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1.0

1.1.

2.0

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

Site Location and Description

The 4.24 hectare site is located in the village centre of Rathcaimn in County Meath
within the Meath Gaeltacht. The village has a range of facilities including a primary
school, a secondary school, a preschool, a community hall, a church, football pitch,
playground, and an Udaras na Gaeltachta industrial estate. The site is located in the
area between the community hall, the church, the primary school and the creche at
the junction of two local roads. It is bounded to the north-west by one of the local
roads, to the north east by the other local road and residential properties, to the
south and south-west by agricultural land and a house adjoining the local road, and
to the east by the preschool and national school. The site comy
land in agricultural use and it is bounded by hedgerows.

Proposed Development

The proposed development would comprise Y ment of a detached
guesthouse and 28 two-storey houses. gues se would be three-storeys in
height, with a stated gross floor area o quare metres, and would provide 30

ensuite bedrooms, meeting roos, and an@lllary parking to accommodate 88 cars.

The proposed houses would con mix of two-storey house types, ranging from

three to five bedroom unif§, Assocjated development would include an internal road

network, footpaths, spajes, a pedestrian/cycleway linked to the village national

school, and services con

Statement, a Lafnglage Impact Statement and an Engineering Services Report.

The scheme was revised by way of further information and two pairs of semi-
detached houses were infroduced, replacing proposed detached houses and
increasing the number of houses to 30.
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3.0

3.1.

3.2.

3.2.1.

3.2.2.

Planning Authority Decision

Decision

On 17" December 2019, Meath County Council decided to refuse permission for the
proposed development relating to the applicant not demonstrating that the proposed
development provides public open space at the minimum rate of 15% of the total site
area as set out in Section 11.2.2.2 of the Meath County Development Plan and that,
as a consequence, the development materially contravenes two housing policies set

out in the County Development Plan.

Planning Authority Reports

Planning Reports

The Planner noted the site’s planning history, olicy edbntext, third party

submissions, and the reports received. Th g issues were seen to be
Appropriate Assessment, planning polidy, the d nflayoul/siting of the
development, access and parking, P , Wiater services and utilities. Stage 2
Appropriate Assessment was pot consid@fed necessary. The applicant’s proposal

that 50% of the proposed hous served for Irish speakers was considered

space within the scheme and boundary treatment were
considered necessary to be provided. The requesis for further information set out in

other reports were referenced. A request for further information was recommended.

Other Technical Reports

The Housing Section recommended that further information be sought requesting the
redesign of three units to meet the needs of social tenants or a default position of
10% of lands.
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3.3.

The Broadband Officer referred to broadband requirements and recommended the
attachment of a related condition.

The Public Lighting Engineer requested further information on the proposed lighting
design.

The Conservation Officer submitted there were no conservation comments.

The Assistant Chief Fire Officer outlined Fire Safety and Building Control
requirements.

The Transportation Engineer outlined deficiencies relating to sightlines, parking,
footpath widths, junction design, access to the school, and perm ity to remaining

lands. A request for further information was requested.

The Water Services Engineer requested further inform n draifiage and surface
water attenuation.

Prescribed Bodies

Udaras na Gaeltachta set out its and tife | authority’s duties in relation to the Irish
language, referenced the decline in the dgjly#se of the language and the pressures
on it, and referred to the need t ct the language within the Gaeltacht. 1t was
recommended that prominence b& given to the language always, sighage be in the
Irish language, as wellas tfg name of the business, the level and standard of Irish is
maintained and that a [3guage condition is applied in accordance with the
requirementis jon 47 of the Planning Act. It was noted that the aim of relevant
agencies is to he number of lrish speakers. It was concluded that any
permission issuing should be in accordance with the aims of Plean Teanga do
Ghaeltacht na Mi.

The Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht noted the sensitive position
of the Irish language in the Meath Gaeltacht and the decline in daily speakers of the
language in the Rathcairn area. The influence that development plays on the
language of the district and housing estate development such as that proposed was
acknowledged. The Department recommended, in the event of permission being
granted, that a condition requiring 100% of the houses being retained for Irish
speakers be attached.
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3.4.

[ note from the details contained in the appeal file that a further submission was
made by the Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht to the local authority
prior to the receipt of the applicant’s further information, outlining duties and
responsibilities of agencies relating to sustaining and strengthening Gaeltacht
communities, including acknowledging the threat housing estate and apartment

development poses to the application of public policy being pursued at this time.

The Health Service Executive recommended, having regard to an overgrown ditch
along the site boundary and the need to prevent adverse health impacts on local
residents, a construction management plan should be implemented and set out the

controls that should apply.

Irish Water requested further information relating to a wayleav foul sewer in

proximity to the site.

Third Party Observations

A submission was received from Aoife Baille a e observation to the Board

reflects the principal concerns raise

Gl6r nan Gael submitted that there woulbe a negative impact on Irish language use
in the area if the proposed hou eveloped. It was requested that a sirong

language condition re

ing a s@table proportion of fluent Irish speakers occupying

the houses should ly, b&ing more than 80%.

-

Colaiste Pobgildgath Chalrn raised concern about the scale of the proposed

Una Ni Fhaircheallaigh, as former Cathaoirleach of Comharchumann Rath Chairn

egative impact on the well-being of the language and culture of

Teoranta submitted that it would be impossible to sell the number of houses
proposed to those with Irish as the principal language in the home and that the

development would have a disastrous impact on the Gaeltacht.

Combharchumann Réath Chairn Teoranta opposed the proposed development.
Reference was made to the need to increase the number of daily speakers of the
Irish language, the scale of the proposed development and its consequential impact,

the inadequacy of the language condition of the planning authority, and the need to
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increase the percentage of houses required to be occupied by daily Irish speakers to
90%. The observation submitted by the Co-operative to the Board reflects the

concems raised.

A submission was received from Anita Ni Cathain and the observation to the Board

reflects the principal concerns raised.

Scoil Ui Ghramhnaigh detailed the importance of the Meath Gaeltacht and queried
the impact the proposed houses would have on the community, heritage and culture
of the area. The correct application of language conditions and the damage arising if
conditions are not properly applied are referenced.

Una Ni Fhaircheallaigh submitted the proposal was very large %
expressed concern about the ability to sell the houses to pgople withq
language and the likely impact of English speakers. T Iso concern about

the impact of those employed related to the propgged gue use coming from

outside of the Gaeltacht and its adverse impagf.

Caoimhe Ni Uiginn, a Gaeilgeoir, referregito her re to live in Rathcairn and the

proposed development giving her the ity to live in a Gaeltacht again.

Micheal O Churraoin supportedg¢he proposed development as it would give him the
opportunity to live in Rathcairn, was raised.

Aodhan O’Floinn suppgrtedihe préposal and considered it would give him and his
family the opportunity t8§live if the Gaeltacht and strengthen the Irish language in the

village.
Labhrais O'Ci itted that, as a native of the area, the proposal would give

him the opportunity to return to live in the area and it would bring much needed jobs
which can only strengthen the lrish language.

Colm O Haicéad supported the proposal as it would bring much needed employment
and strengthen the community by retaining local families and attracting new families.

Colaiste na bhFiann expressed concern about the adverse impact the proposed
development would have on the Irish language in the area and the effect it would
have on its Summer courses for students. The duty to protect Rathcairn from
potential damage as a Gaeltacht community was stressed.
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Darach O'Griofa supported the proposed development as it would give him the
opportunity to live in his native area and because it would enhance the area by

bringing in new families and creating new jobs.

Tomas O’Mealoid supported the proposed development as it would give him the
opportunity to live in his native area and because it would enhance the area by

bringing in new families and creating new jobs.

Simon O Croéinin opposed the proposed development for reasons relating to the
inability to get the number of [rish speaking families into the proposed houses in this

application, the need to keep out such large scale development to maintain the

Gaeltacht, the inability of the Council to implement appropri ﬂ% age conditions
and to ensure the appropriate standard of [rish speaker, and b&gays

flooding arising from inadequate drainage.

James Scott supported the proposed developmgnt bec it was considered that it

would bring much needed tourism, housin structure to the area.

Rachael Farrell supporied the proposed devel nt as it would give her the
opportunity to live in her native area ause it would strengthen existing

facilities in the village.

Peadar T6ibin TD was oppose application because it would materially
damage the use of IrisH%g the G@€ltacht. It was further submitted that he would
support the devel nt if e houses were to be bought by Irish speaking families.

erenced the consequences of development on a linguistically

vhile supportive of elements of the proposal, submitted it was
important to consider the possible adverse linguistic impact arising from the

residential scale of the development.

William and Edel] Kerrane objected to the proposal on ftraffic safety grounds and its

impact on pupils attending schools in the vicinity.

Colum Mac Eoin opposed the development because it was considered that
Rathcairn is too small to accommodate the proposal and because of the pressure it

would put on the Irish language by those coming fo the area without Irish.
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Craobh Rath Chairn de Chonradh na Gaeilge requested the Council to support the
sustainable growth and development of the Gaeltacht and to follow the prevailing
policy.

Bartle, Carmel, Etain, and Maire Ni Churraoin opposed the proposed development
for reasons relating to the adverse impact it would have on the language in the
community.

Conradh na Gaelige expressed concern that the proposed development would
damage the Irish language and future of the Rathcairn Gaeltacht, queried the

content of the applicant’'s Language Impact Study, and highlighted the relevance of
the Language Plan for the Meath Gaeltacht.

Larry Murtagh supported the proposal because it would bg,of ben the area by
providing housing for families who wish to speak and i

Colm Keegan opposed the proposed developm expres

damage to the Irish language, damage to th

commercial component, traffic impact and.floodin

Sherry Fitzgerald Royal supported the osgl and indicated the degree of interest

in those wishing to acquire houses and livéin the Gaeltacht in Rathcairn.

Orla Ni Shailleabhéin oppgsed th
on the rural beauty of the

osal, expressing concern about the impact
a, the"adverse impact on the Irish language, and the
g apid a hotel.

Clir Maria UT Stated she would like to oppose the development. No reasons
were given. (J

A request for further information was made by the planning authority on 5% June

lack of demand for ho

2019 and a response to this request was given by the applicant on 31%t October
2019.

Further third party submissions were received from Anita Ni Cathain,
Comharchumann Rath Chairn Teoranta, Una Ni Fhaircheallaigh, Bartle, Carmel,
Etain agus Maire Ni Churraoin, Column Mac Eoin, and Niamh Ni Dhonncha. These

reiterated the earlier submissions.
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4.0

Following the receipt of further information, the reports to the planning authority were

as follows:

Intand Fisheries Ireland had no objection to the proposal once all local waters are

protected at the construction and occupational stages.

The Water Services Section was satisfied the proposal met with the Council’s
requirements relating to surface water collection, treatment and disposal. A schedule

of issues was set out to be addressed prior to construction.
Irish Water had no objection to the proposal.
The Public Lighting Engineer was satisfied with the submitted

The Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht submi there was no
reason to revise its previous recommendation fo the p ing autWority based upon

the further information received.

The Transport Engineer submitted that the n access to the residential estate

should be refused because of inadequate sig here was no objection to the
development subject to permission f estriaw and cycle access only being
provided at the northern access, a turffig agea being provided at house 8, the
western boundary of the site bging set batk, widening the existing road to 6 metres

and providing a 3 metre footpat

The Planner noted the thirparty submissions, reports received and the applicant's
responses to the requsit fop'further information. It was submitted that the open
space locate lly on the site was only 10% of the site area and was not in
compliance Development Plan standards which requires a provision of
15% of the site area. A refusal of permission was recommended due {o the
deficiency in open space provision and this resulting non-compliance with housing

policies.

Planning History

P.A. 99/1924

Permission was refused for a house and treatment system.
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5.0

5.1.

Policy Context

Meath County Development Plan 2013-2019

Rathcairn Village Statement

Rathcairn is a designated ‘Village' in the Settlement Hierarchy of the County
Development Plan. its household allocation under the Core Strategy is 40 houses
over the Plan period.

The Goal for the village is:

To promote the development of the village in a manner that pro

~ ud enhances
. gbment which

will allow Rathcairn to develop in a sustainable manner, n attra€tive place fo live,

its linguistic and cultural distinctiveness, while also providing for

work, recreate and visit, reflecting its Gaeltacht distincti S,

Broad Objectives include:

¢ To ensure the continued survivgfand promdtion of the Irish Language as the
spoken language of the Gaeltacht'comphunity.

¢ To facilitate the protectio promotion of all aspects of the Gaeltacht
cultural identity.

» To promote devgloptéent that protects and enhances the linguistic and
cultural heritage '@ Ratiicairn.

e Toens quate provision of appropriate housing, commercial, community
and ed cilities to serve existing and future residents and in a way
that are both language and culture friendly.

e To provide a robust urban design framework that reflects the village’s
Gaeltacht distinctiveness.

Zoning

The northernmost part of the site closest to the road junction is zoned ‘B1 Village
Centre’ with the objective “To protect, provide for and/or improve town and village
centre facilities and uses.”

ABP-306489-20 Inspector’'s Report Page 10 of 33



The remainder of the site is zoned ‘A2 New Residential’ with the objective “To
provide for new residential communities with ancillary community facilities,
neighbourhood facilities and employment uses as considered appropriate for the
status of the centre in the settlement hierarchy.”

Residential Development

The Plan states that it is intended that future residential development in Rath Cairn
will be low density to provide a sustainable alternative to one-off housing and to
retain the overall rural character of the area. It is proposed that these areas can

intensify in the future to ensure the sustainable use of serviced land. New residents

should predominantly be prepared to integrate with the Irish g culture to

ensure the protection of the language and culture in the area.

Building Typologies
New buildings in the village centre and the pg d resillential areas are required to

be of a form and scale that reflects the verna r opRathcairn.

Strategic Policies

These include:

SP 1: To ensure that the gro n@development of Rathcairn shall be directed to
meet the needs e local community and be in keeping with the existing

character, a ity, hgritage and landscape of the village.

Policies @

These inciude;
Gaeltacht Identity

GAEL POL 1: To plan an efficient system whereby the aspects of the
Gaeltacht environment can be assessed and protected as part
of the planning process including the use of language

conditions.

GAEL POL 2: To encourage architectural styles that complement local tradition

such as the ‘Land Commission house’ and the Clachan Dwelling
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cluster. A contemporary interpretation of indigenous traditions is
encouraged.

Residential Development

RD POL 1:

RD POL 2:

To ensure that the resident population is of a sustainable number to

protect and promote the linguistic and cultural distinction of the area.

To recognise that new residential developments could damage the use,

visibility and status of the Irish language and to reduce / prevent their
impact.

Commercial, Economic and Retail Uses

CER POL 1:

CER POL 2:

CERPOLT:

Urban Design

ub POL 2:

UD POL 3:

To encourage employment and enterprise develg @ the village
that is language and culture friendly.

To recognise that new commercial deve tShcould damage the

use, visibility and status of the Irish@nguage #¥hd to reduce / prevent

their impact.
To provide for the develo t of neW services and facilities in the
village centre including s cdle retail, commercial and office uses

creating an identifigble villag&centre / focus.

To promgte thg development of detached family homes which reflect
the traditidal bilding form of the Land Commission dwelling

ising one storey and a half on A2 zoned lands.

with the Design Standards provided below in the

assessment of all planning applications for planning permission within
the development envelop of Rath Cairn:
To promote infill residential development adjoining existing residential
developed areas that respect the scale and massing of adjoining
dwellings.
To provide for the development of detached family homes of 6 units /
ha (2.5 units / acre) or as appropriate on infill sites (A2 zoned lands) ...
To allow for increased building height, where appropriate, as
demonstrated through an urban design statement.
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o Toencourage dwellings of a scale that reflects the vernacular of
traditional 20th century houses of the Land Commission tradition.

o To promote the development of two storey buildings at the village
centre to create a sense of enclosure and identity ...

o To encourage village centre development which provides for a
continuous building line and active street frontage in the village core on

lands zoned for village centre use.

Objectives
These include:
Gaeltacht ldentity

GAEL OBJ 2: New developments will be requi t out a design
statement to accompany planning cations outlining how the
development contributgg to creation of a particular Gaeltacht
identity.

Residential Development

RD OBJ: To assist in assessing the act of new residential development upon

the use of Irish in Itacht all planning applications for residential

and Udar®esfa Gaeltachta management for comment and these
@ ents shall be taken into account and such account shall be
2 o rated in the making of decisions in all such planning

applications
Commercial, Economic and Retail Uses

CER OBJ 2: To provide for appropriate language and culturally centred

development within the appropriate land use zones in the village.

County Deverlopment Pian Housing Policy

Policies include:
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5.2.

5.3.

HS POL 1: To encourage and foster the creation of atiractive mixed use
sustainable communities which contain a variety of housing types and
tenures with supporting community facilities, public realm and
residential amenities.

HS POL 2: To require a high standard of design in all new residential schemes that
are built in a style and scale that is appropriate to the landscape
setting.

Development Management Guidelines and Standards

Residential Design Criteria

Public open space shall be provided for in residential developme minimum

rate of 15% of total site area. Where residential develo

s are Close to existing
facilities or natural amenities or where, in the opinign of ounty Council, it

would be in the interest of the proper planning staindble development of the

area, then Meath County Council may require contribution towards the
provision of public open space or recre al facilies in the wider area in lieu of

public open space within the developm

Appropriate Assessment

The proposed site is locMgd within or in the vicinity of any Natura 2000 site. The
proposed development Id/be served by a mains water and public foul sewer and
would be site the settlement of Rathcairn. It is reasonable to conclude that on
the basis of t:%on on the file, which | consider adequate in order to issue a
screening determination, that the proposed development, individually or in
combination with other plans or projects, would not be likely o have a significant

effect on any designated European Site and a Stage 2 Appropriate Assessment and
submission of a NIS is not therefore required.

EIA Screening

Having regard to the nature, size and location of the proposed development, there is
no real likelihood of significant effects on the environment that would warrant
environmental impact assessment. No EIAR is required.
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6.0

6.1.

The Appeal

Grounds of Appeal

The grounds of appeal may be synopsised as follows:

* The non-provision of an area of public open space, equivalent to 15% of the area
of the residential development site, does not constitute a material contravention
of the Meath County Development Plan (reference is made to previous Board
decisions under ABP Refs. PL 17.248899 and PL 17.245994 in support of this

ground of appeal);
»

albeit that it is less than 15% of the site area, satisfi€S\Nn term# of its location,

» The area of public open space provided within the subject bment scheme,

siting and design the criteria relating to these mat t out in the

Development Plan;

* The proposal is generally compatible with ant provisions re: public open
space in the "Guidelines for Planng uthorifles on Sustainable Residential

Development in Urban Areas”;

* The level of provision is m n adequate having regard to the density of the
scheme and to the eytensivefareas of private open amenity space provided for

each house;

 The level of provisi open space, having regard to its central location within

* The development, by reason of its layout and infill status proximate to the village,
can be easily distinguished on a site specific basis, thereby disqualifying it as a

precedent to be applied elsewhere.

A revised layout plan providing for a central area of public open space amounting to
15.86% of the overall residential site area is submitted for consideration by the Board
if it considers the area of open space being provided is inadequate. It is submitted
that this revised layout would have no material impact on the interests of third parties

adjacent to the site.
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6.2.

6.3.

Further details submitted with the appeal include copies of An Bord Pleanala Orders
relating to Refs. PL 17.248899 and PL 17.245994 and an extract from an Inspector's
report relating to ABP Ref. 17.245994.

The appellant submitted that there was no objection to the attachment of conditions
to meet with the requirements set out in reports received by the planning authority
from the Transportation Section, the Water Services Section, the Housing
Department and Irish Water.

Planning Authority Response

The planning authority submitted that it considered that the reyi
identifies an area of public open space in compliance with County'@evelopment Plan
standards. The Board is requested to condition the deyglo { accordingly to
ensure compliance with the Development Plan ang was inited to be cognisant of the
policies in the Plan relating to the protection ofghe High language.

Observations

The observer Aoife Baille referred to Rattiea#h having too many houses and a
number of existing houses bein fo the excessive number of houses
proposed, the requiremept for tho ccupying houses to be fluent in lrish and the

adverse impact on t

ht by English speakers, the guesthouse being

excessive in height and ck of need for it, the difficulties with the existing

sewerage sy the adverse impact on the natural amenity of the area. A copy
of the observe sion to the planning authority was attached with the
observation.

The observer Anita Ni Cathain, residing to the west of the site, referred to the
development being alien to its receiving environment, the suburban nature of the
proposed house design, the failure to integrate with the character and setting of the
village, non-compliance with the design principles of the Written Statement for
Rathcairn, adverse impact on the residential amenity of the observer’s property, and
excessive density. It was requested that the Board refuse permission for the

development for reasons set out in the observer’s original submission to the planning
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authority and because it would be contrary to the written statement for Rathcairn as
set out in the County Development Plan. The observer's two submissions to the

planning authority were attached with the observation.

The observer Comharchumann Rath Chairn, whose role it is to implement Plean
Teanga do Ghaeltachtai na Mi, referred to achieving and maintaining the critical
percentage of daily Irish speakers in the Gaeltacht to over 67% in accordance with
evidence arising from Stéidéar Cuimsitheach Teangeolaioch ar Uséid na Gaeilge sa
Ghaeltacht. The provisions under the Planning and Development Act, the National
Planning Framework, Planning Guidelines, and Meath Coun pment Plan

m

were noted relating to protecting and promoting Irish as a co W language and

the development of Gaeltacht communities. With regafdso the proposed

development, the findings of the applicant’s Language

Study were queried,
the negative impact of the proposed guesthg linguistic practices of the area,

the proposed housing development increasi pulation by 35% without

evidence of demand and the pressur, t would@result for the native Irish speakers,

and the necessity for up to 90% of oc®8pierd of the new houses to be daily Irish

speakers to meet with statutoggrequirements. Reference is made to the

Gomharchumann’s planning pe n fo renovate its existing building and the lack
of need for the propos se. It is submitted that the proposal is contrary to
Policies CER POL d R} POL 2 of the County Development Plan. With regard to
the attachmeplgf a langliage condition, it is submitted that there would be a need for
90% of the @: i Qouses o be set aside for those with a satisfactory fluency in
Irish and for t ®. aining 10% to go to those native to Rathcairn (a language
condition attached with the Board’s decision under ABP Ref. PL 24.215257 is
referenced). The observation includes submissions from Eanna O Créinin, Professor
Conchur O Gioliagain, Colaiste Pobail Rath Chairn, Scoil Ui Ghramhnaigh, and Glér

na nGael.
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7.0

7.1.

711

7.2,

7.2.1

7.22

Assessment

Introduction

| consider that the principal planning issues requiring assessment relate to the
impact on the Irish language, the form/character/scale of the proposed development,
open space, impact on residential amenity, and surface waterffoul drainage/flooding.
| note that a traffic-related issue arose in relation to one of the proposed access
provisions. This is a matter that could reasonably be addressed in accordance with

the requirements of the planning authority’s Transport Engineer’s report.

The Irish Language Question

Rathcairn is a small Gaeltacht community in County M at has'evolved since
the first people arrived there from Connemara in 1935, fofmally’recognised as a
Gaeltacht in 1967. Notwithstanding its proximit

towns of Navan, Athboy and Trim, it has remail

e M3 fiotorway and to the
a spiall village with a small
resident population. it has developed a latively’slow pace over time, with a
grouping of community facilities and s cdle residential development. It is

reasonable {o determine that Rathcairn comprises a tight-knit Irish language

community which has managed in a living language within the family home,
rious Gaeltacht-related agencies and

it a true community language.

Set within the wider context of Athboy, Trim, the county and the Greater Dublin Area
and having regard to the influence of the English-speaking community, modem
communications, etc., the pressure on the minority language is self-evident. In this
context, there are serious threats to the viability and sustainability of this community
language. Being part of the smallest Gaeltacht in the country (Baile Ghib to the east
of Kells being the other part of the Gaeltacht area in the county), it cannot
reasonably afford to undergo significant changes that would threaten the exient of
the use of the Irish language as this community’s language. A balance must be
struck with all new development.
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28

724

7.2.5

7.2.6

| submit to the Board that consideration of the development of this village cannot,
and should not, be determined to be similar to that of development in other villages
in County Meath at this time. Every residential and commercial development
proposed for this village must be assessed for their impact on the lrish language
community and every such proposed development can only be accepted or rejected
hased upon its impact on this community. Accepting the principle of any such
development must be premised upon the contribution it can make to the

sustainability of the Irish language community.

Rathcairn is a small village, with a church, a library, a bunscoil, a meanscoil, a

naionra, a community hatl, an Udaras na Gaeltachta industria e a football

pitch, and a public playground. The community building incorp clubhouse,

pub, café, shop and radio station. This facility is the b r Comfiarchumann Rath
Chairn, which is the lead organisation for language the Meath Gaeltacht.
The village is also home to the head office for @@r na n | (sited a short distance
to the north of the shop), an Irish language sabien which is tasked to promote
Irish in the family, in community devel enta business. Foras na Gaeilge, the
body responsible for the promotion h language throughout the istand of
Ireland, has an office in the village alsoYgited behind the church). Colaiste na
bhFiann, an Irish language su llege, is also well established within Rathcairn.
ties, aggncies and their associated infrastructure that the

ge is wholly reliant on a sustainable Irish language

policies at national and local levels would demonstrate that there is a concerted
effort to sustain such communities in the interest of protecting heritage, culture and

the language, which are valued as national assets.

The following is noted:

s Section 10(2)}{m) of the Planning and Development Act 2000 requires
development plans to include objectives for the protection of the linguistic and

cultural heritage of the Gaeltacht, including the promotion of Irish as a
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community language where there is a Gaeltacht area in the area of the
development plan.

s Development Plans: Guidelines for Planning Authorities, published under
section 28 of the Planning and Development Act in 2007, provide guidance on
the preparation of development plans. Appendix C sets out considerations for
Gaeltacht areas with reference to important factors to help to ensure the
protection of the linguistic and cultural heritage of the Gaeltacht, including the

promotion of the Irish language. The demographic factors include:

A population where in-migration of non-irish speakers is limited to a scale that

would not impinge on the integrity of the Irish-speaking n.
The economic factors include:

Economic activity of a nature and extent that mpromise the

Economic activity of a nature and exte d not demand the

introduction of languages and ¢ s that Would not be supportive of the

frish language.

e The 20 Year Strategy for ish Language 2010-2030, i.e. Government
policy on the Irish [gnguagafsubmits:

It is an integralgompORent of the Government’s Irish language policy that

The aim of Government policy is stated to include:

- provide linguistic support for the Gaeltacht as an Irish-speaking community
and to recognise the issues which arise in areas where Irish is the
household and community language. (p. 3)

Specific objectives of the Strategy include:
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»

- Increase the number of speakers who speak lrish on a daily basis in the
Gaeiltacht by 25% in overall terms as its invigoration will be critical to the
overall Strategy. (p. 9)

Within the Gaeltacht areas, the Strategy recognises that the home, family and
neighbourhood is crucial to the maintenance of Irish as a living language. (p.
22}

Acht na Gaeltachta 2012 followed on from the 20 Year Strategy. This
ished the

. Under section

designated Gaeltacht Language Planning Areas and es

requirement to prepare Irish language plans within th€Sg

7(6) Udaras na Gaeltachta selects an organisatigmmost c8pfable of preparing

commercial life of the area concern rd will note that the observer
Comharchumann Rath Chairn is the se

Gaeltacht.

lead organisation for the Meath

Action Plan 2018-2022_20 Year S¥fategy for the Irish Language 2010-2030
identifies specific strate ies for the 2018-2022 period in regard 1o

and achieving the specific goals of the Strategy.

Plean Teanga do Limistéar Fleanala Teanga Ghaeltacht na Mi, the Irish
l.anguage Plan for Rath Chairn and Baile Ghib, was approved by the
Government in October 2018. The aim of the language plan is to increase the
number of daily speakers of Irish within this Gaeltacht area by 10.0% during
the seven years of the plan and fo increase the number of households raising
their children through Irish. The Plan has an extensive range of specific aims

which include:

- To increase the number of families who speak Irish in the home,
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- Toincrease the number of people in the Language Planning Area who can
speak Irish and who speak Irish daily,

- Toincrease the use of Irish in the public domain,

- To provide local employment through Irish to the community of the Local
Planning Area, and

- To ensure and strengthen the language condition for planning permission
in the Local Planning Area.

o Meath County Development Plan 2013-2019 includes a ‘Rathcairn Village
Statement’. The Goal for the village is:

To promote the development of the village in a manner th
enhances its linguistic and cultural distinctivene ile alsé providing for
development which will allow Rathcairn to develo stainable manner,

as an attractive place to live, work, recre d visit, reflecting its Gaeltacht

distinctiveness.

The ‘Broad Objectives’ for Rathgairn’include:

- To ensure the contin rvival’and promotion of the Irish Language as
the spoken langyage oNfhe Gaeltacht community.
- To facilitate the pRtection and promotion of all aspects of the Gaeltacht

cultural iden
- To development that protects and enhances the linguistic and
cult e of Rathcairn.

- To ensure adequate provision of appropriate housing, commercial,
community and educational facilities to serve existing and future residents
and in a way that are both language and culture friendly.

- To provide a robust urban design framework that reflects the village’s
Gaeltacht distinctiveness.

The Statement has a wide range of policies and objectives which directly
relate to the promotion of the irish language and the protection and

enhancement of this Gaeltacht community. Policies include:
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RD POL 1. To ensure that the resident population is of a sustainable
number to protect and promote the linguistic and cultural

distinction of the area.

RD POL 2: To recognise that new residential developments could damage
the use, visibility and status of the Irish language and to reduce /
prevent their impact.

CER POL 1: To encourage employment and enterprise development in the

village that is language and culture friendly.

CER POL 2: To recognise that new commercial developments could damage

the use, visibility and status of the Irish Jé and to reduce /

prevent their impact.

s Project Ireland 2040 - National Planni

Government in 2018, refers to the Irfs

mewofk, published by the

e and the Gaeltacht in Section
6.3, recognising it as the first ial langJ&ge and noting the provisions of the
Gaeltacht Act 2012 and the 2 r $trategy for the frish Language. The
Framework states that igjs vitally Mportant for the maintenance of the Irish
language as the vernac e Gaeltacht and for the promotion of the
language outsid€the Gaelfacht that ongoing supports be provided for the
language pldMaing ppcess and that the support for Udaras na Gaeltachta, as
the Gagliacht deV@®opment authority, be strengthened. National Policy

Support The implementation of flanguage plans in Gaeltacht Language

Planning Areas, Gaeltacht Service Towns and lrish Language Nefworks.

7.2.7 Having regard to the above legislative, guidance and policy documentation, which
sets out the current approach to the development of the Irish language and the [rish
language community and of the Gaeltacht areas, it is reasonable to ascertain that
there is a clear consistency in the aims, goals, policies and objectives to protect,
maintain, promote and enhance the Irish language as a community language within

the Gaeltacht community of Rathcairn and, furthermore, to take necessary measures
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7.2.8

7.2.9

to curtail, minimise and alleviate impacts on this Gaeltacht community which could
alienate and/or damage the viability of the language and the language community in
Rathcairn.

| have submitted to the Board earlier that the development of the village of Rathcairn
cannot, and should not, be determined to be similar to that of other villages in County
Meath at this time. The protection and enhancement of the village's Gaeltacht status
and the sustainability of its linguistic heritage must be paramount in the consideration
of the proposed development now before the Board. The conclusion of any
assessment of the proposed development, if it is determined to be acceptable, must
reasonably find that the proposed development would not damag€tig use, visibility
and status of the Irish language in this Gaeltacht area, would no

linguistic and cultural distinction of the village, and woul ‘

promotion and further development of the Irish languag

Seeking to manage the development of new h in Ga€ltacht areas to protect

the language community is frequentiy address y the attachment of a condition

with a planning permission which seek posed requirement for a percentage of

those occupying houses to have a pro cy)in the language. Such a requirement

does not generally extend to cogmercial bliildings and their occupants. However,

the primary issue that needs to b& del@fmined before seeking to decide on the

percentage of occupant

ny hatises that would be acceptable in the instance of

the proposed develo nt is jvhether the nature and scale of the proposed
development itgelfis acceplable due to its likely impact on the Irish language

community.

7.2.10 Clearly the development and expansion of the Irish language community and the

provision of additional services in the village to serve local needs would culminate in
a positive confribution to Rathcairn. It is evident that the nature of the uses forming
the proposed development, i.e. residential development and a guesthouse and
ancillary services, would be in keeping with this reasonable aspiration. However, it is
the scale of the proposed residential development and the need for the scale and
array of services of the commercial development that are in question.

7.2.11 It is my submission to the Board that the adverse impact of a new significant

additional resident population poses a serious threat to the continued viability and
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sustainability of Rathcairn as a Gaeltacht community. The scale of housing
development proposed in this application at this location is unprecedented. |
seriously question that the delivery of one large suburban housing estate to this
village core could be managed to ensure that the linguistic distinction of this village
would be protected. | question why such a large scale of development must be
pursued at this time. If ever there was a necessity to seek to integrate more dense
residential development in a phased, reduced scale then this is the time due to the
significant challenges that the local community are facing to sustain the language as
a family-based and community language. The delivery of such large scale housing,
tkelihood of the

Awould impinge

relative to any development that has occurred heretofore, with the

in-migration of non-Irish speakers at a relatively significant s
on the integrity of the Irish-speaking population is self-ggident inWp opinion.
Imposing a language condition on the scale of dev roposed, relative fo the

scale of development that exists in the village, gannot b naged in my view. The

development will have serious detrimental the language as a community

language because of the impact of non-lrish s rs on the everyday use of the
language in this community. This cagno under-estimated. This is the most
significant planning issue arising from t oposed development. The development
of the scale proposed, with a uential substantial increase in population of

non-frish speaking residgnts, ca@nof be underplayed. Why development requires to

be pursued in one |

e hdysing scheme on a single site in this village, without the
realisation of its effec ts revisiting. There must be an obligation to undertake a
tentative ap to housing estate development in this village. This demands
developme all in scale. An understanding of the impact of incremental
development will allow for a managed progression of the development of this village.
The imposition of a single large-scale residential scheme simply will not permit this.
This village is required to develop incrementally, to be allowed to subsume the
impact of increased population in a balanced, sustainable manner. Superimposing
what is a large-scale housing estate into this village will radically alter not alone the
physical form and character of the village but will distort socio-economic
characteristics of the community, which will ultimately distort the linguistic and

cultural distinctiveness of this Gaeltacht community.
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7.2.12 Regarding the proposed guesthouse and its associated services, [ again note what
exists in the village in the form of what is provided in the community building
opposite the site and the various Irish language agencies that are based in the
village. The need for a development of the scale proposed and the nature of the
uses intended to be provided must be subject to scrutiny when considering the
ongoing development of the Irish language community. | submit to the Board that
due regard must be given to the public and agency submissions both to the planning
authority and to the Board who have expressed serious concerns about the impact of
this component of the proposed development on the Irish language. | do not under-
estimate the validity of the local community concerns. | further nojeghat there can be

no reasonable mechanism to employ which would effectively ¥ ow the

operations of the commercial development would ensure tlat it wotlie not
compromise the integrity of the Gaeltacht area or popuiation, oswould not demand

the introduction of languages and cultures that wogld not pportive of the lrish

language. Furthermore, it is apparent that the e replication of facilities that

are available in the village and there is nq under: ng in the proposed
development of a need for the range of us roposed in the commercial
development. The commercial developm esents itself in many ways as a small
hotel with a range of ancillary u her than a guesthouse. | note that the nearby

towns of Athboy and Navan would{proVide such accommodation. While accepting

there is no role in det commercial competition in this assessment, the proper

planning and sustainab is small Gaeltacht village is paramount. | would be
seriously con bout the viability of such a relatively large-scale development
in this village idpact it would likely have for the Irish language community. |
am of the opinion that the functioning of this commercial operation has significant
potential o undermine the linguistic distinctiveness of Rathcairn due to its effects
that would not be supportive of the Irish language. Once again, it is the scale of this

development, not necessarily the principle, that is at the core of my concerns.

7.2.13 In conclusion, the Board will note that my considerations on the impact of the
proposed development on the Irish language and the irish language community in
Rathcairn are consistently founded upon the matters raised in the various legislative,
guidance, and policy provisions which have been referenced earlier. | consider that

the proposed development poses a serious threat to the sustainability and promotion
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of the Irish language and to the linguistic distinction and status of the Irish language
community in this village. It is my determination that the scale and consequential
impact of the proposed development does not sit comforiably with the aims, policies,
and objectives of current guidance and public policy on the protection, promotion,
and enhancement of the Irish language and Gaeltacht communities. In my opinion, it

is a development that would:

* result in in-migration of non-lrish speakers to a scale that would impinge on

the integrity of the Irish-speaking population;

* infroduce an economic activity of a nature and extent that would demand the
introduction of languages and cultures that would not ortive of the

irish l[anguage;

» threaten the language’s viability as a house mmunity language in
Rathcairn;
¢ would undermine the objective to in umber of speakers who speak

Irish on a daily basis in Rathcairg by 2578t overall terms;

» would seriously undermine th s &nd objectives of Plean Teanga do

Limistéar Pleanala Te a Ghaelfacht na Mf; and

» would be contraryto the frovisions of Meath County Development Plan which

seek to promgte th&development of the village in a manner that protects and

enhances its [i i and cultural distinctiveness.

7.2.14The propos opment would adversely affect the linguistic and cultural heritage
of the Meath\@ag |2 and could not, therefore, be viewed as being in accordance

7.3

7.3.1

with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

The Form, Character and Scale of the Proposed Development

[t is worth repeating again that Rathcairn is a small rural village. There is one small
grouping of houses behind the church and beside the GAA pitch. Other than this

grouping, housing sited in this village is similar {o many of the traditional villages in
the country, i.e. they follow a linear pattern along the local roads. The village has a

centre where there are community and commercial facilities that are small in scale to
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7.3.2

7.3.3

meet local needs. Single-storey development presents as common in this village,
with some dormer-type development prevailing. The shop/public house is a two-
storey building. | clearly understand that the in-depth development of housing and
the development of commercial facilities within the centre of a village bring with them
a sustainable approach to evolving a village and provide for a sustainable economic
approach to the provision of services. Once again, it is the scale of the development
proposed that is in question in this instance.

| note that Meath County Development Plan’s Core Strategy proposes that up to 40
houses could be developed in the village over the seven-year period of the Plan. it is
evident that only small-scale residential development has taken g

Plan period. This Plan remains in place while a new Plan is béirt
proposed development of 30 houses in one housing est ould rgpresent 75% of
the housing allocation for this village in one single scie eme of a scale that

is unprecedented in this village.

The proposed housing development present as® suburban housing estate in
form, character and layout. This is the of devglopment prevalent throughout
many suburbs of midland towns and m otffer larger urban settlements. This type
of development has also becomg commoniplace in many villages, frequently
appearing significantly over-scal e ‘urban core’ within which they are set in
these villages. The pro

d hou in the scheme before the Board are of a form,

scale and character woul¥ be found in many towns in the vicinity of this village. It

found in towns &ls&where. Despite variations in the scale of individual units, there is
a very notable similarity in design appearance, form and finishes for the house types.
Further to this, | note the proposed introduction of semi-detached houses to meet the
needs of the local authority under Part V. They are very much similar in design to
semi-detached housing one would find in many towns in the wider area. The houses
in the scheme are laid out in what is a common approach to residential layouts in
any suburban area throughout the country, i.e. a large open space is placed in the
centre of the site, roads skirt the periphery of this space and houses front onto these
road, looking out onto the open space. This amenity space is complimented by each

house more or less having a regimented front and back garden. This is suburbia but
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7.3.4

7.3.5

not in a suburban area. In my opinion, this is not ‘village scale’ development and it

unquestionably is not ‘village character’ development.

The concern, which has been expressed earlier, is the scale of this development. |
repeat that small scale, incremental development, reflective of how this village has
been developing up to this time, is what is required. The build-out of this land can,
and should, reasonably occur in a piecemeal but planned, integrated manner, not by
a single large (in relative terms) suburban housing estate. In recognising this, |
acknowledge that the Rathcairn Written Statement references an indicative Master

Plan to provide design guidance with respect to the buili form and layout of the

such provisions of the Master Plan.

Turning to the proposed guesthouse mmodgtion, it appears that this proposed
commercial development is a small ol intents and purposes. Within the

village core there is nothing ¢ arativeMn terms of building height, scale and bulk.

Being the sole three-storey str his would be a very prominent building in the
village core. The indic Mast@¥f Plan contained within the Rathcairn Written
Statement illustrat mmadrcial buildings in the corner of the site in which the

proposed guesthouse isitended to be sited. Thus, the siting of a development

ercial use appears generally compatible. However, the concern
lding’s scale, bulk and character in this rural village setting. It
appears somewhat misplaced. The modernity of the proposed building, with its
complex roof structure, varied fenestration and array of finishes, does not perpetuate
simplicity in building form one would reasonably anticipate that would be espoused in
a small rural village. It does not reflect the character of this village. | further note from
the Rathcairn Local Area Plan 2008-2015, from which the Master Plan originates
{and which remains a component of the Rathcairn Wiritten Statement), that a two-
storey terrace building, providing for a mix of uses, that would respect the scale and
massing of existing buildings within the village was promoted at this location. It is

reasonable to determine that the proposal is not in keeping with such aims.
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7.3.6

737

7.4

7.4.1

7.5

7.5.1

Overall, it is my submission, which is consistent with the Rathcairn Written
Statement, that new buildings in the village centre and in the village’s proposed
residential areas require to be of a form and scale that reflect the vernacular of
Rathcairn. This is what is planned for in this village. This is not what is being

delivered in the proposed development for the reasons set out above.

Finally, | ask the Board to carefully examine the simple physical structure of the
existing village of Rathcairn. It is my submission that it becomes self-evident that the
proposed development is greatly over-scaled and that the physical structure and
character of this village will be significantly distorted if the proposed development
proceeds.

The First Party Appeal

The reason for refusal by the planning authority r

tes solEly to the provision of
public open space intended to be provided fo residential estate. Meath

County Development Plan includes ‘Devglopmen nagement Guidelines and

Standards’. The Residential Design Cri{eriamithin this states that public open space
shall be provided for in residential develo t at a minimum rate of 15% of total
site area. The appellant has pro vised layout to the Board which meets with

this requirement. The plapfhing aut@ority has responded by submitting that this area

of public open space ji liance with County Development Plan standards. It is

reasonable, therefore, t mine that the applicant has met with the public open

space requiregfientS@and has overcome the reason for refusal issued by the planning
authority. [ J

Impact on Residential Amenity

| note that the observer Anita Ni Cathain, who resides in a house immediately
adjoining the westernmost part of the site, has raised concerns about the location
and impact of a number of the proposed houses and their effects on the residential
amenity of her property. These would relate to two proposed semi-detached houses
and a couple of the proposed detached houses. These houses would be to the

north-east of the observer's property and their rear elevations would face the side
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boundary of the neighbouring property. The proposed houses would be set back
between approximately 8 metres and 13 metres from the existing boundary
separating the proposed houses from the observer’s property. | note that the gable of
observer's house, which presents as a dormer-style building, is set back several
metres from the property’s north-eastern boundary. Furthermore, there is an existing
detached garage to the rear of the house. Having regard to the layout of the existing
and proposed developments, proposed separation distances, retention of
boundaries, and village centre context, | do not consider that the proposed
development would introduce any significant adverse impacts by way of overlooking

or overbearance on the observer’s property. In my opinion, thisegmponent of the

development could not reasonably be omitted based on the

would have on residential amenity.

7.6 Surface Water, Foul Water Drainage and Floodi

7.6.1 | note that a number of submissions to the plafing“authority and the observation
from Anita Ni Cathain have raised syfffa ater drainage concerns arising from the
proposed development, with particular nce to a stream along the south-
western boundary, a deficient nd potential flooding of the public road

occurring as a result. It [ my suRmiSsion to the Board that the applicant proposes to

provide a comprehe rface water drainage system, inclusive of attenuation

storage provisions, re

neighbouring properties.

and maintenance of drainage diiches, etc. The

engineering ns should adequately address the surface water concerns

without caus plial drainage concerns for the site, the public road or

7.6.2 | also note that concerns had been raised with regard to the foul sewerage network.
These concerns were addressed during the consideration of the application by the
planning authority. The applicant’'s proposals are to the satisfaction of Irish Water.
Having regard to this, | do not have any particular concerns about the capacity of the

system to accommodate development of nature proposed.
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Recommendation

Having regard to my concerns about the scale of the proposed development and the
impact this development would have on the sustainability of the Irish language and
the Irish language community in Rathcairn, | recommend that permission for the
proposed development be refused.

Reasons and Considerations

1. Maidir e scala, leagan amach, dearadh, dlis, agus foirm mi-oiriGnach na

d’oidhreacht teanga agus chulitir na Gaeltachta na Mi. Da bhri sin,
bheadh an thorbairt bheartaithe ar neam na pleanhaii chui agus thorbairt

inchothaithe an limistéir.

2. Ta laithrean na forbartha beartaj
Phlean Forbartha Contae na Mi
cosc a chur ar fhorbairt l&tionchar

uite s&#¥Ghaeltacht. Is polasai den

a chothu agus a chaomhnu agus
Ultach suntasach ar Ghaeilge agus ar an
nGaeltacht. Ag cur san air cala na scéime tithiochta beartaithe, inti f&in

a bhunoéfai d'fhorbairti moéra tithiochta eile da

tithioch riachtanais aititila a sholathar i dtreo a sharbédh cosaint

oidhre agus chulttirtha na Gaeltachta. D4 bhri sin, bheadh an
fhorbairt rtaithe ar neamhréir na pleanail chui agus thorbairt inchothaithe
an limistéir.

1. Having regard to the scale, layout, design, density and incongruous form of
the proposed development, together with the in-migration of non-Irish
speakers associated with the development, it is considered that the proposed
development would be out of character with the village of Rathcairn and would
adversely affect the linguistic and cultural heritage of the Gaeltacht in County
Meath. The proposed development would, therefore, be contrary to the proper
planning and sustainable development of the area.
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2. The site of the proposed development is located within a Gaeltacht area,
where it is the policy of the current Meath County Development Plan to
preserve and promote the Irish language and to prohibit development that
would have a significant negative impact on the Irish language and the
Gaeltacht. Having regard to the scale of the proposed development, by itself
or by the precedent which the grant of permission for it would set for other
large scale housing development, it is considered that the proposed housing
scheme would constitute an excessive provision of housing to meet local
needs in a manner contrary to the protection of the linguistic and cultural

heritage of the Gaeltacht. The proposed development would, therefore, be

contrary to the proper planning and sustainable develég of the area.

s‘; 4 ,//

Kevin Moore
Senior Planning Inspector

‘!\

13" May 2020
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