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Mary Henchy, Director of Services
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7th November 2017

NPF Submissions,

Forward Planning Section,

Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government,
Custom Hoause,

Dublin DO1 WEX0

Re: National Planning Framework — Draft NPF

Dear Sir or Madzam,

Dun Laoghaire- Rathdown County Council welcomes the opportunity to make a submission on the
Draft National Planning Framework. We welcome the preparation of spatial plan at a national level,
and generally support the principles underlying the draft NPF. Nevertheless, we would like to raise
some concerns relating to in a number of key areas, and to request that consideration be given to a
number of possible amendments prior to the foermal adoption of the finalised NPF. The topics of
concern covered in this submission are as follows.

» Definition of Metropolitan Boundary for Dublin

» Sections relating to Cevelopment Management and Active Land Management

»  Employment lands — quantity and location

»  More detail relating to the background figures and maodelling behind the growth targets
» Inter-regional and Intra-regional growth targets

» Metroplitan Area Strategic Plans [MASPs)

In very broad terms It is our contention that, whila the narrative of the NPF appears to be supportive
of the aspirations of all Regions and cities, the stated growth targets effectively amount to a
suppression of natural growth in the Dublin Region counterbalanced by a rapid and exponential
acceleration of growth in other city regions. It is our contention that both aspects of this strategic
model represent an acute shift from long standing and well embedded patterns that is undesirable,
unsustainable, and likely to prove unachievable.
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1. Definition of Metropolitan Boundary for Dublin

Matianal Policy Objective 3b requires that at least S0% of all new homes in the five cities be
delivered within the built-up envelope of existing urban settlements, with Item 12 of Appendix 3
defining this envelope as being the boundary defined by the C50 in line with UN criteria.

While this evalving CSO boundary® presents a useful and cohesive unit for statistical analysis, we
would question whether it is appropriate as the de facto metropolitan boundary for Dublin. In
particular we note the C50 boundary's relationship to the boundary for Metrapolitan Dublin as set
out in the 2010 Regional Planning Guidelines®, and also to the existing development boundary (as
defined by the footprint of ‘zoned’ lands) within the 2016-2022 Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County
Development Plan®, as shown below.
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There is an inherent ‘artificiality’ underpinning the C5Q methodology insofar as it simply reflects the
‘here and now’ on the ground without any real reference to wider local planning policy and zening
provisions. The areas listed below, and indicated by way of orange circles on the map ahove, are
identified within the 2016-2022 DLR CBP Core Strategy as key areas for development, have been
appropriately zoned for such and are currently at various stages in the planning and implementation
‘pipeline’. Notwithstanding their considerable latent development potential for the delivery of
residential units of scale, they actually fall outside the Metropolitan boundary advocated by the
NPF:

s Cherrywood (majority)
s  Woodbrook
* Old Conna

As a stark example it is noted that while {i) the development of Cherrywood is specifically referenced
in the Draft NPF as a ‘key enabler’ for growth in Dublin, and (i} the Woodbrook-Shanganagh LAP
area is designated both as a MUHD and a LIHAF site both areas are effectively ‘outside’ the C50
defined Metropolitan boundary.

We note the target pattern of development for the Eastern and Midland Region set out in Table 2.1
of the Draft NPF, which requires that 50% of new housing be within the C50 boundary for Dublin
City and Suburbs and 30% on infill/brownfield elsewhere- presumably i towns across the Region,
The remaining 20% of housing allocation is likely to be highly ‘contested’ between Local Authorities
at a Regional level, and it may conseguently prove difficult to secure policy support for the
develapment of key strategic sites (such as those referenced above} in that context.

We fully recognise that the earlier Metropolitan boundary set out under the 2010 Regional Planning
Guidelines {shown in black on the map above} does not represent an appropriate footprint for
consolidation. However, nor does the CSO boundary. While we welcome the principle of a cohesive
and consclidated foctprint for Metropolitan Dublin, we feel the boundary of that footprint needs
finessing to take cognisance of strategic planned development, and would recommend the
following.

Recommendation 1: That the boundary for ‘Dublin City and Suburbs’, te which National Policy
Objective 3b, Table 2.1, and Table 3.1 apply, be extended from the C50
defined boundary to include and incorporate immediately adjacent areas
of zoned lands.

2. Sections Relating to Development Management and Active Land Management

We recognise the existing challenges for local authorities in implementing City, County, and Loczl
Area Plans on the ground, and the an-gaoing evolution of practice and policy in the area of Active
Land Management. We would welcome additional instruments and resources being made available
to Local Authorities in this area. However, we would question whether the NPF — a high level
planning framework - is the appropriate ptatform for such matters. In our opinion, a range of
measures might reasonably be examined that could implement the high-level objectives of the NPF

DLR submission to Draft NPF Page 3 of 14




In particular we note Appendix 1, ‘A Methodology for a Tierad Approach to Land Zoning’. While we
consider this section to be misplaced in the NPF, we would also sericusly question the merits of
introducing the pattern of land ownership as a material consideration in the plan making process.
We would like to see options explored whereby zonings would continue to be based on sound
planning principles, with effarts made to empower Local Authorities to deliver on these zonings.
Specifically, references are made in the Draft NPF to encouraging landowners to cooperate to deliver
services on a pro-rata basis relative to development yield and, in the absence of this cooperation,
Local Authorities are to use CPQ powers to enable development. The extremely costly nature of CPO
in areas such as Din Laoghaire-Rathdown, with some of the highest land values in the State, renders
it a tool of limited practical use, Active land management will only be effective in a situation where
land values can be controlled. Aspirational statements about ‘encouraging cooperation’ and ‘using
CPO powers’ understate the difficulties that emerge for Local Authorities with the huge increase in
land values following rezoning and the limited ‘toolkit’ available to implament local plans. In a similar
vein, we consider that National Policy Objectives 10 and 11, which concarn themselves with more
‘fine grain’ development standards, address issues that might be better dealt with under statutory
planning guidance from the Department. On the content of National Policy Objective 11 itself, we
would contend that to date DLR has suceessfully applied national and local planning policy with
approprizate levels of flexibility and pragmatism.

Recommendation 2: Omit National Policy Objectives 10, 11, 67, 68 and and Appendices 1 and 2
and surraunding commentary. Revisit the detailed issues raised in these
sections as a matter of priority within the work programme of the
Department of Housing, Planning and Local Government, with a view to
producing updated and pragmatic departmental guidance and/or primary
legislation in the area of Active Land Management.

3. Employment Lands - Quantity and Location

Section 3.7 and National Policy Objectives 9a and 9b discuss employment growth in a spatial sense.
We would urge that there not be an undue focus on a necessity for immediate ‘proximity’ between
residential and employment areas, but rather ‘connectivity’ in a broader sense, We consider that
appropriate policies around employment lands can be achieved in the Dublin Metropolitan Area by
way of integrated land use and transportation planning - focused on the established public
transport networks that have developed and improved incrementally ovar the last twenty years.We
remain to be convinced, however, that the public transpart imperatives that pervade and underpin
the employment lands context in the Draft NPF are capable of being realised or replicated to the
required degree in the other four regional cities within the twenty year timeline of the National
Planning Framework. The increased frequency af ‘job change’, particularly among younger members
of the labour force, also means that the location of employment in Dublin must be seen in the
broader perspective of the Dublin labour market and how this market functions on a Regional basis.
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4. Background Figures and Modelling for Growth Targets

Reference is made in Section 2.2 of the Draft NPF to ‘business as usual’ projections and in Section 2.3
to a ‘range of options’ having been considered, yet there is a complete paucity of supporting
information presented in this regard by way of statistics, models and/or background papers. This
makes it very difficult for parties in the consultation process, such as DLR and other Local
Authorities, to formulate evidence-based positions on the policies and content of the NPF,

We note in particular that current population and economic trends - cantinued to 2040 - were
analysed by the Economic and Social Research Institute as a baseline from which alternative
scenarios and strategies were to have been developed. It is difficult to assess the extent to which the
Draft NPF represents a divergence from existing trends and forecasts without having open access to
this information. To facilitate meaningful inputs to this process we believe that this information

must be presented by way of appendices in the adopted finalised NPF.

Analysis carried out by Dan Laoghaire-Rathdown of the stated NPF population targets confirm that
the projected rate of growth up to 2040 for Dublin City and Suburbs area (which includes the
majority of Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown) will be significantly lower than the growth rate that has
prevailed over the last two Census periods. It is difficult to reconcile many of the statements in the
Draft NPF about “supparting the continued growth and success” of Dublin with the actual stated
policy of reducing the rate of population growth at the Metropolitan heart of the Region. The
substantial reduction in growth forecasts for the non-Dublin Counties in the Eastern and Midlands
Region can be justified on sound planning and sustainability principles but the reduction in the
forecast rate of growth of Dublin City and Suburbs — particularly in tha context of its perceived
‘underperformance’ in housing delivery in recent years — cannot be justified. From a purely local
perspective the Core Strategy target housing figures in DLR over the last two County Development
Plan cycles have been in the order of ¢.2300 units per annum. Taking the NPF targets to 2040 at face
value {and assuming DLR were to ‘retain’ its propartionate ‘share’ of the wider Regional figure going
forward) would see target housing numbers in this County dropping dramatically to slightly less
than 10001! This at a time when the 2017 Q3 returns to the Dublin Housing Task Force are showing
1570 dwelling units currently under construction in the County!

Recommendation 3: Present the baseline forecasting and scenaric modelling prepared by the
Department and/or the Ecanomic and Social Research Institution alongside
the target figures from the NPF to allow for abjective and evidence-based
analysis of the NPF.
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5. inter-Regional and Intra-Regional Growth Targets

A comparison of the CSO's 2013 regional population prajections for 2016-2031* with the Regional
targets set out in National Palicy Objectives 1a, 1b, and 1c of the draft NPF show that the strategy
set out is a radical departure from *husiness as usual’. Qur analysis (see Appendix 1 below) indicates
that the East+Midlands Region would have its natural growth artificially suppressed, while the South
and North+West Regions would see their ‘annual average population increase’ jump by over 200%
and 450% respectively. We have some difficulty with these two figures and would seriously question
how realistic is their deliverability?

For a host of reasons, we would question whether such a radical shift in population targets is
achievable with the range of policy instruments available to the Irish planning system and, indeed,
the Irish government. We would guestion the merits of setting such high targets for the South and
North+West, and we would equally question the merits of restricting the growth of the
East+Midlands Region, which contains the city-region that is increasingly recognised as the engine
room of the nation’s economic growth, 5

While we appreciate the underlying policy shift towards a greater balance of regional development,
we would consider it prudent, practical and realistic to plan for a scenario whereby the 3 Regions
would grow at rates more closely approximating the forecast growth rates, and to allow for the
Regional Assemblies to apportion this growth in a considered and sustainable fashion - ta the
principles set out in the NPF- by way of the RSES process.

Recommendation 4: To rebalance the regional targets set out in National Policy Objectives 1a,
1b, and c to levels that would align with the CS0Q’s Regional Population
Projections 2013 (revised as necessary.)

At a Metropolitan level, we note with some concern the population growth rates set eut in Table 3.1
of the NFF for Dublin, Cork, Limerick, Galway, and Waterford, All cities are shown growing at 50-60%
except for Dublin, which wou!d be reduced to 20-25% growth over the Plan period. This requires to
be revisited.

While we welcome the objective of supporting Cork, Limerick, Waterford, and Galway to accelerate
their growth, we consider this policy to show a lack of faith in Dublin to continue to grow at scale, as
it has done to date. We note in particular the presence of good quality public transport networks
within the Dublin Region, as well as the advanced planning work on a number of additional key
public transport infrastructure projects that, when implemented, will serve to increase capacity
along a sustainable development model.

Recommendation 5: To rebalance the Metropolitan growth targets set out in Table 3.1 such that
ali cities would grow at the same rate.

‘ http:/fwww.cso.iefen/relaasesandpublications/er/rpp/regionaipopulationprojsctions 20 16-2031/8 Vk6p48n20qE
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6. Metropolita Area Strategic Plans

The proposal to introduce statutorily-backed Metropolitan Area Strategic Plans (MASPs) for the five
Cities ~ and their propased twelve year lifespan - is noted. However, other than a single reference
that the MASPs will be prepared “... in tandem with and as part of the RSES process...” {p. 126) there
is complete paucity of information in relation to such matters as governance, lead agency and the
role of the relevant local authorities in the overall process. It is recommended that the final NPF
document ‘flesh out” in more detail how it is anticipated this overall process is to be advanced in
practical terms - and in particular the rales and responsibilities of, and contributions likely to be
reguired from, the local authority stakeholders.

Please note that while this submission was prepared by the Council Executive a presentation on the
Draft NPF and the likely content of the nascent submission was presented to the Council’s Planning
Strategic Policy Committee to which all other DLR Councillors were invited. The positions and
recommendations being mooted in this submission - particularly in relation to the artificial
suppression of growth in the Dublin City and Suburbs — were tacitly supported by both the Elected
Members and the 5PC Sectoral Interests present at that meeting.

¢ {

Mary Henchy
Director of Services

Planning and Human Resources
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