Minutes of Planning Meeting to consider the Draft Development Plan held in the Mtek Building, Knockaconny, Armagh Road, Monaghan on Thursday 22nd February 2007 at 10.00 a.m.

Chair:

Cllr P McNally, Mayor

Present: 
Cllrs Bannigan, Carville, Carthy, Conlon, Coyle, Crowe, Gallagher, Humphreys, Keelan, Keenan, Kieran, Martin, Maxwell, McAnespie, McElvaney, O’Brien, P. McKenna, B. McKenna, and Treanor.
Mr. D. Nelson, County Manager, Mr. P. Clifford, Director of Planning, Mr David Fallon, Director of Services, Mr. A. Hughes, Senior Planner, Mr. P. Maguire, Executive Planner, Ms. C. Thornton, Meetings Administrator and Ms. A. Mackle, A/Staff Officer.

The Mayor welcomed the Members and a number of observers who were present at the meeting.  The Members are here today to consider the Managers report prepared under Article 12(8) of the Planning & Development Act 2000 in respect of submissions received on proposed Amendments to the Draft Development Plan 2006 - 2012.  Details were contained within a booklet issued from the Planning Section the previous week.    He proposed to deal with submissions in sequence and unless he got a proposer/seconder and a majority vote to amend a report he would go with the Manager’s recommendations.  He said that by law members were allowed to review any item discussed during the last Development Plan process but he was appealing to the Members to try and discussion submissions received only. 

Cllr McElvaney referred to the submission received from the Department of Environment, Heritage & Local Government (DPA 308) which may have an over-riding effect on all other submissions.  He proposed that it be taken first.

Cllr McElvaney proposed, Cllr B McKenna seconded that members deal with the issues raised in this submission sent in by the Minister for Environment first as its contents might affect all other submissions.

The Mayor said this could deprive single submissions referred to by the Minister of a hearing and asked the Members to look at them first and state their concerns.  He asked for an indication from the Members on support for Cllr McElvaney’s proposal.

Cllr McElvaney also noted that a number of the submissions contained within this document were sent in by Monaghan County Council staff.  He asked the County Manager to give a guarantee that, irrespective of how he (Cllr McElvaney) votes on a submission that he will not be compromised in dealing with those officials in the future.

The County Manager said the purpose of this meeting is to allow the Members to consider the submissions and the Report of the Manager under Section 9 (12) of the Planning and Development Act 2000.  He said that Cllr Bannigan, speaking on local radio, had referred to the circulation of the Minister’s letter in advance of the Manager’s report.   The reason the Ministers letter was circulated prior to the meeting was because it was distinct from all other submissions.  He felt it was imperative that the Members have sight of the letter as the Minister has certain statutory powers in relation to the development plan process. 

In response to Cllr McElvaney's query he said it should go without saying that the Staff and Management of Monaghan County Council should act in a totally professional manner at all times. Members will not be compromised.   The individual staff members who had made these submissions did so in a personal manner and not as officials of Monaghan County Council.

The Mayor said he endorsed what the Manager said.   The staff have every right to make a submission on a personal basis, but they are paid to do a job and if any situations arise where they are not doing that job the Members should bring this to the attention of the Manager.

Cllr Bannigan said that while he accepted the Managers explanation of why the Minister’s letter was circulated he felt that all submissions were equally important and this letter should not have been put in the public domain until they the Members had a chance to discuss it.  

The County Manager said the letter was not put into the public domain by any member of the staff.

Cllr B McKenna asked could if the Council could make further amendments on submissions that were previously discussed.

Mr. P. Clifford, Director of Planning said he had circulated the relevant section of the Act for the Members consideration when viewing the Draft Development Plan.  The Planning section had produced a document that listed every amendment made to the draft plan.  This draft plan was the result of many meetings with the Members, which concluded in November 2006.  Once the document was advertised, new submissions were received and the Members were circulated with the Managers report in relation to these. The report before the Members today is separated into two sections (1) new submissions received on proposed amendments and (2) submissions that refer to specific lands or policy issues in previous reports.   Any submissions within these two sections were recorded in order of receipt.  There is no other agenda here. Legally, the discussion must be restricted to these two documents and no additional submissions can be made at this point in time.  He said it was up to the Members to decide when they wanted to discuss the submission from the Minister; but it contained issues that were critical to the land zoning policy being adopted by the Council

The Mayor said the Members must decide when to discuss the Ministers letter, however if they discuss it first they cannot discuss the other submissions mentioned in the submission.

The Manager said that the Ministers letter deals with specific sites in some areas and policy statement issues.

Cllr Conlon asked could the Members go through the detail and defer adopting or rejecting the issues contained in the submission?

Cllr Crowe said that if we vote for or against some of the submissions it could be in conflict with the Minister’s submission.  He felt the public had a role to play in the Draft Development plan and thought it was fairer to go through the individual submissions as contained in this booklet.

Cllr Coyle said the Members were in a difficult situation.  People have put considerable effort into the submissions and we should consider them.

Cllr Kieran agreed with Cllr Crowe and felt the Members should have been given the opportunity to discuss the policies first but on the advice of the Planners they had not done this.

The Manager said that this was not logical, how could they discuss policies when some of the policies arose out of discussion on the submissions.

Mr. P. Clifford said the policy document was delivered on the morning of the first Draft Development meeting and he rejected Cllr Kieran allegations that the councillors were following the planner’s advice on the matter.

Cllr Kieran said the Members had not been given adequate time to discuss the policies.

Cllr McElvaney said he agreed with Cllr Kieran, he said certain documents were ticked off as being delivered but had not been delivered.  He had been under the impression that they were only going to discuss the report circulated to the Members in the previous week and he had not realised that Members could discuss previous submissions as contained in the document circulated to them in November.  He enquired if An Bord Pleanala or the Department of the Environment had sought an opinion from any staff member of Monaghan County Council.

The Mayor stated that the Minister had been issued with the document circulated in December 2006 and his submission was based on that document.  There had been verbal communication between the Department and Council staff but there had been no written communication.

Cllr Carville said this was the Members Plan. He proposed that we deal first with the individual submissions received and be mindful of the fact that we have an obligation to take into account the Minister’s submission. 

The County Manager said the recent document circulated to the Members contained his recommendations and he had nothing further to add.  He said the process was a long, technical, legal process and the Members have a grave responsibility in relation to the process.  Copies of the relevant sections of the Act have been circulated on a number of occasions.  In relation to Cllr McElvaney’s comments, he said the staff had gone to great lengths to state what procedures needed to be followed and if the Members experienced any difficulties the staff would do their best to assist them.

Cllr Bannigan said this was the first time he heard Members could refer back to anything that was discussed over the last two and a half months.

Cllr Coyle asked could any submissions be changed?

Cllr B McKenna said it was his understanding that they could go back on the submissions but not make any changes.

Mr. P. Clifford, Director of Planning said section 12(9) (a) of the Planning Act 2000  state “The Members of a planning authority shall consider the amendment and the report of the Manager”  He said the Draft Development Plan went on public display in April 2006 – submissions could be made up to 15th June 2006.  The submissions received were collated and reported on to the Members by the County Manager in September 2006.  The submissions were discussed in detail during October and November and the subsequent amendments were circulated to the Members and put on public display in December 2006.  The public were once again invited to make submissions and the Managers report, based on the submissions received, was circulated to the Members last week.  He said to clarify the position for the Members -  they could only discuss the amendments to the draft plan and the submissions received in January 2007.  The Members cannot re-open policy issues in place in the draft plan.  

Cllr B McKenna said they had gone through 380 draft development plan applications and he felt that none of his colleagues would want to discuss them all again.  He thought that they should contain themselves to discuss the 89 submissions in front of them at present.

The Mayor said that Planning & Development Acts had not changed; the Members were only teasing out how the discussion should go and proposed that the Members proceed into the document as presented.

Cllr Martin proposed that the contents of the Minister’s letter should be read into the record of the meeting to ensure that all members are aware of the contents. 

The Mayor asked was there a seconder for this proposal? There was none.

The Mayor ruled that the Members proceed to consider the submissions contained in the Manager’s Report.

Submission DPA 2 – Agents WJ Law & Co. LLP

The Members agreed with the recommendations contained in the Manager’s Report in relation to submission DPA 2 – WJ Law & Co. LLP

Submission DPA 3 - Rev Shane McCaughey, St. Macartan’s College, Monaghan

The Members agreed with the recommendations contained in the Manager’s Report in relation to submission DPA 3 – Rev. Shane McCaughey, St. Macartan’s College, Monaghan.

Submission DPA 4 – Padraig McNally

The Mayor said he had made this submission which proposes an amendment to the policy agreed at a previous meeting.

Cllr McElvaney said this wording was in the previous proposal.

Mr. A. Hughes said the previous submission did not specify the 250 metres - the wording is slightly different – the following words are added in “within a 250m frontage on one side of a public road” 

The Mayor said he thought the 250 metre should be changed as it is overriding development opportunities. If this is adopted it would mean any agricultural building within the 250 metre frontage could not be demolished and a family building could not be built within this limit.

Cllr Gallagher asked that an old derelict building be included as well as long as it is in family ownership.

Cllr Bannigan said he had no difficulty with this.  He suggested that the wording should state “four houses or more plus a derelict non-domestic dwelling”. 

Cllr Kieran asked would this proposal apply to national primary and secondary roads if adopted.

Cllr Bannigan said it would have to comply with the normal criteria.

Cllr Gallagher proposed, Cllr Bannigan seconded that the proposal be amended to read -

“Where 4 or more houses plus a derelict dwelling or derelict non-domestic building ... ” 

A vote by show of hands resulted in 18 for, 0 against (2 absent).  The Mayor declared the proposal carried.

DPA 6 and DPA 7 – these submissions are to be considered by Carrickmacross Town Council.

Submission DPA 8 – Department of Communications, Marine and Natural Resources
The Members agreed with the recommendations contained in the Manager’s Report in relation to submission DPA 8.

Submission DPA 10 – Benny McKenna

Cllr Carthy proposed, Cllr Conlon seconded

“That the previous decision of Monaghan County Council with regard to the protection of our railways remains in our Development Plan and that we reject the Mangers report in this instance”

Mr. A. Hughes, Senior Planner said that submission DPA 10, 11, and 12, DPA, BB98, DPA, CK335 and DPA 244 are all related submissions and should be considered at this time.

Cllr Carthy welcomed this submission; he believed the motion adopted during the Development Plan process was a positive one. It was a signal of intent, a signal to the Government and to the Department of Transport that this region needs a railway line.  He accepted that there are difficulties where areas of the old railway line have been developed. He felt this Council should keep its current policy and demand that the railway procurement agency mark off an alternative route for a railway line.   People who have issues with the old railway line being protected should get on to the Government to lobby for a new line.

Cllr Kieran said development had already occurred along the old railway lines and the sooner a new route was established the better. He referred to the mention in the assessment of an objective to make a Land Use & Transportation Plan for the county and enquired when will this be carried out.   If we are to restore railways, we need this review now.

Cllr Bannigan said no railway line exists now; it is all in private ownership, many of them already under buildings.  He asked how can we propose something that doesn’t exist. How can we argue that this is to put pressure on the Government to mark out a new route.  He said it was not within the development plan process to have people lobby for a new railway line.  This is the most ridiculous decision we made during the whole development plan process. He could not believe that the Minister never made any comment regarding this in his submission to the Council.  If people currently live along a railway line and are looking to have an extension built, this provision in the development plan prevents them from building.  He would strongly urge the members to reverse this decision.  He believed that the DPA 11 submission from Seamus Traynor was made as Chairperson of the IFA Rural Development Committee.  By adopting this motion we are anti-development.  It’s completely illogical.

Mr. Mr. A. Hughes said that Submission DPA 11 was from Seamus Traynor, as Chairperson of the IFA Rural Development Committee, these details were contained in a footnote.

The Mayor Padraig McNally said he agreed with Cllr Bannigan's comments, there is no longer a direct route to Dublin for a railway line to follow.  Any procurement agency would have to look at Monaghan as the crow flies.  This is closing the stable door after the horse has bolted.  He can’t believe that the Minister didn’t comment on it.

Cllr McElvaney said he too agreed with Cllr Bannigan’s comments. He had agreed with the original proposal however it had since come to his attention that many developments would be affected by this proposal.  He said it was interesting to see that the Inniskeen Action Committee was opposed to protecting the railway line.  He would not be supporting the motion as proposed by Cllr Carthy

Cllr Crowe said he agreed with the Managers report in relation to DPA 10, there are currently structures along the old railway lines.

Cllr O’Brien said he too could not support the motion, eight submissions were received regarding this issue and no other issue had received as many submissions. The railway line is in private ownership and supporting this motion would prohibit the development of many houses and business. They would need to identify a line for future development.

Cllr Coyle said that he would not be supporting this proposal, as it would place a lot of unnecessary difficulties on various landowners.

Cllr Conlon said that this motion must be supported to ensure the protection of our heritage.  He accepts the Managers report and acknowledges that people do appreciate the value of the railway, however this region has been ignored for too long and he will be supporting Cllr Carthy’s motion.

Cllr Carville proposed, Cllr Maxwell seconded 

“That this Council seeks a meeting with the Minister for Transport in order to promote the need for a railway line to and through County Monaghan so as to connect all our towns to the national railway network and that a case in favour of this be prepared by the Council ” 

Cllr Martin said the Members should remember the rule “do not remove until you improve”.  He hoped that the Sinn Fein members stick together on this motion  He had been  impressed by the support of the rainbow coalition during the previous vote on this submission.  There should be an audit of all obstructions on any potential new railway line which could be submitted as part of their appeal.  The recommendations from the County Manager did not include the heritage factor and although it was forty years too late for this proposal the old railway line should be protected until an alternative route is chosen.  What we do today may have a positive effect in 30 years time – we need to stop the rot today.
Cllr P Treanor said he supported Cllr Carthys proposal. He didn’t think you had to go north before you could go south.  Clones was once a hub railway town but the removal of the railway line took away a lot of development within the area.

Cllr Carthy thanked the Members for their views. The policies put forward regarding the railway were based on the opinion of some members and did not represent the views of the Inniskeen Action committee or the community in general, as outlined in a letter he had received from this committee.  He asked each member to get together to prepare a strategy to ensure a railway line is developed in the county.

The Mayor said he took exception to a letter from the Inniskeen Action Committee being sent to Cllr Carthy and not to all the Council members.

Cllr Bannigan said a lot of land will be de-zoned if this motion is adopted.

Cllr Kieran proposed amending policy T7 of Amendment Document, Page 56 to include “which shall include a review of Railways”

Cllr McElvaney said that if Cllr Carthys proposal was defeated, he would second Cllr Kieran proposal.

Mr. P. Maguire, Executive Planner said that DPA 10, 11, 12 and 13 all relate solely to the line of the Great Northern Railway, DPABB98 relates to Leonard Engineering,  CK335 relates to the old railway goods shed and DPA 244 relates to the Great Northern Railway line and is part of a larger submission.

Cllr B. McKenna said that this had created a debate about railways – roads are not sustainable, there will come a time when we need an alternative.

A recorded vote on Cllr Carthy's proposal resulted as follows:

For: Cllrs Carthy, Conlon, Martin, McAnespie, B McKenna and Treanor  

Total 6

Against: Cllrs Bannigan, Carville, Coyle, Gallagher, Humphreys, Keenan,   Maxwell, McElvaney, P. McKenna, McNally and O’Brien   Total  11

Abstention: Cllr Crowe, Keelan, and Kieran   Total 3

The Mayor declared Cllr Carthy’s proposal motion defeated

Cllr Carthy said they would need to have a route in place before discussing this topic with the Minister.

The County Manager said they will prepare a Land Use Transportation Plan which will look every single aspect of transportation in the county.
Cllr Kieran withdrew his proposal in favour of Cllr Carville’s motion.

A vote by show of hands on Cllr Carville’s proposal resulted in 20 for.  The proposal was carried unanimously.

DPA 14 – Cathal McGlone

Cllr Bannigan proposed, Cllr Humphreys seconded

“Planning Permission may be granted for the redevelopment of derelict mushroom, poultry and pig units within 2.5 km of a town or village development limit for light industrial units subject to relevant planning policy and guidelines including road access, integration of buildings into the environment, impact on surrounding land uses, disposal storm water and waste water, potential for noise nuisance etc”

Mr. A. Hughes said that if a planning application sought to change a derelict mushroom house into a light industry development it would go through the normal planning application process.  There was a strong argument to allow old derelict houses within a 2.5 km radius of a town or village to be converted for light industrial use as they would allow the development of new industry close to established services.

Cllr Keelan said he felt this 2.5 km was very restrictive – industrial development over the years had been based on the development of small business through out the county.

The County Manager said he was not opposed to micro industry – it was the backbone of much of the economy of the county.  People would be opposed to 40-foot trucks going through narrow laneways through out the county.  It would be better to contain such developments near established industrial developments.  This is merely an attempt to strike a balance between the two. 

Cllr McElvaney said this submission was positive for people within the 2.5 km limit but not so beneficial for people outside the boundary area.

Mr. A. Hughes said that proposals for small industries in rural areas were viewed positively by the planning authority.

Cllr McElvaney proposed, Cllr Kieran seconded

“Planning Permission may be granted for the redevelopment of derelict mushroom and piggery units or any derelict agricultural building for light industrial units subject to relevant planning policy and guidelines including road access, integration of buildings into the environment, impact on surrounding land uses, disposal storm water and waste water, potential for noise nuisance etc”

Voting:

A vote by show of hands on Cllr Bannigan’s proposal resulted in 17 for, 2 against and 1 abstention.  The Mayor declared the proposal carried.

In relation to Cllr McElvaneys proposal Mr. A. Hughes said the Members should keep two issues in mind before deciding this proposal, one it makes economic sense to keep industrial units close to the town and two if this proposal is adopted it would allow any agricultural building to be replaced by an industrial building.

A vote by show of hands on Cllr McElvaney’s proposal resulted in 3 for, 9 against and 7 abstentions.  The Mayor declared the proposal defeated.

DPA 15 – National Roads Authority

Cllr P Treanor proposed, Cllr McElvaney seconded

“That submission C152 remain zoned for industry and employment”

Cllr P Treanor said he acknowledged that the NRA’s view was in line with their previous arguments, however the zoning of this land was beneficial to Clones.  He said the indicative line was already on the map and any developer will have to take that into consideration.  A developer should be obliged to put in part of that road.  The issue around additional infrastructure does not stand up and he recommended that the proposal remain as it was.

The County Manager said this is a mirror image of what happened at Riverside in Monaghan town.  If this proposal remained as it was, it could jeopardise any potential bypass of the town.  

Cllr McElvaney asked where was the vision of the Engineering section and the County Manager for Clones.  He asked why these lands were not purchased if the Executive intended to build a bypass around the town.  He seriously hoped that the Members would support this proposal.  Riverside is a residential development – this is industrial – industrial sites sit nicely beside any roadway.  He said all points made by the Manager are erroneous and misrepresentative against the town of Clones.

The Manager rejected this.  Council staff had worked tireless on behalf of Clones – the track record proves this with a new County Library Headquarters, a new Branch Library for clones and a new Fire Station currently under construction in the town.  The comparison with Riverside is entirely valid, where the line of the new inner relief road for Park Street and High Street was agreed in advance of the planning application for the Riverside development.   Indeed, the planning permission granted specifically took into account the location of the road and included specific conditions relating to it.  Now the people who went to live in Riverside are objecting to building the new road.  The same thing may well happen in Clones unless the land is protected.

Cllr Crowe and Kieran said they were both in favour of Cllr Treanor’s proposal.

Cllr B McKenna welcomed the NRA submission; they had made mistakes in the past by not including Rest Stops.  He asked would the 15m corridors be adequate if a railway was to be installed at a later date?

Cllr O’Brien asked was this 15m corridor only related to Castleblayney? Or was it for the whole bypass?  He said there was a need to put a master plan in place when land was being zoned for industrial use to ensure that future road infrastructures could be accommodated

Mr. P. Clifford said their engineering staff had come up with the 15m buffer zone to abide by the NRA’s proposal; there was already a buffer along the Carrickmacross bypass.  He said it would not be good planning practice for a local authority to grant permission for a residential development right up to the edge of a bypass.

In relation to Cllr O’Brien’s query, he stated that road are designed and planned after an area is zoned.  He said the micro details of road design cannot be developed until they see the type and location of developments. 

In response to Cllr. McElvaney’s remarks he stated that the Council had shown vision by providing for adequate zoned industrial lands and a corridor for a future by-pass of Clones. They had worked with Clones Town Council during the public consultation period to identify industrial lands with easy access to the main road. The red and white line around Clones represented the vision of where any potential bypass for Clones would start.  However this opportunistic zoning proposed by members on behalf of landowners compromises the selection of the route and increases the value of their land.  This land was not zoned to protect the route; the Council did not have the funding to buy this land.  The NRA stated in their submission that the potential additional costs associated with this will be borne by the local authority.   The officials didn’t propose additional zoning – the Members did.  The officials during the public consultations in the Canal Stores, which some members attended, identified a need for industrial/employment zoning and agreed its location.  The route for the potential bypass was at the development limit.

The County Manager said they had to put a line on the map at some stage. He again referred to Riverside where Monaghan County Council had a proposal to build a road that would alleviate traffic in Monaghan town.    A proposal came in for planning permission for a residential development adjoining that road.  Permission was granted, subject to certain conditions.  The Council had to grant the permission otherwise we would have had to buy the land. Now the Members don’t want the road to go ahead in Riverside.

Cllr McElvaney stated that the NRA never approved the route through Riverside – they said they wouldn’t fund it.

The County Manager said that it was the outer route that the NRA would not fund.

Mr. P. Clifford stated that if the Council identify a route for a national road, the Members will zone it – the reason it is identified is to protect the route.

Cllr Carthy stated that the NRA and the Council should get together and define the road bed.

A roll call vote on Cllr Treanor’s proposal resulted as follows:

For: Cllrs Carthy, Carville, Crowe, Humphreys, Kieran, McAnespie, McElvaney, P. McKenna and Treanor.   Total 9

Against: Cllrs Martin, Maxwell, B. McKenna and P. McNally   Total 4

Abstention: Cllr Bannigan, Conlon, Coyle, Gallagher, Keelan, Keenan and O’Brien.   Total 7

The Mayor declared Cllr Treanor’s proposal carried.

DPA 16 – Martin McConnon  

The Mayor advised that this land is the subject of the High Court case against the Council.
Mr. D. Fallon, Director of Services said there had been a resolution passed by the Council that this land be sold back to the original owner.  However, the Council had entered into an agreement with another landowner and this land formed part of the agreement.  This deal had been made prior to the Council’s resolution - subsequently the Council decided to retain the land and not dispose of it to anyone.

The Mayor said that there had been no LLPA shown in the initial draft.

Cllr McElvaney asked how many acres were involved?

Mr. D. Fallon said about a quarter of an acre however the original owner of this land had no access to it, even if they regained ownership.  The Council had decided to hold on to the land and to replant it as part of the bypass.

Cllr Keenan said he was the Councillor who had proposed selling this land back to the original owner. However, the Council couldn’t offer it back to the original owner as it was part of another agreement.  It was now being proposed as a green space for a Mr. McEvoy – can someone clarify this?.

Cllr McElvaney asked was another landowner going to benefit from this land as an open space?

The Mayor requested a full report on the matter for the next meeting.

The County Manager stated that it has to be within the curtailage of the developer’s site to enjoy the benefit of green space. The reality of the situation is that it was a very large cutting with no direct access.  This landowner had been given compensation for the land.   There were two options open to the Council (1) that the severed land be let lie or (2) that it be offered in compensation to adjoining land owner – a deal was done totally in good faith.  It was only afterwards when we came for the approval of the Members that approval was refused for the disposal. 

Cllr Carthy said that in future, if this practice occurred it should be discussed with the Members prior to been placed on the agenda.

The Mayor said that the land was accessible through the next-door neighbour’s field..

Cllr Carthy said the officials should check the feeling on the ground with the local members before disposing of land.

Cllr Bannigan said the CPO process was a blunt instrument; where the Council CPO more land that they need it should be offered back to the original landowner. 

Mr. D. Fallon stated that it is quite clear from here on in what the direction we are required to follow.  25% of landowners will be offered land back on the Castleblayney bypass – in this instance another deal had been made and concluded before the proposal came before the Council for approval.

The Mayor said he had a proposal in front of him proposed by Cllr Kieran, seconded by Cllr Keenan which read as follows:

“  That submission DPA 16 not be adopted until the sale is concluded  ”

Mr. A. Hughes said the land  in question is a small triangle bounded by a steep embankment to the east and a third party’s land on the other three sides. 

The County Manager stated that the Members are zoning land owned by Monaghan County Council on behalf of a third party.

Mr. P. Clifford stated that the reason for the LLPA was for the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.  

The Mayor stated that the LLPA was put in by the Manager’s report and no one took issue with it.

Cllr B. McKenna stated that two wrongs don’t make a right.   The members have to make a decision on the basis that its elevated ground.

On the proposal of Cllr Maxwell, seconded by Cllr Gallagher it was agreed to defer discussion on this submission until the next meeting and in the meantime that photographic evidence be obtained.

The Mayor stated that in fairness to the officials the land marked blue is lower but the land on which the LLPA has been placed is no higher than Alderwood.

The Mayor said it would be the first item for discussion at the following meeting.

The Members agreed to hold an adjourned draft development plan meeting on Wednesday, 7th March 2007 from 10.00 a.m. to 4.00 p.m.

Signed: __________________
_____________________________
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