of this policy.  He can clearly remember the County Manager saying at the time the matter was discussed that there is now a policy in the development plan for one field. He wanted to know why it hadn’t been included.  Mr. Hoey had been disenfranchised as a result.  He also enquired why another submission from Mr Hoey hadn’t been included in the report.

Mr. A. Hughes stated that he could not answer the matter of Mr Hoeys submission definitively. His belief is that the submission referred to was received after the date.  

Cllr Carville stated that it was most unfortunate that this has happened.  He accepts Mr. Hughes’ points but it’s disappointing that we are now faced with this.   He had asked for a guarantee that the building line be protected in all cases.  The circumstances are somewhat different as this error was made in the planning department of the Council.

Cllr Crowe stated that HG4 and HG5 on page 154 covers everything under that policy.  This wasn’t included in the amendments so people are at a disadvantage as they didn’t get the opportunity to comment on it.

Cllr B. McKenna enquired if we can take the motion again today.

Mr. A. Hughes confirmed that it could be taken again today.

Cllr Coyle stated that we adopted the minutes of the meeting and confirmed the decision taken at that meeting so that is the legal position.

Cllr Carville proposed, Cllr Maxwell seconded

“  That the position in relation to Oram submissions 131-133 stand:

‘Any development on the area covered in submissions 131, 132 and 133 shall be in strict conformity with the landscape and character of the area and must maintain the building line already in existence ’

Cllr McElvaney stated that there is an air of expectation that this motion will be carried. What happens if it is not carried.

The Mayor put Cllr Carville’s motion to the meeting.   A recorded vote was taken which resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Carville, Coyle, Gallagher, Keenan, Maxwell, P. McKenna, McNally and O’Brien.   Total  8
Against:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Conlon, Crowe, Keelan, McElvaney, B. McKenna, and Treanor.  Total  8

Abstentions:  Cllr  Kieran  Total  1

The Mayor gave his casting vote in favour of the motion and declared it carried.

DPA 308 – Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government:

Cllr Crowe referred to the comments made about the development of lands in Ballybay that are prone to flooding. He stated that the proposal regarding the development at the Riverdale Hotel was made honestly.  Whilst a hydrological report had been prepared, the Council’s Engineer’s were totally against it.  Cllr Bannigan referred to houses being built on stilts – the city of Venice was built on stilts many years ago and it’s still going strong. He stated that there are two entrepreneurs willing to invest in Ballybay, a town that has lacked investment over the years.  They have re-opened the Riverdale Hotel and are making a success of it.   Cllrs Carville, Keenan and Crowe were at Oxford Island Discovery Centre recently and it is built on stilts.  Such a development could happen for Ballybay.  Within the development limits for Ballybay the Council have zoned land that is much lower lying and is covered in reeds.

The Mayor stated that there is no proposal before the meeting to take Ballybay out.

Cllr McElvaney referred to the Department’s submission and quoted “…it is vitally important that the locally elected councillors play their role in shaping development plans as the voice of the local communities that elected them.”  The Members prepared their plan and then the Minister runs a ‘coach and four’ through it.  He also referred to the Deparment’s reference to the planning authority using the distinction between Clar and non-Clar areas as the basis for applying different rural housing policies.  Also the “Department requests that the level of zoning in the tier 4 and 5 villages should be scaled back to what was presented in the original draft Development Plan (March 2006).

Cllr McElvaney proposed   

“
That submission DPA 308 be rejected other than what the Elected Members decided re Rockcorry, Doohamlet, Connons  ”

-  There was no seconder for this proposal

Cllr McElvaney stated that Manager is joined with the Minister. If we adopt what the Manager says, it is contrary to what the Members want.   We are either a team against the Department or we are codding ourselves.

Cllr McElvaney proposed, Cllr Carville seconded

“  That this Council rejects the Manager’s recommendations which states that the lands contained within the development limits of Tier 4 and Tier 5 villages should be as recommended in the draft development plan  ”

Mr. D. Nelson stated that Cllr McElvaney is not treating the Manager or the officials with fairness or equality.  We must carry out our duties in accordance with the prescribed legislation.  We do not look at the individual good of landowners, we are “restricted to considering the proper planning and sustainable development of the area to which the development plan relates.”  The interest of the public must prevail at all times.

Mr. D. Nelson referred to Section 29(1) of the Act which states that ‘the Minister may, from time to time, issue policy direction to planning authorities regarding any of their functions under this act and planning authorities shall comply with any such direction in the performance of their functions’. 

He also referred to Section 31 of the Act which states that ‘where the Minister considers that any draft development plan fails to set out an overall strategy for the proper planning and sustainable development of the area of a planning authority or otherwise significantly fails to comply with this act, the Minister may, for stated reasons, direct the authority to take such specified measures as she or she may require to ensure that the development plan, when made, is in compliance with this act’.

He said he resented the implication that he was opposing the Council by doing what he is required by law to do.

Cllr P. McKenna enquired is this not supposed to be a Councillors Development Plan?

Mr. Nelson stated that there is case law on the development plan process and it has been re-enacted in the Planning & Development Act 2000.  He referred to gold deposits being found in Croagh Patrick, Co. Mayo and Mayo County Council took the decision not to allow the mining of these deposits, contrary to government policy.  The Planning Act says the development plan must be consistent with government plans and policies and the local authority must act in the interests of the community, rather than in the interests of individual landowners.

Cllr Bannigan stated that Submission 252 – Brendan Duffy proposed an engineering solution that would not cause flooding.  He referred to the minutes where Mr. A. Hughes acknowledged that if this solution is used it would not cause flooding.  He enquired what are the planning issues.

Mr. A. Hughes said that technically, even if it was built on stilts it may contribute to flooding.  The solution proposed did not take account of the need for tanks in the proposed petrol station or the banking of earth that would be required and which would contribute to flooding.  If it was a practical solution we would be seeing it every day across the country.  Oxford Island is different in that it is an educational building located in the edge of the lake to explain ecological issues.  The land referred to in submission 252 is not suitable for zoning.  It has been flooded at least half a dozen times since October.  We have photographs of it with swans swimming on it.  In relation to the backlands within the development limit, we were not aware of these lands flooding.  This only came to light during this process.  We will be looking for a hydrological report for any future planning applications in these areas.

Cllr Bannigan stated that while respecting what Mr. Hughes said, does he accept that lands zoned in the first draft were more prone to flooding than the lands in this submission.  Why didn’t the Planners bring a recommendation to take these lands out?   Why, when other general policies were being put forward for consideration was this not recommended for exclusion?

Mr. Hughes said he accepted the point Cllr Bannigan is making – he was not sure exactly when the information came to light during the process.

Cllr Coyle stated that not one person in Ballybay made a submission against these proposals.

Cllr Martin said the Senior Planner was quoted in the media as saying that Ballybay Town development boundary should not be extended to include flood plain/lands susceptible to flooding.   He had a detailed meeting with the developer. He said the hydrological report was flawed.   He said he had to vote against the submission.  There is no vote which the Minister commented on that I have not supported.   What the Minister did was within his statutory entitlement to do.  The Members have made cosmetic changes in places.

A recorded vote on Cllr McElvaney’s motion resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, Kieran, Maxwell, McElvaney, P. McKenna, B. McKenna, McNally, O’Brien and Treanor.   

Total 16

Against:   Cllr Martin    Total 1
Abstentions:   Nil

The Mayor declared Cllr McElvaney’s motion carried.

Cllr Bannigan stated there was no justification in what the Minister is asking regarding the non-Clar areas.  He would consider extending the 3km zone around Carrickmacross and Monaghan to 4km and to 2km round Castleblayney.

The Mayor stated he would be totally opposed to extending beyond the 3km zone in Carrickmacross. This would create all sorts of problems.

Cllr Coyle stated that this was discussed at sub-committee level He didn’t think there was any justification in extending the zone around Castleblayney.

Cllr McElvaney proposed, Cllr Carville seconded

“  That this Council rejects the Manager’s recommendations regarding the Sustainable Rural Housing Guidelines and specifically rejects any recommendations to bring non-CLAR areas into the definition of ‘Areas under strong urban influence’  ”

Cllr B. McKenna referred to the map of the Clar areas and stated that it didn’t make sense as the non Clar areas around Monaghan Town extended as far as Knockatallon, which is one of the most under populated area in the county.  He didn’t think the Department has given any thought to this or sought the advice of the officials on the ground.

Cllr Carthy said the Minister is not right in what he is proposing for local needs.  The 3km zone in Carrickmacross could relate to 4 miles of road.  The increase in population in any of the non-Clar areas has been miniscule.

The Mayor stated that it was never envisaged that this map would be used for planning purposes.

Cllr Carville stated that Castleblayney is not an area under strong urban influence. The population of Castleblayney rural has only grown by about 6% in the last 10 years.

A recorded vote on Cllr McElvaney’s motion resulted as follows:

For:  Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, Kieran, Maxwell, McElvaney, P. McKenna, B. McKenna, McNally, O’Brien and Treanor.   Total 17

Against:   Cllr Martin    Total 1
Abstentions:   Nil

The Mayor declared Cllr McElvaney’s motion carried.

Adoption of Draft Development Plan 2006 - 2012
Cllr Coyle proposed, Cllr Kieran seconded

“  That the Council resolve to make the County Development Plan in accordance with Section 12(10) of the Planning and Development Act 2000  ”

A recorded vote on Cllr Coyle’s motion resulted as follows:

For: Cllrs Bannigan, Carthy, Carville, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan, Kieran, Maxwell, McElvaney, P. McKenna, B. McKenna, McNally, O’Brien and Treanor.   Total 17

Against:   Cllr Martin    Total 1
Abstentions:   Nil

The Mayor declared Cllr Coyle’s motion carried.

Discussion re proposed site for Regional Hospital:

Cllr Kieran requested that a special meeting be held to discuss the letter from the Health Service Executive seeking a submission in relation to the proposed site for a regional hospital in the North East Region. As it was difficult to find a date which suited all Members it was agreed that the Council would proceed to discuss the matter for a brief period at this meeting.

The County Manager stated that he had received a letter that morning from Ardee Town Council seeking support for their submission that the site for the proposed regional hospital be located in Ardee.  

The Members present debated the matter.  The consensus was that whilst Members would welcome a site in Monaghan for the regional hospital, they had to be realistic.  It was generally felt that a site in Ardee which would be easily accessible, ideally the link road, should be supported in principle.

As the HSE letter had been received after the March Council and the deadline for submissions occurred before the April meeting, it was agreed that the County Manager would write to the HSE to request that additional time be made available so that the Council could make a formal submission in the matter.  It was also agreed, in principle, that a regional hospital should be located in the vicinity of Ardee on a site that would be easily accessible.

It was agreed that the matter be placed on the agenda for the April Council meeting.

The meeting then concluded.
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