S. 4(1) of Planning and

An Development (Housing)
gﬁffmm and Residential
Tenancies Act 2016

Strategic Housing Development

J no. houses, 276 no.

) apartments), Conversion of Dalguise
« ™ Houseto 2 no. residential units and a
creche, conversion of coach house to
residential unit and use of gate lodge
as a residential unit and second gate
lodge as concierge/managers office,
relocation of glasshouse and vinery
and removal of a second glass house,
removal of outbuildings, provision of a
bridge over the Stradbrook stream and
all associated site works.

Location Dalguise House (a protected
structure). Monkstown Road,
Monkstown, Blackrock, Co. Dublin.
(www.dalguiseshd.com)
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Planning Authority Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County

Council
Applicant Lulani Dalguise Ltd. J
Prescribed Bodies 1. Minister for Culture, Heﬂtagé ahd;the
Gaeltacht (Built Hgﬂtag}and Nature
Conservation) ‘\\ 7

2.The Herltage Councw
3.An Ta:scel%‘é Natlonal Trust for

\‘..
[

lreia nd,
(% An Comhalrle Ealaoin,
5 Fa’lfté Ireland
6. lrish Water

7.Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County
% ) Childcare Committee

Observer(s) 153 Observer submissions, this
includes 3 from Prescribed Bodies
(See Appendix 2 for a list of

1:'_"‘_;:.; 1 ) ' Observers).
\ Dad;.e of 'Site inspection 2nd July 2020.
4 \ y 4
Inspector Daire McDevitt
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1.0 Introduction

2.0

2.1.

2.2,

2.3.

This is an assessment of a proposed strategic housing development submitted to the
Board under section 4(1) of the Planning and Development (Housing) and

Residential Tenancies Act 2016.

Site Location and Description \,
Dalguise house is located on the southern side of Monkstown Road, set béc\kw: ) |
100m from the road the rear of a residential buffer consisting of small ?amdeh’ual
schemes, individual houses and a number of protected structures It fa C. 350m west
of Monkstown Village, c. 1.8km west of Dun Laoghaire and Duns Laqgﬁaire Dart
station, ¢. 1.7km east of the centre of Blackrock and c. TQQ_r_n _s_c__:ujchwest of

Salthill/Monkstown Dart Station.

The site, with a stated area of c. 3.66 hectares, contains Dalgu&se House, two gate
lodges, coach house/stable block, coachman s cQttage White Lodge, vinery, 2
glasshouses, walled garden, tennis cgurts and a namber of smaller structures of
various age and condition, is accessed vla an entrance avenue/lane via entrance
piers located on the southern side’ ef Mcmkstown Road. The site does not have any
public road frontage, apart ﬁ__om |ts enfrance, with the bulk of it set back ¢. 100m from
Monkstown Road. <L y

It is bounded to thé 'north byjthe Stradbrook Stream which separates the site from
Purbeck, Drayten CourtMeathf eld and other residential properties on generous
plots, mcludmg>a nmnber of protected structures which are accessed off Monkstown
Road, TbeSe proﬁertles act as a buffer between Dalguise House and the Public
Road (Mon{(stown Road). To the south the site is predominantly bounded by Brook

¥ Caur’t to the west by Monkstown Valley, Stradene and Arundel and others and to the

2.4.

'east by Rlchmond Park and the Cheshire homes site. The immediate area is

predomlnantly two storey suburban housing and a selection of larger properties
noted above (notably along Monkstown Road).

Access to the proposed development is via either the proposed new access road
along the recently constructed Purbeck housing scheme to the north or via the
existing internal access road of Dalguise House. A bridge is proposed over the
Stradbook stream at Purbeck to open up access.
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2.5. The site slopes towards the northern portion and flattens out to the Stradbrook
stream which runs along the northern portion of the site. The southern portion
contains the walled garden. There is a significant amount of tree coverage on site.

3.0 Proposed Strategic Housing Development

The proposed development comprises a residential development of 300 u (w@w

/x

includes the conversion of Dalguise House and other structures) and i}; |
i
Dalguise House (Protected Structure), Monkstown Road, Monkste@n, ’ck Co

r-/

Dublin. ’/4&. Ve W

A=

Breakdown: - >

» The demolition of an existing modern dwellmg g%wmﬁg J\Ihfte Lodge,
located on the entrance avenue.

* The demolition of a modern swimming %\str]yctﬁre adjoining the East wing
of Dalguise House and the remm{ 4l of‘ﬁ:rlgmal residential garage

structure adjoining the walle;g gar south-west of Dalguise House

and the removal of a numperg\tructures to the south of the walled garden
and the creation of pemobqqmgs in the wall.

e The converswnﬁpf%\lgw House to 2 no. houses and a créche (195sq.m).

e The demolitiah% \ome structures and conversion of other existing structures
within tt}ebtgbfeya‘f’d to the south-west of the site to 1 no. 3-bed house and
gardenﬁ hom

, ngefu}‘p hment of the existing single storey brick gate lodge for use as a
Si dwelling; the change of use of the existing two storey gate lodge on

%ﬁkstown Road to a Concierge/Site Manager's office.
X 276 apartments in a mix of 1, 2 and 3-bed units arranged in eight blocks

around a series of landscaped communal amenity spaces.
Block A: 7 storeys (6 storeys over podium) and consists of 23 no. 1 bed units
and a common room.
Block B: 8 storeys (7 storeys over podium) and consists of 13 no 1 bed, 17

no. 2 bed and 2 no. 3 bed units.

ABP-306949-20 Inspector's Report Page 5 of 143



Block C: 8 storeys (7 storeys over podium) and consist of 13 no. 1 bed, 17

no. 2 bed and 2 no. 3 bed units.

Block D: 7 storeys (6 storeys over podium) and consist of 4 no. 1 bed, 19 no,

2 bed and 3 no. 3 bed units.

Block E: 9 storeys (8 storeys over podium) and consist of 11 no. 1 bed, '1,9 -
no. 2 bed and 2 no. 3 bed units with communal facilities located at podfum \;
level including Residents’ Leisure Suite, Residents Business Centre,;and,

Multi-Function Room.

Block F: 6 storeys and consist of 20 no. 1 bed, 27 no. &bed and 4> no 3 bed
units. L 7
Block G: 6 storeys and consists of 16 no. 1 bed 24 no. ﬁ bed and 4 no. 3 bed
units. L, TN\ H
Block H: 5 storeys and consists of 5 no. 1\‘hed, 2} no. 2 bed and 4 no. 3 bed
units. \ i
All apartments have balconies©r ter.fa't:és ’%JI'I éll elevations.

s 20 no. terraced/detached houséé‘(?: no. 3 bed houses located to the north
west of the site and 9no.3 b‘eq houses and 8 no. 4 bed houses located to the
south and south-_'_egééqu thé-’éite).

o The relocatipn and "réfusbishment of an existing greenhouse/vinery with the
site anq,the remové’l of an existing greenhouse off site.

e A total of c. 314 no. car parking spaces (244 no. car parking spaces located in

_ --basement ]and under croft locations, with 70 no. surface parking spaces) and

‘:'-‘-ﬁ'_j;_:-.‘i4 nb motorcycle spaces.

"c:f".._\A total of ¢.654 bicycle parking spaces (502 residential spaces and 146
visitors’ spaces).

.J + Amendments to car parking arrangements granted under Reg. Ref.
D16A/0724 (ABP 248219).
e Associated site works including 2 no. ESB substations, plant areas and

communal refuse storage facilities.
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* Vehicular and pedestrian access and egress is facilitated at two points on the
Monkstown Road, through the existing Dalguise entrance and Purbeck Lodge,
where a new bridge crossing will be provided over the Stradbrook stream.
Future Pedestrian accesses are also indicated at boundaries with Arundel,
Richmond Park and the former Cheshire Home site, subject to agreement.

-

The proposed development includes all ancillary site works. A
V4
W 4

goffSistent

The application contains a Statement setting out how the proposajdig ‘
niPlan 2016-

with the objectives of the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County f‘ |

2022. P i W/
\&:zﬁal-‘\) é
It also contains a statement indicating why permiss'iori\f'* Id:qe“jgranted for the
proposed development, having regard to a consid&__atio' spg’éiﬁed in section 37(2)(b)
of the Planning and Development Act 2000, &, me‘iﬁe (| notwithstanding that the

proposed development materially t
g

area plan other than in relation to the zo \ @ id.
{ =

A list of documentation that acggrnpémgs the application is set out in Appendix 1.
& \{-;t_ ] ___—-‘(. b

R

"Site Proposal

300 residential units

(24 no. houses, 276 no. apartments)

82 units/ha

5-9 storeys

195m?2 - Basement of Dalguise House

Parking Cycle parking- 654
Car parking- 314 (244 basement/ 70 no surface)

Vehicular Access From Monkstown Road

- Purbeck
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- Dalguise House Avenue

| 30 units

3.1. The 276 no. apartments are proposed to be provided as follows:

s 104 no. 1-bed apartments (38%);
e 149 no. 2-bed apartments (54%), . W
e 23 no. 3-bed apartments (8%). X } ) 7

L

3.2 The 24 houses are proposed to be provided as follows: \ 2
e 20 no. terraced/semi-detached houses (12 no. 3 bed and 8 na 4 béd)
o Conversion: . '}'

o Dalguise House to be subdivided to prgwde;;l 2 no tiwellmgs (1no. 4
bed in the main House and 1 no. 3 _bed mha Iatter annex)

o Coach house to provide 1 no. 3 bed dwellmg (with coachman’s cottage
to be used as garden pavmon for usp by this house)

o Gate Lodge to provide A0 no. i bed dwelllng,
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4.0 Planning History
Lands to the north in the applicant’s control

D16A/0724 (ABP 248219 appeal withdrawn) Permission granted for 7 no
residential units at the rear of Purbeck Lodge (RPS 718).

D16A/0126. Permission refused by DLRCC for 7 no. residential unit
the rear of Purbeck Lodge

LLands to the east

\ WV
PA Reg Ref D17A/0590 ABP 301 533-18'(P,_ I iop}ranted for demolition of

existing nursing home and construction 8f 56

idential units in two apartment

blocks (to east at Cheshire Home), A( NS

Other Relevant Permission /@ §

units (7 no. bloc toreys) at Chesterfield House (Protected Structure),

302921-18 SHD ap y@mlssmn was granted by An Bord Pleanala for 221

JudICIal Reviewed and Decision Quashed.

Cross Aven ue -

filication Permission granted for 294 units at St. Teresa’s
ture) Blackrock. This also included the dismantling and relocation of

partments (2 to 4 storeys) on lands adjacent to Castlepark School (Protected
Structure), Dalkey.
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5.0 Section 5 Pre Application Consultation

Two Pre Application Consultations took Place. ABP 304426-19 and ABP 305864-19
and are dealt with separately below:

ABP 304426-19 Pre Application Consultation or the construction of 100 residential
units across two blocks, together with associated site development works. (opil]ign e
issued July 2019). A Y

Following consideration of the issues raised during the consuliation process;and 4
having regard to the opinion of the planning authority, An Bord Pleanélg wé\:.-i“‘of the
opinion that the documentation submitted required further consnderatloﬁ and
amendment to constitute a reasonable basis for an apphcatidn for strateglc housing
development to An Bord Pleanala. The applicant was adwsed that further
consideration of the documents as they relate to the prm&ple of ffhe proposal.

ABP 305864-19 Demolition of structures as_soc__:iafté{;_l wi;ﬁ "White Lodge and 'Dalguise
House', construction of 300 no. dwelling uﬁits (24:10 houses, 276 no. apartments),
créche, conversion of 'Dalguise House' and‘ aséoéi‘atéd site works. (opinion issued
January 2020).

A Section 5 pre application -Ic;_onsuﬁiatibn took place at the offices of An Bord
Pleanala. Representqtiv'es of the.grospective applicant, the planning authority and
An Bord Pleanéla yere in'étt'endance. Following consideration of the issues raised
during the consu'lt_aﬁdn précess, and having regard to the opinion of the planning
authority, An Borg:l'.'F:ieénéla was of the opinion that the documentation submitted
constitute's_‘"a_reaéphable basis for an application under section 4 of the Planning and
De_v@]_opmé?_t (Housing) and Residential Tenancies Act 2016,

'__I‘hé" éros:,pective application was advised that the following specific information
éﬁou’ld be submitted with any application for permission:

1. Submission of an Architectural Impact Assessment having regard to the both
the impact on Dalguise House, other existing structures within the curtilage
and the character and setting of the Dalguise House and the Monsktown
Architectural Conservation Area (ACA).
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2. A detailed landscaping plan integrating any relevant recommendations from
Arborist Report and the Parks Section of DLRCC, in particular the treatment
of Category A trees and having regard to the objective in the Dun Laoghaire-
Rathdown County Development Pian 2016-2022 to preserve trees and

woodlands on the site.

as a standalone document.

5. A Site Specific Management Plan which mclud Ly

the communal areas, public space, res;@é}

Applicant’s Statement
A statement of response to the Pre—App&\gé__ J@onsultation Opinion (ABP 305864-
19) was submitted with the applrca ten, as provided for under section 8(1)}(iv) of the

requested to be submlﬂeg WN

/Qﬂ
i\)
)

2 esponse to each of the specific items

gpplication.
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ltem No. 1:

Architectural Heritage Impact Assessment prepared by Arc Architectural Consulting
Ltd is submitted with the application. This considers the impact of the proposed
development on Dalguise House, other existing structures within the property and
refers to the setting and character of the House and Monkstown ACA. It also refe[s
to the Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planning Authorities (2011) \

Wi

I- y

and the policies set out in the current County Development Plan. It also rg‘fers tothe
DLRCC 2021 document ‘Monkstown Architectural Conservation Area - Chai'acter
Appraisal & Recommendations. & \ 49 b 4

A _

r

A Visual Impact Assessment prepared by Arc Architectural Oons.uftmgls included
with the application and an Architectural Design Statemant prepared by Horan
Rainsford also provides context for the site in terms nf heritage 'landscape and
topography. CGls are also included. \ ¢

lterm No.2: . &
Section 6 of the Design Rationaje_prep'éfred by Dermot Foley Landscape Architects,
which refers to how the recommendations of the arborist (The Tree File) and the
Parks Section of DLRCG?hé;fye beéh incorporated into the landscape design.

The retention of trees om sne has been an important part of the design process.
However the need to WIde’n the existing access road has had an impact on the
number of _\frees that_can be retained on site.

b

The Appllcation documentation elaborates on trees to be retained, removed and
-planted

, \ ]
ﬁe‘m'No. 3:

A Residential Amenity Report prepared by Horan Rainsford Architects submitted with
the application deals with compliance with the relevant guidelines.

A Sunlight and Daylight Access Analysis is also submitted with the application.
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6.0

6.1.

ltem No. 4:

An Environmental Screening Statement prepared by John Spain Associates which
sets out the requirement for EIAR has been submitted with the application.

ltem No. 5:

A Management Strategy and Life Cycle Report prepared by Benchmarbﬂ;@

been submitted with the application.

Relevant Planning Policy

National

National Planning Framework /{

\(
Chapter 4 of the Framework addresses the ISS i ;ﬁakmg stronger urban places’
h

and sets out a range of objectives which{ itis o8 s;dered will assist in achieving
&% AStire the creation of attractive,

same. National Policy Objective 4 ;ets 0 Y
liveable, well de3|gned high quahty H§ban places that are home to diverse and

a: Deliver at least 40% of all new homes nationally, within

National Poii’, M}

the built-upfibo \%f existing settlements.

Na'onka;l%cy %bjective 3b: Deliver at least half (50%) of all new homes that are
targeted i&the five Cities and suburbs of Dublin, Cork, Limerick, Galway and

i8rd, within their existing built-up footprints.

National Policy Objective 11: in meeting urban development requirements, there will

be a presumption in favour of development that can encourage more people and
generate more jobs and activity within existing cities, towns and villages, subject to
development meeting appropriate planning standards and achieving targeted growth.
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National Policy Objective 13: In urban areas, pianning and related standards,
including in particular building height and car parkingAwiIl be based on performance
criteria that seek to achieve well-designed high quality outcomes in order to achieve
targeted growth. These standards will be subject to a range of tolerance that enables
alternative solutions to be proposed to achieve stated outcomes, provided public
safety is not compromised and the environment is suitably protected.

-

Q ) |
National Policy Objective 35: Increase residential density in settlements, thrdug%\ﬁ 4
range of measures including reductions in vacancy, re-use of emstmg buﬂdings mf Il
development schemes, area or site-based regeneration and mcreagsed‘bujldmg
heights. N 3 ™ ) 4
National Policy Objective 57 sets out to enhance water quallty a‘nd 'r)esource
management, this includes the requirement to ensuwe, that ﬂooé‘ risk management
informs place making by avoiding inappropriate d’evelopment in areas at risk of
flooding in accordance with The Planning &ystem and Flood Risk Management

Guidelines for Planning Authorities.

Section 28 Ministerial G Guidelines

Having considered the natupé of! the proposal the receiving environment, the
documentation on file, mcludnng the submissions from the Planning Authority, | am of
the opinion that the dn’gcﬂy_ r_e[evant S.28 Ministerial Guidelines are:

. Guidelinéé'_fpr‘P_laﬁhing Authorities on Sustainable Residential Development
in Wrban Aré‘as (including the associated ‘Urban Design Manual Best Practice

Aauidelines’) (2009)

- "én’sfainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments (2018).

e Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines for Planning Authorities
(2018)

e Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets (DMURS} (2013) (Including
Interim Advice note Covid-19 May 2020)
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» The Planning System and Flood Risk Management — Guidelines for Planning
Authorities (including the associated Technical Appendices) (2009).

¢ Childcare Facilities — Guidelines for Planning Authorities (2001).

» Appropriate Assessment of Plans and Projects in Irefand — Guidelines f .
Planning Authorities (2009). '

¢ The Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines for Planning
(2011). \

6.2. Regional

adopted on the 3rd of May 2019. (&\(
. (
\\_ o

,,/{ < _{ P
R
Monkstown is located within tfleiﬂ@g%vered by MASP which seeks to focus

development on large scalgg‘.f a\f‘\%c_‘éiiaf‘és and on the redevelopment of underutilised
l[ands, based on key tranﬁr;c ridors that will deliver significant development in an
le'ma.

. A
integrated and susta aner.
P

[

The site is ;-;‘“ |’rh@ a ‘strategic development corridor’ of Dublin as it is within

North-ScCc\“centred around the DART facility.

Eq_ 1aire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2016-2022

/ -
N The site is located on lands zoned as Residential, where Objective A states
) 4 “To protect and-or improve residential amenity”.

* There is an Objective to ‘preserve trees and woodlands’,
* The site includes Dalguise House (RPS 870) and its curtilage.
* To the north of the site is the Monkstown Architectural Conservation Area.

* Anportion of the site is located on Flood Zone A&B.
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e The Flooding Maps, show a Flood Hotspot Symbol, a short distance away,

adjacent to Cheshire Home site, to the east of the subject site.

Sustainable Communities

An advisory note at the beginning of the development plan fo state that apartment :
standards have been superseded by the implementation of the national apartm’ent
standards and those SPPRs contained within. y_N \‘"\

Policy RES3: Residential Density - promote higher resldentlaLden\sit;es )
Higher densities at a minimum of 50 units per hectare will beenc aged where
a site is located within a 1km pedestrian catchment of- a rall s’tatgdh a priority
QBC and/or 500 metres of a Bus Priority Route, andlor 1 km ofaﬁown or District
Centre. H o Y

In some cases it is noted that densities may Lqe cons’ﬁ’ramed by ACA, cACA
designations, Protected Structures and othgr_ heribge designations.

Policy REST: Overall Housing Mix./” & |

Policy RES14: Planning for Communmes

Chapter 2.2 - Sustainable Travel and Transportatlon

Policy UD1: Urban Desngn Prlnmp!es all development is of high quality
design that assists in promgtmg a ‘sense of place’.

Policy UD3 Publig Realm Design

Policy UD6; Bu;fldmg\l__-lelght Strategy- Compliance with the national guidance.

Section’, 2"'5'2".F!6"o.cl Risk Management

Pollcy CQ1,15 |mplementation of the DOEHLG/OPW Guidelines ‘The Planning
/System and Flood Risk Management, (2009) and DoECLG Circular P12/2014
Eor any updated/superseded document) in relation to flood risk management

A 'wuthln the County.
) Chapter 6 Built Heritage
Policy AR1 Record of Protected Structures.
Policy ARS8 nineteenth and twentieth Century buildings, estates and features.

Development Management standards of note (but not limited to):

Section 8.2.3.5 Residential Development- General Requirements.
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Section 8.2.3.1 Quality Residential Design
Section 8.2.3.2 Quantitative Standards.

(i} Density. The sustainable housing guidelines of 2009 are promoted and a
minimum of 35 units per hectare are allowed with more than 50 required at
public transport nodes.

Section 8.2.3.3- Apartment Development
Section 8.2.4 — Sustainable Travel and Transport

Section 8.2.4.5- Parking provision in excess of the maximum S
out for non-residential land uses in Table 8.2.4 shall only beg
exceptional circumstances as described below.

Reduced parking or car —free parking will be alloweff

transport accessibility.

Table 8.2.3: Residential Land Use - Car P&km - ards

Section 8.2.8 - Open Space and Res&nﬁ

Section 8.2.10.4 Flood Risk Manfgemsh

Rret |tectura| Heritage (including ACAs)
_Heritage — Protected Structures.

R i W
v
Appendix 9 Buj d@t?‘t Strategy. (part of the site is located within the
Coastal F””Qf‘f‘ C)

Appendu@% K
Map £and U%g oning, Protected Structures and ACAs

F od"ma  Flood Zone Extents
A )

Statement of Consistency

/ i Iicant has submitted a Statement of Consistency as per Section 8(1Xiv) of
Act of 2016, which indicates how the proposal is consistent with the policies and
objectives of section 28 Guidelines and the County Development Plan. This has

been noted and examined.
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Applicant’s Material Contravention Statement

The applicant has submitted A Statement of Material Contravention. The contents of
that section can be summarised as follows:

The statement sets out the justification for the proposed residential development, in
particular the proposed height, which ranges from 5 to 9 storeys which materially
contravenes the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Development Pian 2016 2Q2? .

|
N

» Policy UDS states that it is the Council's objective to adhere to the \ \ 4
recommendations and guidance set out in the Building Hetght%gtegy‘ﬁ)r
the County contained in Appendix 9 of the Development, Plan\énd nEludes

‘upward modifiers’ which should be complied with to aﬂow’increhsed building
height within any proposed development. In this case ther_g i€ an overlap
between downward and upward modifiers. Upwar&:ﬁb&iﬁérs include proximity
to DART stations. Downward modifiers a;j_pj_y as\ibeﬁié'fte is partialty located in
the ‘Coastal Fringe’. N

¢ Notwithstanding the upward modifi efs gwén t\,he heights of the some of the
apartment block and the locatldn of the site within the Coastal Fringe, the
proposed development matgrlali_y gontravenes the objective set outin the
Building Height Stratggy iq\- .{éfqtion to the proposed height within a Coastal

|.\ L A IR

Fringe area. ¢ ¥

The apphcant has set out‘in thelr justification for a Material Contravention how, in
their view Ihe proposai complies with the National Planning Frameworks and national

Gu1q_§ilnes-.__ W,
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The Appendix notes that in relation to apartment developments, a maximum of 3-4
storeys may be permitted in appropriate locations e.g. on large redevelopment sites
or adjacent to key public transport nodes - providing they have no detrimental effect
on existing character and residential amenity.

The Strategy goes on to state that “this maximum height (3-4 storeys) for cen‘am
developments clean’y cannot apply in every circumstance. There will be s:t

be contradictory, for instance: when in close proximity to botp DA
& "“w

within the Coastal Fringe”. (

1 %€y site along the

Monkstown Road which is an existing bus corride/f‘t[‘x;Ihe' ro?cgsed development

therefore represents an opportunity to prowd%a&d'bundmg heights and

densities at this location. It is located within n of Salthill/Monkstown DART
station. A cycle route is also prese,p{t alon gt ‘}':?'-" Road. The development,
therefore complies with the upwé;d njc@lﬁers In Appendix 9 and with SPPR3 given
its location in an area seryed %\\?_Mc transport links with high capacity and

ks

frequency of serwcee /%i ood

Y

s‘%&ﬁﬁ gjjt forward that the height is justified by its location,

In addition it |

topograppyan }g that enables it to be absorbed into its surroundings.

reased building heights in appropriate locations within existing urban centres and
along public transport corridors. The proposed development ranging in height from 5
no. storeys to 9 no. storeys is therefore considered appropriate in this location and in

accordance with the NPF.
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7.0

While the Council Building Height Strategy seeks to restrict height in Coastal Fringe
Zones. it is respectfully submitted hat the proposed development has had regard to
the planning policy framework as set out it in the national guidelines and the NPF.
The provision of residential development at this location between 5 and 9 storeys in
height is supported by the Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines which
encourages increased density ad building heights. As such the developmentis
considered to be on accordance with the provisions of the national policy gmdéimes \

The role of the Board as the competent authority is acknowledged jn determﬁmng the
matter of whether or not the proposed development represents @ matenaT;
contravention of the objectives of the Development Plan in this case However the
applicant is of the view that they have clearly justified in the Statement of Material
Contravention that in this instance there is an appropnate Qase for the Board to grant
permission for the proposed development in acogr\dance\._with national policy and
guidelines. W/

h

Observer Submissions

The Board received 153 observe\r,submissions, the observers are listed in Appendix
2 attached to this report,, Oqf;_z_—;_- suﬁ'@is‘]sion was received outlining support for the
proposed developmen’f “Mos:'f'of fﬁé submissions have been made by local residents
and the elected representat“ves Clir Lorraine Hall, Cormac Devlin TD, Clir Justin
Moylan, 0381an Smyth w Richard Boyd Barrett TD, Clir Melisa Halpin.

The fot!ovxfthg ReBidents Associations/Management Companies/Groups made
subrmsmong Heathfield Residents Association, Monkstown Road Residents

Assm:lailan Richmond Hill Residents Association, Residents of Richmond Park &
"-TH;H Belgrave Square Residents Association, The Southdene Management

Cbmpany, Arundel Management Company CLG, Starrs Holding Limited, Monkstown
Village Tidy District.
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A number of the submissions refer to submissions prepared by Monkstown Road
Residents Association, Richmond Hill Residents Association, The Irish Georgian
Society, political representatives and individual (not identified) submissions and
outline their support and agreement with the concernsfissues set out in same.

There is a significant degree of overlap and reiteration of issues raised throughut

the submissions. In summary the topics raised are as follows (Appendix 3 gk

more detailed summary):

Policy:

* Material Contravention of land Use Zoning@bje “ree Objective, density,

housing mix, carparking policies and f__‘

* Contrary to national and local pol@

A

¢ Contrary to National Gq_’

p { resenja ive of an aesthetically attractive scheme, is out of place in the
/ § 00} REof protecting the amenities of adjoining properties and the character
% setting of Dalguise House and gardens.

* Inclusion of third party lands within the application site boundaries.

* Massing and height is inappropriate for the Coastal buffer Zzone and
Monkstown ACA.
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» Inaccuracies in the Visual Assessment submitted with the application in terms
of the trees shown and building heights.

« No justification for apartments or requirement for apartments in the area.

e The site has no road frontage and is in effect completely bounded by ex&stmg
residential properties which will be negatively impact upon by the prope@ed ;
development. Furthermore the access road to the site, via Purbeck f_gﬂge w{sll
have a detrimental impact on the recently constructed houses, A bi‘idge wﬁ‘l
also have to be provided result in the loss of car parking thaft ser‘v&s tiﬁse
houses. P § =¥

o A development, smaller in scale and lower in heig‘{;ﬁwgultybe more suitable
for this site.

y

o The layout does not comply with DMURS‘_\ -

e Loss of views/vistas of the Wéét\Pier and 'Dublin Mountains if the towers are
built. e

e The provision of 70 h:i;i_surféice car parking spaces is not a sustainable use of
the land and §hoﬁ'ld"_b§' repflace with a building which would facilitate a
reductior_].\;in"-'t]'\e'hei‘gh:t' of other buildings proposed.

Residenti}?{l Amgﬁ"ify.

Slgn}ﬁcant loss of residential amenity arising from overlooking, overshadowing
of adjommg properties and overbearing impact when viewed from adjoining
propertles and those in the vicinity.

+ Height, setback from boundaries, location of balconies/windows, removal of
trees will all result in a serious negative impact on the visual and residential
amenities of existing residential properties in the immediate vicinity.

« Noise impacts, during construction and when built and occupied.
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* Piecemeal development
» Light pollution emitting from the apartments

» Concerns raised relating to the residential amenities of future occupiers of the

proposed development.

concerns.

« Conflicting submissions from observers Wliﬁ sory, Frefil

’ R !\ <

theVEvShadow adjoining houses
questing that the leylandii be

be removed along the site boundaries,

retained in order to protect the pri acy -_" P perties abutting the site and

screen Dalguise House. ,»:((

'\,

Architectural Heritage. D \}_ '
4 & ctural Impact Assessment is queried.

rare surviving example of a large, fully intact and

eenth century suburban estate comprising house, gate lodges,
2 2¥8Nue, walled garden efc in the Dun Laoghaire area.

R

S * -\:y}ers and Occupiers of nearby Protected Structures have outlined their

concerns relating to the negative impact the proposed development would
/" have on their properties, their character and setting.

» Works to Dalguise House and the level of intervention to accommodate its
conversion to 2 no. residential dwelling and a créche is excessive and
overzealous and does not respect the character or integrity of the structure.
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e Height, design and scale will have a negative impact on Monkstown ACA.

o The redevelopment of the gardens and grounds of Dalguise House would
result in the irretrievable loss of what may be the largest surviving nineteenth
century garden in the Monkstown and Dun Laoghaire area.

s The demolition of structures within the curtilage of Dalguise House shou@_l__né\t":\f;‘;

be permitted as these are also protected structures. N N/

Vi N L B ¢
S VW
\ \.

» Provision of future pedestrian links would result in the destru_c:tlonﬁf tﬁe
boundary wall which is a protected structure. y ::__ \ __ b g

+ Potential damage to Beechfield (protected structwe} boundary wall, which
runs along the Avenue to Dalguise House froisn construt:tlon traffic and the

)’
construction of an acoustic wall. )

b W

¢ Submission from ‘Glenville Lodge’ i'ﬁf‘-s_upp}@h f the application.
e Part of the site is in Monkstown AEA and this has been completely
disregarded in terms,_ﬁ degi_gﬁ,- layout, impact etc.

e Access arrangements via fhe existing entrance to Dalguise House would
degrade th@ herltageﬁandscape

. Thé_'demgllit\ib'ri' of ‘White Lodge’ has not been justified. Its location within the
4 '"cuﬁﬁa_ge ¢f a protected structure affords it protected status.

‘a W L
b )&

9 »
A

\./"_-/

Appropriate Assessment
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» The proposed development insufficiently addresses the impact on the
surrounding Natura 2000 sites within the AA screening document and have
proposed on-site mitigation measures which cannot be screened out as part
of the AA process. Refer to C-323/17 People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman
V Coillte.

24 est and roost in trees in the ground of

Dalguise. All trees usediydi : pherons should be preserved and measures
taken to ensure no diﬂlséu%@ to the herons during the construction phase.

Nature Conservatlg’ﬁ.

f' =
0/\ L of &aronry as well as badger sets, bats, foxes, hedgehogs and

ﬂerous wild birds.

3 Not enough consideration has been given to the potential ecological impact of
* the proposed development, the excessive removal of trees and habitat to an

important heronry.

* Loss of mature trees that are protected under the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown
County Development Plan 2016-2022.
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« The integrity and robustness of the landscape plan is queried.

« Concern that the level of development on the existing sewerage infrastructure
could result in the return of algal blooms at Dublin Bay.

« Request that conditions be attached to protect the Stradbrook Stream and.its,
water quality. |
e The removal ¢.55,661 tonnes of soil is a huge excavation of sqi{'_-_'_ffc\;?tg}ﬁh'ethrea
and could have an impact. £ D B 4

&
D 4

Flooding. '

« There is a serious concern about the drainagé andgfouﬁ’\d water levels within
the area. The Stradbrook Stream forms a"Bound‘egy to the rear of Heathfield
and is identified as a "Hot spot’ (flood nsk) on the DLR CDP Flood Zone Maps
(map 3). Concern that development on,the Dalg uise House site will redirect
all ground water into the dlrectlan of Heathfieid.

o History of flooding in the"ar_e_éi'.---;-

Services |

o Existing mfrastructﬂre does not have capacity to accommodate loading from
an addltlomahBOO units.

r \ "
\_ N

Ne bathmg notices due to capacity issues and overflows. Electronic notice

bcsard have been erected to keep bathers informed.

\ _,’.—"

Je  Since the West Pier pumping station serving the area has been upgraded
there have been several incidences of sewerage backing up and flooding. The

upgrade of Poolbeg will not address this issue.

e Already too much demand on water in the Monkstown area.
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Traffic and Parking

» The scale of development will exacerbate the existing traffic congestion.

* Not enough carparking is provided and will result in overflow to adjoining

residential estates.

» Construction traffic will cause signification disruption.

* Pedestrian and vehicle conﬂﬁ:t thr - --

eastern access. § %

Connectivity and Pedetﬁk}ges.

e Pedestria ﬂﬁk h Arundel, Richmond Park and the Cheshire Homes
gl %t’te«d These would give rise to security concerns, loss of

» The development does not comply with DMURS. The applicant has failed to
address permeability and connectivity. They have not provided linkages to
adjoining lands, these are shown only as indicative future links and have not
engaged with adjoining third parties to provide these links and ensure
permeability.
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8.0 Planning Authority Submission

8.1.

8.2

 Starrs Holding Limited have outlined in their submission that they have no
objection to facilitating an access through Arundel and refer to a historical
legal agreement in place to facilitate access, yet this is not referred to in the
documentation submitted with the application.

¢ Oral Hearing request

o Other / \\

In compliance with section 8(5)(a) of the 2016 Act the plannifg authorfl for the area
in which the proposed development is located, Dun- Laoghairé_ IiathﬂoWn County
Council, submitted a report of its Chief Executive Officer mzrelatfon to the proposal.
This was received by An Bord Pleanala on 9th Ju]y 20?@ The report may be
summarised as follows: . O

Information Submitted by the Planmng Authoﬁiy

The submission from the Chief Execuﬁ%g includes details in relation site location and
description, proposal, zoning, plar\h\mg hlstory, interdepartmental reports, summary
of submnssnonslobservatlons summary of views of elected members, policy context

)
and assessment.

Summary of viemfs Elgc;é'él'-Representatives
a
Design & Helgh '
. _Heights n@ed to be controlled.

':\_\--\___HEIQI'I'[ and scale are excessive, impact on skyline.

.\ Monkstown Village should be protected from the proposed heights.

j.
”o

Nine storeys is too high.

« The proposed height may set a negative precedent for the area.
¢ Impact of height on views.

e Building Height Strategy is for 3-5 storey here.

e A proposal for 5-6 storeys may be more acceptable.
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Housing Mix & Density

Density is excessive.
Proposal significantly exceeds the County Development Plan standards.

SHD process is not easing the housing crisis, only 1-2 bed apartments
proposed and with higher price.

20% Part V should be provided
SHD Process

ABP are driving the agenda.

Concern regarding public display period due to covid (°H

documents, etc. 4\\ )\
. “ )

Trees & Landscaping

Queries relating to planting and t e s /Sgiczas);;lnd ratio of tree removal and
those to be retained.

Traffic & Parking p

Location of surfaces#Vt
Potential oversfi

Ny,

P;n’"king ontrols required.

Public bring centre to be provided.

Créche should be provided in the first phase.
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» Flooding issues.
« Biodiversity Plan and protection for the site needs to be provided.
o Concerns regarding the location of bin stores.

« Some support for the proposal noted.
8.3 Planning Assessment
Principle of Development: A i;‘_\_\

The proposed developments located on serviced lands within a long esta?:rhéhed'
suburban area. It would provide a high density development withinf (eachqf b 4
Monkstown village and the nearby Saithill/Monkstown DART ;ﬁkatmn th?s regard, it
is considered that the principle of a residential development at tﬁrs site is acceptable.

"\'-.

Density ',‘_7--' N

The proposed density of 82 units per hectares havlng regard to the location and
context of the site within less than 1km of hlgh frequency rail service and proximate
to a number of bus stops. Itis also consndai'ed Lhéﬂ a,development of this scale
would make good use of these serviegd and zeried lands in close proximity to the

village of Monkstown.

Residential Accommodatlon an\d NHJ(

+ Amixof house, apartments and converted structures is acceptable.

e The apartment restgehtlal mix of ¢. 38% 1 bed, ¢. 54% 2 bed and c. 8% 3 bed
is conSIdered apppﬁprlate for this location and would facilitate downsizing.

Comphes Wl‘th hational guidance.
& !

of Thé\ 'hrcpéised houses offer variety and are acceptable.
]
o ‘The ‘conversion of Dalguise House, the courtyard stable and cottage building

h 1 | and gate lodges are acceptable.
Ai)artment Standard and Amenities

o The proposal exceeds the requirements of SPPR3, SPPR4 (dual aspect) and
SPPRS6 (units per lift core).

Building Height, Scale, Mass and Layout
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 The layout of the scheme and the apartment blocks are acceptable overall,
subject to conditions.Material Contravention Statement submitted relating to
Appendix 9 (Building Height Strategy).

» The Planning Authority note SPPR1 which states support for increased
building height and density in locations with good public transport
accessibility. The PA also noted Appendix 9 of the current County
Development Plan and the Coast Fringe Zone.

depending on the context of the site and the need to AN
character of the surroundmg area and the living co : )

? the blocks well
he location of the blocks within
surrounding environment.

considered in terms of high-qualityfi
the site seek to minimise their imgac 3
/.r N s

{

* The remaining concerns wnth\gard to the heights have been carefully
considered and the conc\éms ed by third parties in relation to the impact

the proposal woulg %n}he surrounding area.

nstltute a Material Contravention of the DLR Building

o ix 9) of the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County
Plan 2016-2022.

. e Pl Authority consider that a reduction in height of the most
t blocks, Block E, Block B and Block C will minimise the visual

%}cts of the development on Dalguise House, on the adjacent blocks and
tervening spaces in respect of each other and on the surrounding residential

\) areas. The vistas into the site and the setting of Dalguise House will also be
J improved. Therefore it is recommended that a condition be attached that

reduces the three blocks (Block E, B & C) by 2 storeys each.
o Block E reduce from 8-9 to 7-8 storeys.

o Block B reduce from 8 to 6 storeys.
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o Block C reduce from 8 to 6 storeys.

¢ The Planning Authority is satisfied that the current overall proposal, which
covers all parts of the site, no longer constitute a piecemeal approach to the
parent site and represents a more comprehensive and coherent scheme.

e The siting of the apartment and housing blocks within the existing grassllawn
areas of the site and otherwise adjacent to existing and proposed ad]us,ted
tree lines and adjacent to, in place of, or consisting of the re-use of eﬁ&stmg; '
built structures currently dispersed around the site. In this manngr, ’it& 7

considered that its principle character, the proposed new bu;ldlhg gvou;ﬂ 'be

set away from the shared boundaries and buntlnatural elemetrfg. of fHe site,

including the historic circulation routes. _3'5'

External Finishes and Elevations

.__J

o Three Character areas are proposed a) the ag;eas to the front (north) of
Dalguise House b) the areas to the reai* Qsoutjaf) of Dalguise House and c)
lands around Stadbrook Stream lt is unclear if there is proposed to be a
distinct difference in mater__la!sldemgn_/appearance between the three
areas. :

e Overall the propogved maténa!s and paletie are considered acceptabie. All
proposed flnlsheénn suté should ensure that the proposed development is
dlstlngwsbable and ofa high quality.

Sunlight and Dayhghjt Access

o Fhe Suﬁi'ig_hfand Daylight Analysis Report was examined and the
"-E{annijg Authority concluded that any undue overshadowing would be
A 9. reduced with the reduction of the heights of Blocks B, C & E.
/" “QpenSpace Provision and Public Realm
’ e« The proposed development would quantitatively exceed the requirement
for communal amenity space as set out in the 2018 apartment guidelines.
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¢ Reference to the Parks and Landscaping Services report that
acknowledged that various efforts made by the Applicants with regard to
tree retention and landscaping on the site, though raises concerns
regarding the viability of some of the trees noted for retention and also
hotes concerns regarding the loss of other trees.

Permeability and Pedestrian Flow / 3

« Potentiat connection to the Cheshire Homes site to the north :.,
- .- r

the proposed access points is considered acceptaB\e Wi
orderly management of same.

* Visual Impact of Blaéﬁ‘Eu&?

is recommended: g}
» Nofuil ele dhiorer bdcks A, B & G submitted.

. Separ@%ﬁ Jfices between blocks/houses within the scheme and
adjolgir ;g ential properties was examined.

ofl itis ? Sidered that overall, subject to the reduction in height of Block B, C
A that the proposed apartment and housing blocks, would not have
; )erlous negative impacts on the residential amenities of the adjacent

bighlighted. Therefore a reduction of 2 fioors

properties to the north, east, west or south (rear) boundaries. This is
considered to be due to the separation distances, and open spaces on

either sides of the respective boundaries, and the intervening existing and
proposed screening trees and roadways.

Childcare Facilities
* Ac. 195sq.m créche is proposed in the basement of Dalguise House. The

proposed childcare element, size and location is acceptable.
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Conservation and Built Heritage

Refer to the Conservation Division comments of the 6" July 2020 and the report of
the 4t December 2020 (Pre application consultation) where:

« The Conservation Division was generally supportive of the proposal.

e The Conservation Officer expressed concems relating to the height ofihe
scheme and the collective overbearing power impact they have upoﬁ\‘the \
presence of the protected structure, in particular Block E. And wews fro‘m
Purbeck Lodge (protected structure). Block F should be puued ba‘c’k“ Blshne
with Block G to reduce the impact on the protected struc&re; 5

» No objection to the principle of the conversion of Dalgl,use Fﬁuse stable
yard and the refurbishment of the gate Iodge

+ Conservation Planning Report concludedzthat sl'FOuFd the proposais
heights be reduced, to soften the devetopmem within the wider
morphology of the receiving enwgenment andpending worked up proposal
for the conversion of the protected stw}iure that they have no major
objections. ' 3

The Planning Authority are of the view that the concerns raised by Conservation
Planning should be conS|dered by the Board, and in particular in relation to the
heights of some of the biocks

The concerns ralsa__d _I_;py_-_-th_e ‘Erescribed Bodies in their reports area also noted. The
Planning Auth.dﬁfgy_ is Qf tbfﬁ view that a number of the concerns raised can be dealt
with by wa_,yof{cqﬁd;rtjpﬁ'h in relation to landscaping and by reducing the heights of
BlocksB. Q& E.)

Archag'ology

: -\\ The conditions recommended by the DAU should be aftached to any grant of
"W/ permission.

Boundary Treatments

« lIssues relating to boundary treatment, tree removal/retention and pedestrian
links can be dealt with by condition.

Drainage
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* Reference the Drainage Planning report and recommended conditions set out

in same.
Transportation, Parking and Access

* Reference the Transportation Planning report and recommended conditions
set out in same.

Public Lighting

* Condition recommended.

Reuse Storage, Waste Management and Construction detail«-'

« Condition regarding bin stores to be attached. oy, . P '
* Condition to be attached relating to: M |

o The construction phase. A& k

o Construction Waste Managem&)
o Operational Waste Manag@
Part V

e 23 no. 1bed apanment@ . 2 bed apartments.

¢ Issue to be dealt w@&ﬁmn
Taking in Charge ¢ |
/ |

The Planning Authority report included a commentary on the third party
observations and submissions.

e The Planning Authority report included a commentary on the Prescribed
Bodies observations/submissions.

¢ Itwas noted that the recommended condition relating to the SAC included in
the DAU submission is not included in the PAs recommended conditions.
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8.4 Summary of Inter-Departmental Reports
Drainage Planning (30 April 2020).
Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment (SSFRA):

o As part of the site is located in Flood Zones A&B a SSFRA and Justiﬁca’geﬁ;:x\_
Test are submitted. i~ o A ].a

b y
-

o A SSFRA submitted with the application. It is proposed to exclude\lughly
vulnerable development from Flood Zones A&B (existing (unmods.f ed}gf’ound
levels) and to do so by providing compensatory flood stqrage\ 4 ),, '

» ltis considered that the principles of the hydrology ands hydrap?c modelling
approach adopted by the consultants in the SSFRA @ appropriately detailed
and provides sufficient evidence to pass the’ Developmént Management
Justification Test and that the proposals; shbjectﬁa condttlons are in
accordance with and satisfy the reqkﬁrements of Append|x 13 (SFRA) of the
Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Deve@pment Plan 2016-2022 and the
Planning System and Flood Risk Management Guidelines for Planning
Authorities. > ~—

e The raised walkway IS not rﬁiciuded in the benchmark drawing that was
reviewed for the S‘SFRA arid therefore was not considered in the SSFRA. The
Drainage Plﬁnnlng Section is of the view that this omission/oversight could be
addressed by condl'rhon

Surface water ¥
o A‘&e\r"wahoﬁ proposals acceptable.
N\ Q&sc’repanmes in drawings and details can be addressed by condition.
T{alﬁportatlon Planning (19 May 2020)
"« TIA and QA Documentation examined.
» Carparking provision noted.

« Overall no objection subject to conditions.

Environment Section (3 July 2020)
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* The submitted Construction and Operational Waste Management Report is
largely aspirational in nature and totally lacking in any relevant detai.

* Requirement for an Environmental Management Construction Plan.

* Requirement for an Operational Waste Management Plan.

Parks and Landscape Services (3 July 2020)

and at national level the Climate Action plan 2019, - of&ction of existing

.\
» Concerns highlighted in relation to the reaiﬁtsc rep fon of a number of trees
proposed to be retained on site. ; 4

Py i )'::
» Concerns raised relation to the r@ impact in the VIA submitted.

Conditions recommended. /{ <

» Condition to be an§che I\&?ng to Part V agreement.

y'2020)

Note dated 6 Julf 2020t és the view of the Conservation Division remains
unchanged { S jtg

Attachetils Co ation Division comments dated 4! December 2019 that were
inck e’Planning Authority’s Opinion relating to Pre-Application Consultation
or ThiS & i&(PAC/SH D/268/19 Dalguise).

general the department is supportive.
. The proposed heights are overpowering on the protected structure.

e The tallest Block E, in front of Dalguise House, should be significantly
reduced.

ABP-306949-20 Inspector's Report Page 37 of 143



e Concemn is raised over the view along Purbeck Lodge (View C photomontage)
and heights should be reduced with regard the impact on the Monkstown
ACA.

« Block F should be pulled back, in line with Block G, to share the same building
line and provide welcome views of the PS on approach along the tree lined

avenue.

e The elevation treatment of Block A, looking North West along Chfton Lgn‘é,\ 33

could be improved. A _\_r;\.___

e The retention and renovation of the existing Dalguise Housé béiv’modi‘h
entrance features onto Monkstown Road should be madé ,;:!ea’h

e The retention and renovation of the coach house{\.gqur’fya_rd[ _walled garden/
brick gate lodge and entrance gate lodge are all welcon;ed

CE Report Conclusion f.-\,:- [V

¢ The Planning Authority welcomes the OVEI"GJH 'masterplan redevelopment of
these zoned lands which will proyjde additional housing in a mixed
development. While the promsal ‘would materially contravene the County
Development Plan Butldmg Hélght Strategy’ in terms of height it is considered
that the principlé of apartmént and housing development of higher density is
acceptable gn this srt;a “The Planning Authority would generally regard the
form of ttj‘e propo;éd development, as acceptable, and would not adversely
|mp,act on tha g:«haracter of the receiving environment and wouid not be
,-{:onirary tgﬂ the provision of the policies and objectives of the Dun Laoghaire

Rathdown County Development Plan 2016-2022 subject to a reduction of
ttexg’ht of three blocks.

%
\
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9.0

Having carefully considered the overall heights and massing of the proposed
apartment blocks and consideration of various reports, including the Conservation
Officer, third party submissions and the Prescribed Bodies, it is considered that a
reduction in height of Blocks E by two floors, by the omission of the fourth and fifth
floors (level five and six) and Blocks B and C (on the north end of the site), reduced
in height by two floors, by the omission of the fourth and fifth fioors (level five a_nd

six) would reduce the impact of the development on the Protected Structur

The Planning Authority concluded that permission should be

recommended 44 conditions.
Prescribed Bodies

Under the ‘Opinion’ that issued (ref. ABP 30
notify the following bodies of the making,6F TR _
Mhdture Conservatron) The Herltage
Council, An Taisce, An ChomhalrfléEalaom a|lte Ireland, irish Water and Dun

Laoghaire Rathdown County Chil#eam\Committee.
The following is a su &f the reports from the above bodies that made a

submission: ;{

DAU, Dep G?llture Heritage and the Gaeltacht (under the previous

govemtf} 3une 2020):

€] eport was received from the DAU. A summary of which is set out below.

The submission refers to an EIA submitted with the Application and a desktop study
report was completed by Archaeology and Built Heritage sections within the DAU.

ABP-306949-20 Inspector’s Report Page 39 of 143



Condition recommended that an Archaeological Impact Assessment should be
prepared to assess the potential impact, if any, of archaeological remains in the area
where development is proposed to take place.

Architectural Heritage:

The Department raises key concems regarding the scale_of the development and th
impact that it will have on the adjoining historic village as well as one of the few W
surviving planned landscapes in the area. 3 \‘ ) 9 |
The Department urges the reconsideration of the proposed desxgn\m tﬁe ccntext of
the protected structure and historic village in terms of the plam arrange‘ment scale,
density and height appropriate to the surviving signifi cant and m hngé’wnth best
practice evident in other development approaches in ’the Loﬁal Authorlty remit.

1 4
The submission by the lrish Georgian Somety |s nated \pﬂth regard to the infilling of
the 19t Century gardens and the detnmer;tal |mpact of development that fragments
and removes key components and elements of the former design. The Department
concurs in this regard and recommends that the historic character and the evolution
of site over time should be carefully spnsu:lered and the proposal revised so that a
greater proportion of the sumvmg \landscape the walled garden, the glasshouse can
be retained as part of & comempé’rary residential scheme with the protected

structure and its gard,ens_ __as:a central focus of the site.

The use of Daigwse House for residential purposes is welcomed but conceins raised
in reIgtxon fa the greche And the removal of Edwardian fireplaces is problematic.

3 -The d\sm@ﬁtllng and relocation of surviving features should be integral to the
"""-:fjjj-\planr}ing outcome — the preference always is that the features should be retained in
tr';esf original location where possible as historic fabric is undermined or lost in the
process of dismantling and rebuilding.

The built heritage context in terms of Monkstown Village is also addressed by the
Department. The historic Avenue and piers at the entrance off Monkstown Road are
noted.
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The density and height of the proposed SHD does not reflect the guidance set out in
the Dun Laoghaire County Development Plan relating to the conservation of
architectural heritage. Reference to other SHD in the area that have taken on more
respectful approaches in terms of preserving setting, amenity and curtilage of

protected structures.

of the original property. The 3D i Images clearly delineate
juxtaposition of scales from 2 storey over recessed basenf

With respect to the surviving cultural landscape, tjle irr <
the intensification of use on the cultural Iands pe \:.md i®historic planted scheme,

site entrance points and site feature is of goc\\i

Nature Conservation:

The Stradbrook stream that run%or%fthe northern boundary of the site enter the
sea at Dun Laoghaire, fo g i |§ct hydrological pathway between the site and
South Dublin Bay SA " 4 indiSouth Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA.

The Departmg

the site wﬂlfﬁﬁl
Stradbn&i 1. Double silt fences will be installed and various other measure
aq S ﬁsediments entering the stream. To ensure the high quality of run-off
rorf e followmg the construction phase various SUDs measures are

-,

Foul sewerage from the site will ultimately be discharged through the Ringsend
Wastewater Treatment Plant into Dublin Bay, and there will therefore be an indirect
pathway from the site to the South Dublin Bay SAC and the South Dublin Bay and
River Tolka Estuary SPA.
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The Department examined the Hydrological and Hyd rogeological Qualitative Risk
Assessment submitted with the application. The assessment concluded that ‘the
impact of storm water runoff and fou! effluent from the proposed development will not
resuit in any change to the current regime (water quality or quantity). The
Department accepts these conclusions.

The level of trees loss proposed reflects the scale of the residential developmeqt "':-Tff\-_‘
proposed for such a well wooded site. As the trees to be removed are for the gnos@ l
part non-native species, their loss is not considered of major sngniﬁcan,ce\trom..a‘ :
nature conservation perspective. However, there is a definite risk of patentla“l;dﬁect
injury to birds and bats on site depending on the timing and methodgof tro& felling

employed. & N .

A survey of nest (2" March 2020) identified 8 bird s_g’\_ecie\‘&{i&iéplaying breeding
behaviour on the site, all tree nesting species. £ N Y

Four nests of Grey Heron (Ardea cinerea) dergj‘@a&ed on the Dalguise House
grounds. Three at the western boundary of the'sife and one in a tree that is proposed
to be removed close to the northeia.botmdary.

Grey herons are large pf@dbminété-ly%vetland feeding birds, which naturally occur at
a low density. It is thq_ugfit tﬁ"ét the’herons found in the grounds of Dalguise House
probably feed pred::m‘nnantlyl 6n the nearby South Dublin and Tolka River Estuary
SPA and make up a mgnyﬁcant proportion of the population using Dublin bay as a
whole. ngr v\nnte:‘they will be joined by inland breeding birds.

A genoad hﬁeronry about the same size as the one along the western boundary of
P Dahgu‘sé,a% located c. 140m east of the site at the entrance to the former Cheshire
‘Q__Homes site off Alma Park. The only other known heronry in the DLRCC area is
Io}:ated near the Radisson Hotel in Booterstown.

The Department, therefore considered the presence of nesting herons on the
Dalguise site of conservation significant at a county level and, if at all possible, all
four nest trees on the site should be preserved. Appropriate mitigation measures are
required.
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A derogation license to destroy the Leisler’s bat mating roost/night perch was applied
for to the NPWS and granted.

The department has set out a number of conditions that should be attached in the
event of a grant of permission. These inciude a condition to prevent pollution of the
Stradbrook stream and Natura 2000 sites dunng the construction phase of the

of measures set out in the Bat Impact Assessment,

An Taisce (17" June 2020):

* The derelict vine house sh%d be retain |n situ inside the walled garden

and not moved as prop is may have been designed by Richard

-"tﬁized":’fhat the classification of the smaller

f
g

ns ﬁmg fo the ecological impacts of the proposed application as it
/,,\WQ re}uove most of the last remaining green area of the Monkstown Valley.

ﬁ;_ A &
& removal of c. 190 trees along with much of the open green areas would
ave a detrimental impact on the local biodiversity as the site supports a wide

7" range of wildlife.

 The loss of the site as open space would also be detrimental to the amenity of

the area and surrounding residents.
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10.0

Irish Water (4 June 2020):

IW have issued a Confirmation of Feasibility for 236 residential units, for proposed
water and wastewater infrastructure via phase 1 of the development. That prior to
agreeing the connection, that infrastructure of Phase 1 has to be completed and
connected to the IW network and in operation.

IW has also issued the applicant a Statement of Design Acceptance for 356’
residential units, and requests that the Board conditions any grant to rgqu%re]ﬂae\ \
Applicant to sign a connection agreement with W prior to any Wor}gs commentfng
and connecting to the IW network and carried out to IW Standards ariq erdes

\‘}'i .)
Oral Hearing Request 4

W - > "
L ey
\.'-.-'_/ y

Three Observer submissions included requests for :ah"'@_ra‘lf'.‘_j-ieéring, details are
summarised in Appendix 3.

Section 18 of the Act provides that, before '&iecudtgg if an oral hearing for a strategic
housing development application shofild be held’ the Board:

Shall have regard to the exquti.gnéT .gi_r;;umstances requiring the urgent delivery of
housing as set out in thQ(Ac;feign P'I‘;i,l'én for Housing and Homelessness, and

Shall only hold an ﬁgral hearmg if it decides, having regard to the particular
cwcumstancesmﬂhe appircatlon that there is a compelling case for such a hearing.
Having, regard to}ihe nature, scale and location of the proposed development, the

partlt;ufar |ssues raised in the submissions do not give rise to a compelling case for

san oralhearmg as set out in section 18 of the Planning and Development (Housing)

: "":ﬁfand Resndentlal Tenancies Act 2016, as amended.

)

11.0 Environmental Impact Assessment Screening

The site is a suburban site, has a stated area of ¢.3.66ha and contains Dalguise
House, a protected structure.
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The development is within the class of development described at 10(b) of Part 2 of
Schedule 5 of the planning regulations. An environmentai impact assessment would
be mandatory if the development exceeded the specified threshold of 500 dwelling
units or 10 hectares, or 2ha if the site is regarded as being within a business district.
The site is zoned A Residential. The predominant use in the area is residential. It is
therefore reasonable to conclude that the site is not within a business dlstnct he

proposed development is for 300 residential units including conversion ang r

whether the proposed sub-threshold development would
effects on the environment that could and shouid be i"'i'.‘-

regulations. With regard to characteristi , Ty
well below the applicabie thresholds. Th@ -'-:..
would be similar to predominant Ié’r’fd uses in the area. A SSFRA is submitted with
the application. The proposal u\rﬁg’né’fﬁmease the risk of flooding within the site or
downstream. The develcz& B};ttf not give rise to significant use of natural

t

f e, pollution, nuisance, or a risk of accidents. The

recourses, productio
development is sg_l&gd unlcrpal drainage and water supply. The site is not

ation designation and does not contain habitats or

designa d are
Ba; SAC m}). The AA Screening, set out in Section 12.12 of this report,
elrd *hat the potent:al for adverse impacts on Natura 2000 site can be

n nS|der that the location of the proposed development and the environmental
sens;tlwty of the geographical area would not justify a conclusion that it would be
likely to have significant effects on the environment. The proposed development
does not have the potential to have effects the impact of which would be rendered
significant by its extent, magnitude, compiexity, probability, duration, frequency or
reversibility. In these circumstances, the application of the criteria in Schedule 7 to
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the proposed sub-threshold development demonstrates that it would not be likely to
have significant effects on the environment and that an environmental impact
assessment is not required before a grant of permission is considered. This
conclusion is consistent with the EIA screening assessment report submitted with the
application.

=

12.0 Assessment \ \;

h Q. J
The Board has received a planning application for a housing scheme/qm{%}é Ct}Oﬁ
4(1) of the Planning and Development (Housing) and Residential '[en‘a“)ngle‘*s%\c’f
2016. My assessment considers the relevant section 28 gundehnes\\! éﬁv’(ﬁé}iﬁ‘e the
proposed development in the context of the statutory develoé:r'q_ga:'r}ji«%!\éﬁ"and the local

plan.
L 9
w *
\ ¥V 4 ) 4
\‘_'\ 85

Having considered all documentation on file froﬁ’flthg applif:ént, the planning
authority’s Chief Executive’s Report, the sgbmi‘si%jpﬁs from the prescribed bodies and
the observer submissions, | consider the main (ssues to be addressed are as follows:

s Principle of developrge'nt;l;fi_gés'iig_ential Density and Housing Mix
\-\\_\. A :I

o Development Strategy -
+ Residential Amenity of future occupiers

. Arc;ﬁ’lié&tq?élgHélritage and Archaeology
\\'\. L ¢

o/ ;ifrafﬁé'.'anﬂ Parking
- 8, [nffastructure
>- Part V

e Ecology

¢ Trees

¢ Material Contravention

ABP-306949-20 Inspector’s Report Page 46 of 143



o Other matters
* Appropriate Assessment
12.1 Principle of development, Residential Density and Housing Mix

12.1.1 Zoning:

The site is zoned under land use objectlve A for residential development é

Plan and national guidance.

12.1.2 Density:

The Core Strategy for the county, as set out in th@pe f ‘_ I
Plan, recognises that approximately 3800 unif§,| m
period to 2022. The RSES identifies MonkStowr
Metropolitan Area. The MASP seeks to fe cug-agye
sites and on the redevelopment qt/égderutl ed Inds based on key transport
corridors that will deliver mgnd@ﬂﬁefopment In an integrated and sustainable

manner. Monkstown is l(:if\ E%;a ‘strategic development corridor’ of Dublin as

Corri

it is within the North-Sgu r around the DART facility.

A number of the _ . ave raised concerns about the proposed density. They
opr'@ € for this location and suggest such densities are more

approprifite in rgo_ “central locations.

T ' Chief Executive’s Report states the proposed density of 82 units per

‘is acceptable having regard to the location and context of the site within

Planning Authority also considered that a development of this scale would make
good use of these serviced and zoned lands in close proximity to the village of
Monkstown.

Having considered the applicant's submission, observer's submissions and those of
the CE, as well as local, regional and national policy, | would concur with the PA’s
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consideration — ie the site is within the MASP, close to public transport and in line
with s.28 guidance on residential density, | am satisfied that the density is applicable
and that subject to detailed consideration of potential residential or visual impact,
etc., that upward modifiers apply.

12.1.3 Housing Mix

P 4

\
& \E

Observers raised issue with the number of 1-bed and 2-bed units propose/d atnd\f? _
the scheme does not address the housing demand in the area. PA ha;fe\s\u%)m |
reports from planning section and housing section, and are satisfi pd t\%the\ls
housing requirements are met and that the housing mix is acc,eptabiq

| consider the apartment unit mix is good with 104 x 1 bed unitss (38‘3{6)& ’149 X 2 bed
(54%), 23 x 3 bed (8%) proposed. In addition o 12 No Gbed §ﬂd 8 no. 4 bed
houses {new build) and 1 no. 1 bed, 2 no. 3 bed and 1 no‘il bed dwellings provided

} 2
in converted or refurbished structures.

The development offers a good mix of umt typg%*t&ngmg from converted structures,
new houses to apartments. This woufd lead an acceptable population mix within the
scheme, catering to persons at vanous..s‘l-'ages of the lifecycle, in accordance with the
Urban Design Manual. Thg’pr'oﬁns"eﬂmouse types will improve the range of housing
types available in the apea WhICh l\$ predominately characterised by low density
suburban housmg P
The proposed hbusing fhix is acceptable and is in accordance with SPPR 4 of the

Urban Developn\en} and Building Heights Guidelines for Planning Authorities. The

prowsmﬁ oft apaﬁments within the scheme and at this location is also in accordance

with the guidance set out in the Guidelines for Planning Authorities on Sustainable
A _Re\s‘\\qentlal Development.

.
\‘)'- &
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12.1.4 Conclusion:

I am of the opinion that given its zoning objectives, the delivery of residential
development on this prime, infi Il, underutilised site, in a compact form comprising
well-designed, higher density units would be consistent with policies and intended
outcomes of the NPF and Rebuilding Ireland — The Government's Action Plan on

Housing and Homelessness.

established residential area that is 1 km or less from Monkstown -"f
Salthill/Monkstown DART station and is considered to be in '-i
development plan and national policies. :

transport, social and community infrastructure thrgh ¢ ,"-32?‘" tmued consolidation of

the city and its suburbs. The proposal serves \ "housmg mix within the
general area, and, if permitted would i lmp;. a t nt to which it meets the

various needs of the community. The pr
\

acceptable in principle.

The applicant has submitted amateniahcontravention statement to justify the
contravention of Appen&g\ d?% Height Strategy and in particular the objectives

al e Zone, this is addressed in section 12.11 of this

& Rt

pertaining to the Coas:

&sélptfon of the proposed development is set out in section 3 of this
e that a number of apartment blocks have set backs/staggered heights.
h ghts referred to throughout this report are those noted in the public notices

are the maximum height of the relevant blocks.

The development consists of the construction of 276 apartments in 8 blocks ranging
in height from 5 to 9 storeys and 20 (3 and 4 bed terraced and detached houses)
new build houses with an additional 4 residential units provided in converted
buildings (Dalguise House, Gate Lodge and Stable block/Coach house).
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Dalguise is located central in the site, its walled garden, stable biocks paddock to the
rear (south) with lawns, tennis courts to the front (north} and a lower area with the
Stradbrook stream forming the natural boundary of Dalguise House and its grounds.
The site boundary for this application extends to the other side of the stream to
include a section of Purbeck (7 houses built in the grounds of Purbeck Lodge) to
facilitate a vehicular entrance and bridge over the stream.

“. \

Three character areas are proposed, the northern section, mid-section and soﬂﬁaern)

section. There is little to distinguish the character areas in terms of de&gﬁ, nlate;lé‘fs

and elevational treatment of the houses and apartment blocks propqsed Tﬁ&me;n

distinction relates to the relationship of each character area with e‘Ho ise and
P \ N

its gardens. _f_' PR 4

- )

The Design Statement outlines the proposed finishes and mate‘natﬁfo be used in the
8 apartment blocks. These comprise of light grey bnck onﬁélle’w ground for most of
the facades, some external frame elements in stOne effectpanels to resemble
limestone or sandstones. Frameless glasseﬁ' balustrades for balconies and curtain
wall systems. Bronzed finish metal frames and fﬁ}‘uil panels to the apartment

windows.

The external finishes to the houseSngnsast of a warm palette of brick, timber and
reconstituted stone. Belgefi@ht browmn colour with houses between Dalguise
House and the rear couﬂ:yard w;th a light grey/beige brick finish.

The design, lOCﬂthn and {ayout of the proposed houses is acceptable and complaint
with the relevant standards There is a good interface throughout the scheme
between fhe houses and the apartment buildings.

\.

Theslte is' challenglng due to its constrained nature, sylvan setting and Protected
Structutes "The applicant has attempted to address the sensitivities and constraints
.._f:\::Qf th]é snte through the use of a contemporary design solution. There is a clear
d‘_.istmction between the old and the new.

| consider the proposal before the Board is the optimum design solution for this site,
that it would not adversely impact on the character of the receiving environment and,
subject to the reduction in height of three blocks, would comply with the provision of

the policies and objectives of the current County Development Plan.
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In this instance, while | arn satisfied that a modern intervention is the appropriate
design approach at this location | am not satisfied that the proposal before the Board
has been fully executed given the sensitives of the site and the presence of Dalguise
House and its setting (as discussed in section 12.4 of this report), by sufficiently
incorporating them into the overall design and layout.

12.2.2 Layout

create a sense of place within the scheme. The desidl
orientation facilitate dual aspect units is accep a£
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Public open space is provided by way of two main areas, the Central Square to the
front (north) of Dalguise House and the Walled Garden (south of the House) with
smaller pockets interspersed around the scheme. There is an objective to ‘preserve
trees and woodland on the site. | note that a significant number of trees are

proposed to be removed but contrary to many submissions there are proposals to
retain and protect trees of importance and augment planting where required. A
beech tree that contains a heron nest is proposed to be removed, this shou!d)ae £ \
retained and incorporated into the scheme Additional landscaping can be aﬁd;es&ed
by condition. | have examined the decumentation on file, including arborf@]&we\
reports and Landscape Design Rationale which sets out proposalshfor\tfte adop ti

of controlled construction techniques and tree protection measmres\tﬁe p&entlal for
tree retention has been maximised as best as possible and fnee los: h'as been
mitigated by what is a substantial planting scheme. ThIS\{,s conéxdeﬁ'ed reasonable. |
consider that the proposal is a sensitive lnterventlon m terms d‘l’ Iandscaplng, tree
retention and open space provision. Additional mmgatlon rﬁeasures set out in the
EclA and the DAU submission should be lQﬁlUded by condltlon if permission is
granted. The Planning Authority and the DCHqgfrﬁava not expressed concerns in this
regard, subject to conditions.

There is good connectivity apd permeablllty within the site and from the site to
adjoining amenities and tha wllaga centre are provided. A bridge over Stradbrook
Stream is included ig open up access to the north of the site via Purbeck. Indicative
linkages are showm to RI.CthOI’Id Park to the east, the Cheshire Homes site to the
northeast and Arundel to, ‘i’he west. Observations received vary in their
supportlobject!on tq the provision of pedestrian links via adjoining lands and housing

estates, |/

I consu‘je? ﬁ the Board is of a mind to grant permission that these pedesirian links

A sholid Be shown up to the site boundaries to facilitate their future provision subject

tb the appropriate consents. Provision of these links will greatly improve accessibility
and linkages in the area, increase their usage and by association security through

active usage.
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A créche is proposed in the basement of Dalguise House. The DAU have raised
concerns in relation to the location of the creche in terms of compliance with fire
regulations, sound proofing and impact on the residential amenity of high end
residential units provided a the upper level. | note the concerns raised by the DAU
however, | consider this a sustainable use of the basement/lower level of Daiguise
House. | consider the provision of a créche here to be acceptable. The mternal

with the relevant Building Regulations. Works shouid also
Conservation Architect. | consider the location and scale @@?

' '-e is acceptable

subject to appropriate architectural conservation conditi propriate noise

-‘k
insulation. A \:/ )

0_.

12.2.3 Height N )

12.2.3.1 Visual Impact &%%b
A common thread throughout the. dbserver SUbmissions relates to the potential for

veEbearing, ie having a dominant and visually

the proposed development to, u‘
& WJOInlng properties.

negative impact when viewe#
The proposed devel@&@o dhrises § no. blocks ranging from 5 to 9 storeys

located within th%gxf‘oun Dalguise House. The site has no direct road frontage

and is bound :;g‘ sifles by what is predommantly two storey suburban housmg,

jus |cat|on based is on the location of the site, access to public transport with high
G&pacity, frequent services and good links to other modes of public transport. The
development would ensure the continued use of a protected structure and would be
a sustainable use of zoned serviced lands. It is also detailed that the apartment
buildings have been designed to ensure minimal impacts to adjacent housing.
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The applicant also sets out a detailed assessment of the development in the context
of the Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines for Planning Authorities
2018 in their Statement of Consistency.

In considering the appropriateness of the proposed height, the Board is referred to
the ‘Chesterfield House" site on Cross Avenue where a development of 221 units

(heights ranging up to 7 storeys) was granted by An Bord Pleanéla (subsequentj,y
quashed on JR). In terms of building height, this current proposalis 510 9 store% for
the apartment buildings. .:-\ é )_1_::: )

Significant objections have been raised regarding the height and scafa ’Qf ’th\e\

) 4

development with concerns that it is overbearing and would have asgﬁlﬂeant
adverse impact on the residential amenities of adjoining prop;erties in ’Egrms of
overlooking, overshadowing and loss of privacy. Block A 13 7 storg& (6 storeys over
podium), Block B is 8 storeys (7 storeys over podlurn) Bleack Q jé 8 storeys (7 over
podium), Block D is 7 storeys ( 6 over podium), Bdock B is %toreys Block Fis 6
storeys, Block G is 6 storeys and Block H is 5 storeys A'number of blocks have
setbacks and the height referred to is the n\ammﬁm helght of the block.

In terms of separation distances: Block Alsc. 2Dm from the nearest house to the
north, there is a distance of . 22frem:Block B and C from the site boundary. Block
B is ¢. 31m from the rear e!e\ratron o? No. 13 Heathfield and c. 26m form the side
elevation of No. 7 Purbeck aﬂd lts garden Block C is ¢.34m from the rear elevation
of No. 7 Heathfield and c. 22m from the private amenity (rear gardens) of No. 6 to 13
Heathfield. Thel;e wm pe' sggﬁlﬂcant iree removal here as well. Block D is set back ¢.
19m from the western poundary of the site. Block E, the highest block, is ¢. 60m from
the nearest house t0'the east. Block F set back ranges from 26 to 28m from the front
facades bﬁh‘e Iaﬁuses at Arudel. Block G is set back ¢. 24m from the eastern

bou nda\r? a,hd c. 32m from the nearest house (rear elevation of No. 19). Block His

_ :'_'if\__‘ set Back’c. 15m from the eastern boundary and open space associated with

iond Park.

Due to the leve! differences across the site and the removal of a significant amount
of trees, of varying quality, along the site boundaries however, the blocks will be
visible to residents of the properties bounding the site. The difference in levels mean
some blocks may appear higher when viewed from outside the site, while others will
actually have a reduced visual impact.
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I consider the most sensitive locations are those that have the potential to impact on
the residential amenities of existing residential properties that adjoin the site. | have
no issue with the impact of Block H (5 storeys) as it will directly face public open
space associated with Richmond Park housing estate to the east and would not have
a detrimental impact on the residential amenities of nearby residential properties by
virtue of its overbearing impact when viewed from the surrounding area.

Notwithstanding the assertion of the applicant that the development will :
impact on the amenities of the dwellings adjoining the site. | have cong \ i

area.

| acknowledge that the National Planning Frame\%rk = er
Guidelines clearly advocate effective consohd: ion &ur sites and increased
burldmg heights However, the height of the. m’ent must be balanced with

justify the height.

Whilst | accept, that in sc d% with the guidance set out in the NPE and the
Building Height Guid‘é'h at increased height and density on this site is
oposed heights of blocks, in particular Blocks, B, C and E

warranted, | con Sid depthe
have an ovi mg%mpact given their locations within the scheme and would be
visually domin 1en viewed from the surrounding area and in particular dwellings
alon Qﬁlg 3 Park, Heathfield, Purbeck, Drayton and Arundel. | note that there
o?ontages/CGl s submitted with the application to demonstrate the potential
om identified views. Having regard to the sites locational context and the

regence of Dalguise House | consider that the height of development to be
acceptable. In this regard, a reduction in the height of the development is

necessary in this instance.
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The Planning Authority have recommended a reduction in the overall heights of
Block B, C and E. They recommend that Block B is reduced from an 8 to 6 storey
building, Block C from an 8 to 6 storey building and Block E from an 8-9 storey
building to a 7-8 storey buildings.

| concur with the Planning Authority that the proposed reductions in height would still
ensure a development of sufficient height and scale on this infill site and an W
p.

W
- Y
L Y

appropriate intensification of the lands. The reduction in height will reduce the \ }
overbearing impact of the blocks when viewed from the adjoining properﬁ’Es)anc{. ‘; ;
protect the residential amenities of these properties. However, | am ndt saﬂ%tejdth at
a reduction in height alone will address the overall sensitivities oﬁfhe stte\an
relationship with Dalguise House. This matter is further addrq%sed m s?e::tlon 12.4
and, in my opinion, amendments would also require that the omlss@’u of Block F (51
units) and its replacement with a building that resembles ‘BIQGKG (44 units) in
alignment and scale. This would result in an overall redgct"on of 37 units. The
revisions would result in 263 units on a site WIth an areagbf 3.66 hectares which
equates to an overall density of 71.8 units pger heq'tare This matter could be
addressed by condition if the Board genSIders gréntlng permission.

I have no issue with the impact frq__m--th.elproposed houses.
12.2.3.2. Overlooking N

Section 8.2.8.4 (ii) of tlase;:DeQéiopa;i'ent Plan sets out the requirement of 22m for
separation dlstance’s between upper floor opposing windows which would normally
result in rear garden depths of 11m for back to back housing. The County
Developmeﬁ{ Plan does not include a requirement for a setback of 11m for
‘habltable room \&mdows from boundaries they face. Third parties have raised
oveﬂocjung asan issue between the proposed apartment blocks and houses and
_.-hausest-oxandlng the site, in particular due to the height of the buildings, the
"R \pres§nce of balconies and their set back from the site boundaries

Tﬁe application site is mostly bounded by residential properties, predominantly the
rear gardens of same which at present benefit from extensive tree coverage, a lot of
which is proposed to be removed to facilitate the development of the site.

ABP-306949-20 Inspector’s Report Page 56 of 143



| consider that the design of the elevations of the apartment blocks, internal
configuration of apartment layouts, the relationship of the buildings to the site
boundaries and each other and the separation distance from the nearest adjacent
residential properties would serve to mitigate the potential for overlooking. Privacy
would be further enhanced with proposals for landscaping/screening to the
boundaries to reduce the impact on adjoining properties to the east, west and north

This matter can be addressed further by condition if the Board is of a ming __‘-

permission.

Overlooking does not arise from the proposed houses.

address potential for overlooking amenities space -'J'-
properties to the residences to the north, wes/ti st '

12.2.3.3_Overshadowing 1
&g =

In relation to potential of overs/h_adq g, the proposed apartment block are located
to the east, west and north of theésgxisting residential developments that directly
bound the site. A Sun!igi@:%ght Access Analysis have been submitted. |
note that at present ' significant degree of overshadowing of adjacent

properties from t@tl frees on site. | consider the increase in overshadowing
that may arisgff }roposed development would be akin to what is currently

_-* mg properties and | do not consider any potentlal Increase

ytfilding heights would further reduce any potential impacts in particular

on,
jthifiytf 9\§cheme albeit that these are not considered significant in any event.

{_::'T.-

A
ershadowing does not arise with the proposed houses.
| am satisfied that the proposed development will not unduly adversely impact on

adjacent residences by reason of overshadowing or impact on access to daylight. To
such an extent to warrant a reason for refusal.
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12.2.4 Conclusion

On balance ! consider that the proposed development is well executed thatis
broadly acceptable in its form and layout; provides high quality usable open spaces;
establishes a sense of place.

The CGls of the proposed development clearly iilustrate the abrupt transition in P
heights between the proposed development and the existing suburban housea\ \\~
bounding the site. | consider that the proposal would be visually dominan# wf'len \;
viewed from the surrounding area and that the height of the proposedﬁe\?etqprrbnt
is not appropriate in the context of application site and the relatlonshm bt\the
proposed buildings to the surrounding area and adjoining prqpemes\‘ . ?
"_i'.'-' ) 4

While | acknowledge that the scheme is of high archltectq,rai quahty, | have concerns
in relation to the capacity of the site to accommodate and absorb the proposed
height. In this instance given the difference in Ievels acrgss the site, the relationship
with adjoining properties and the extent of]| tree!sqreenmg removal, | consider the
proposal, in particular the apartment blocks Gver ), storeys in height would be visually
dominant when viewed from adjommg msmen’ual properties. | consider a reduced
height of the apartment blocks. wou‘id be a more appropriate design strategy for this
sensitive site given its context A\l\‘edhctlon in height would still ensure a
development of sufﬂment he‘ight afid scale on this infill site and an appropriate
intensification of the Iands ltﬁvould reduce the impact of the blocks when viewed
from the adijﬂng prope;j‘ies and protect the residential amenities of these
propert:es,, The reducilon in height will also help the development assimilate more
comfortably into ﬂs setting. | recommend therefore that a condition be attached
settmg aut“amendments to Blocks B (reduced to 6 storeys), C (reduced to 6 storeys)
ang, E{(educed to 7 storeys over podium) if the Board is of a mind to grant

" -.__'__jjpermissmn

\.'

12.3 Residential Amenity of future occupiers
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12.4

In terms of amenities for future occupants the development is of a high standard. It
complies with the requirements of the 2018 guidelines on the design of new
apartments. The proposal complies with SPPR3 (internal floor areas), SPPR 4 (dual
aspect) SPPR5 (ceiling heights) and SPPR6 (units per stair core). The sizes of the
internal rooms and of the private and communal open spaces provided comply with
the standards set out in the appendix to the Guidelines. A high standard of
landscape is proposed throughout the scheme provide future occupiers wi 0

quality amenities.

The design and internal layouts of the development are generally( &iis
regard to national and development plan guidance for resrden

that there is a reasonable standard of residential accom

of the scheme.

p - &

Architectural Heritage and Archaeol&

Numerous third party observers inc ing the Irish Georgian Society and An Taisce
have raised concerns relatlng t%ﬁ of architectural heritage with the

development of Dalgwse ou oval of structures and the proposed infi illing if its
s Youtlined serious concerns in their submission.

i %
- 7
Y |

few remaining examples of its kind in the Dun

/l\i
There are three matters of relevance to the assessment of this proposal in respect of

architectural heritage and archaeology. The first is the proposed demolition of
structures within the grounds of Dalguise House, the relocation of a glasshouse and
vinery and the removal of a second glasshouse off site, the second is the potential
impact of the proposal on Dalguise House and the third is archaeology. [ shall
address each in turn,
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12.4.1 The proposed demolition of structures within the grounds of Dalguise House,
the relocation of a glasshouse and vinery and the removal of a second
glasshouse off site

| noted at the time of my inspection that the giasshouses and vinery are in a state of
disrepair and appear to have been left vacant for a long period, the walled garden

-/: . ,,\
A \-\f

Part of the proposal before me is the relocation of the vinery and glasshoyﬁ’é‘;‘n. 3/

where there was formerly a kitchen garden has been cleared.

A B %\ 7
from its current location, and the removal of a second glass house ofpgﬁé‘gf\[#e ) ‘

glasshouse and vine house (referred to as the McCurdy and Mitchell gI3 sholiSe in

a F

the AHIA) which is proposed to be relocated and refurbished igfin é‘ﬁgéﬁg\c\ﬁf'disrepair
and neglect. The documentation on file, AHIA, refer to its mo\*;emeni,*\t&a prominent
location to the walled garden and to restore the vinery angh %l_a\s__snotise to full working

order

An Taisce in their submission outlined that the \dé‘l-*'fél_i&ct vihe house and glasshouse
shouid be retained in situ inside the walled gardeq a‘\nd not moved as proposed and
the glasshouse may have been designed byRE{:h’ard Turner. No documentation has
been submitted to support this as\s;e:_r_ti..cin;._

| draw the Boards attentionl_.:t‘é S'éx\:_ﬁdr; 57 (10)(b) of the Planning and Development
Act 2000, as amended_,_/g\(_hi\:.{h,_staf;ﬁs fhat permission shall not be granted for the
demolition of a Pro;ectedsmjg;ture or Proposed Protected Structure save in
‘exceptional cwcumstarfce;' ‘however, | would note that it is not proposed to demolish
the structures,in question. The Act and Architectural Heritage Guidelines are clear as
to wha_t dé%(l:lolitic:p éﬁtails, namely the complete removal of the sfructures. This is not
the_gﬁ&?f@réome of the structures in the present instance. Section 13.9.1 of the
Gmdagnés;notes that proposals to move Protected Structures can result in damage
_.'i.i.'.______to. tT fabric of the structure. In this regard and as outlined in section 13.9.2 of the

G\u} élines, proposals to move a structure should only be permitted in ‘exceptional
ci/rbumstances’ and that relocation of the structure is essential to safeguard the
structures.
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The removal and relocation of structures is required to facilitate the preferred and
most acceptable layout of the blocks on site so as to maximise use of serviced land,
minimise impact on residential amenity and having regard to site constraints with
trees and Dalguise house. The AHIA refers to the relocation of the
glasshouse/vinery and its proposed refurbished and reinstatement of its use within
the wail garden and while the preferred option is to retain in situ there would n

appear to be an overriding objection to the proposed relocation set out .

retention is not feasible that its loss is acceptable in the o VeralPc
proposed development in terms of reuse and refurbis

uses are cognisant of the ori s>t[uctures and would be carried out in a
sympathetic and acce ,ta e ﬁwer

i note that the DLR Chief Executive report comments on the repair/refurbishment of
buildings. There is no comment on the relocation of structures.

ABP-306949-20 Inspector’s Report Page 61 of 143



12.4.2

The DAU highlighted that the dismantling and relocation of surviving features should
be integral to the planning outcome, the preference always is that the features
should be retained in their original location where possible as historic fabric is
undermined or lost in the process of dismantling and rebuilding.

Impact on Dalguise House P
/: "-\;‘-?;.\
S»

j’a

Disguise House is a large shallow single pile 5 bay two storey over baserge/nitohou%eﬁ

with extensions. Located on extensive lands accessed by way of a napfow)vv

Clifton Lane, from the Monkstown Road. There is a gate lodge on Mon

and a second gate lodge along the lane/avenue. Dalguise Houée haﬁgxtéﬂswe
grounds that include lawns, paddocks, stable yard and bu1ld|rétgs aiarée disused
walled garden, glass houses, vinery, sundry out offi ces, ter_mls Cquﬁs and numerous

\ ¥V,

areas of established tree and shrub planting. A - X g |

The proposed works to Dalguise House consist’taf"i'ts'co‘:‘iversion to 2 houses and a
créche. Consisting of a 4 bedroom house m the; rﬁam body of the protected structure
and a 3 bedroom house in the eXIstmg later wesf wing of Dalguise House. The
prosed créche (¢.195sq.m) wouldBesim the converted basement/lower ground floor
of the main (original) body q??- Dal;qqisg-_House.

| have no objection to the demo!ﬁ" jon of a single storey extension (swimming pool) an
unsympathetic Ia;,tter add}t;c:ﬁ

The DAU has ra1§ed Serlous concerns and urges the reconsideration of the proposed
deSIgn i, the confext of the protected structure and historic village in terms of the

plam arrangement scale, density and height appropriate to the surviving significant

"'and in Ime W|th best practice evident in other development approaches in the Local

Auth@hty remit.
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The DAU concurred with the submission by the Irish Georgian Society regarding the
infiling of the 19" Century gardens and the detrimental impact of development that
fragments and removes key components and elements of the former design. The
DAU recommends that the historic character and the evolution of site over time
should be carefully considered and the proposal revised so that a greater proportion
of the surviving fandscape, the walled garden, the glasshouse with its mature'_,_ ,

planting can be retained as part of a contemporary residential scheme withdh
protected structure and its gardens as a central focus of the site. | not -
of inspection that the glass house is in a state of disrepair. &

The DAU while welcoming the conversion Daiguise House *
raised concerns relating to the proposed créche. M

Other issues highlighted by the Department are ag fol * Ble
mappropnate scale and dimension, undermlni %o

Block E on axis with the main facade of D \ guse mabkes it the focal point and
' a%Block G and F which flank the

approach to the protected struc »" £ a'its setting. There is a clear inappropriate

juxtaposition of scales fr. 2% over recessed basement to 9 storeys (Block E).

Conservation Ccﬂl\z‘%/}\hghted in the Chief Executive Report relate mainly to the

heights and oll%; e overpowering impact they may have on the presence of
the prot "fé% str re, in particular Block E (9 storeys) that would directly face
Dalg% ousé The Planning Authority have requested that the Board reduce this

0 storeys in the event of a grant of permission. A height reduction is also
nded blocks on the northern portion of the site to address the impact along

AL
\? oad to Purbeck Lodge and on the built heritage and character of Monkstown
A. Block F should also be pulled back in line with Block G to minimise

encroachment upon the protected structure.
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12.43 Archaeology A&, . )

The proximity of Block F to Dalguise House is noted. From an architectural heritage
viewpoint, | am of the opinion that the location and scale of Block F is such that it
obscures the Protected Struciure and detracts from its setting and therefore should
be omitted and replaced with the Block that mirror Block G in terms of scale and set
back in line with Block G to address this issue.

A )
| note that a development of 7 apartment blocks with heights up to 7 storeys,in ﬁ\e \l
grounds of Chesterfield House, the house in guestion was reconstructeg/.{ﬁ_ lc]1e .__)\“ \
1970s around the original drawing raom which was the protected strué&y\re‘,""r,;elpéfore

the context does not resemble Dalguise House. With regard to ’Ehé\a@%b?ment on
lands adjacent to Castlepark School, Dalkey, again this is a qiffé/'i“en’g\ciggntéxt as the

application site was on lands adjacent to the protected sjryctﬁ'?éﬁ?vﬂch in itself had
been significantly altered and extended over the years wﬁhMerous additions.
Dalguise House, by contrast is one of the few re/r:@a'ih:i'ng eé%am.ples of its kind in the
Dun Laoghaire area. This does not preclude jt _ffé‘iﬁ:devﬁopment but requires that
development be appropriately pursued. | rj{'_)te alqb a SHD application at St. Teresa's
in Blackrock, also a protected structuse incfﬁdé_ﬁi;ﬁ‘gé’te lodge to be relocated within
the site. W

On balance, the proposal is a,we_l__if‘&e_(\ecuted for the most part, | consider subject to
amendments that the prqﬁpc{é__al willnot have such an impact on Dalguise House to

B

warrant its refusal. <% "

2 ) 4
An Archg_éq}q_giqa'&l Assessment has been submitted with the application and the
infoﬁj\s@ﬁgn-}-qdntained therein is noted. The report of the DAU states that an

Archgééi{oﬁical Impact Assessment should be prepared to assess the potential

impa,h:t if any, of archaeological remains in the area where development is proposed

12.4.4

tSJfake place. This matter could be adequately dealt with by means of condition.

Monkstown ACA and adjoining Protected Structures

The proposed development as submitted would be visible from the Monkstown ACA
to the north of the site, The Planning Authority as a consequence recommended a
reduction in height of the apartment blocks along the northern section of the site.
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The AHIA submitted with the application assessed the impact on Monkstown ACA
and adjoining Protected Structures. It is acknowledge that will the development of
Dalguise House will have an impact on the visual outlook from the ACA and the
relevant protected structures, this is not considered to have a direct impact on the
character and setting of the adjoining protected structures.

is noted from one owner of an adjoining structure.

During my inspection of the area | noted that a number of adj :
structures have had their setting altered by developments Y £

attendant grounds over the years.

12.4.5 Conclusion

I support the case for a modern lntervenon that contributes to and adds to the
" -‘ overall design strategy, subject to

does not results in a developme
Jétisfied that the amendments to the height of

character of Dalguise House. ‘}\
apartment buildings a& cement of Block F with a building that mirrors Block

G in scale and sU{hg?%w!I ess the concerns raised by the DAU and the DLR
Conservationdiv on i ating to the encroachment on Dalguise House that

ted structure and detracts from its vista from the northern

)thérefore, subject to the amendments set out above, the proposal for a

) ntervention at this location which introduces a high quality design through
ppropriate use of materials and finishes. Any development of this site will have
n impact. In this instance | consider the impact to be a positive one that will
contribute positively to the architectural narrative of the area by providing a
development that is contemporary and of its time.

12.5 Traffic and Parking

12.5.1 Traffic and access
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Most observers and local residents are concerned about the existing traffic situation

in the area. Concerns centre around the capacity of the existing road infrastructure
and the likely negative impact from the increase in traffic from new developments.
The roads in the immediate area of the site are typical suburban roads with cycle
infrastructure. The applicant has submitted a Traffic and Transport Assessment
(TTA). The applicant is satisfied that the traffic generated by the proposed
development can be accommodated on the existing road network and no specﬂip {
junction improvements are necessary in the area. \) \\"‘ 4
The planning authority has not raised concerns about the impact of thest[\;zé&gapment
on the existing nature of traffic experienced in the area but do re i Ltﬁoﬁ\é’techmcal
details to be clarified. ( / ; ‘;

g )
|

The site will be served by two vehicular entrances, one fm Purheck via a new
bridge over the Stradbrook stream and one via the engting Avénue {o Dalguise

House with a one-way system operating on the- norl;hern ﬁectlon of the site. The
scheme permeable to both vehicular traffic and padestr[ans Additional indicative
future pedestrian links are shown on the S|te 1a¥ot;f 18 the Cheshire Homes site,
Richmond Park and Arundel. Wh[ch ha\(e been referred to in section 12.2 of this

- - \_.

report.

( \?
| am satisfied, in partiqufé\i‘ hé\ﬁng fegard to the TTA and comments from the
Planning Authority,| ihatihe proposed development will not cause a traffic hazard or
unduly impact em“the carjy?ng capacity of the surrounding road network, and that

subject to cnndmons,‘the development is acceptable from a traffic/roads perspective.

\ .\_‘

1252 Park\ng\
4 R \)
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The applicant has proposed a development that will provide 314 car parking spaces
for the proposed 276 apartments and 24 houses (includes 4 provided within existing
structures). The car parking spaces will be provided within the curtilage of some
houses and adjacent to others, parking for apartments at basement and undercroft
level. Given the suburban location of Monkstown and its good public transport
connections the quantum and design of car parking is appropriate for the scaIeand
density of development. The demand on parking is further reduced by the 4§

recommended omission of 37 units.

access and bridge to the application site via Purbeck. Ovets
DLR Transportation Planning nor the Drainage -\ : ',
relating to this. | am satisfied that this issue has bée,n
applicant and the development is acceptabl res}ect to parking provision.

12.5.3 Conclusion _54 &L

ifha suburban area where good public

Given the location of the serv B

transport links exist withinfco e walking distances, future residents will be well
served by public tran, ok

courages a modal shift away from the private car. |
l'is in compliance with national, county and local

e
ct 1 transport.
:.’J

Ralg é} fouse is served by a septic tank with White Lodge and the gate lodges
b an existing 450mm diameter combined sewer.

' combined sewer exists running under the Stradbook stream at Drayton Close
estate. A second 450mm diameter combined line runs along Monkstown Valley onio
the site. Proposed foul drainage system will be separate from surface water within
the site, Connection proposed to the combined sewer at Drayton..
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12.6.2 Water Supply

12.6.3

Some observers raised concerns relation to the capacity of the existing infrastructure
that results in no bathing notices a regular occurrence. Irish Water identifies no
issues with foul water connection and treatment.

While reference to capacity at Ringsend Treatment Plant was raised and the local
pumping station at Monkstown, itis noted that IW are subject to EPA licencing
requirements, and submit a report on this annually, as well as being subject to on- N
going monitoring to ensure alil licencing obligations are met, a number of whlch\}elate
to protection of Dublin BAY, Having regard to this, | am satisfied that thls/m?ﬁeg can

":"’"Js r}o

and has been considered by the relevant competent authority and thagther

significant impact on Dublin Bay or any other European Site as af{egul?cﬁoﬁ water
drainage. R )\ @ 7

.\\'{".- o ‘\

Observers raised issued with excessive demand o wateﬁﬁready in Monkstown.

No water supply capacity issues have been 1dentiﬁed bml rlsh Water (IW), and a new
connection will be made from the supply aiong Monkstown Road.

Surface Water

The management of surface watépfor th’e_ site is outlined in the applicant’s
Engineering report. '

The development will be\semd by a SImpIe gravity drainage system including SUDs
features (swales, Q,ermeable pawng filter strips, etc) and will follow the natural
topography of the ’sute fal[]nﬁ towards the Stradbrook Stream on the northern end of

the site.

In develop\ing tha new surface water drainage system, a natural split in the area
areas tp b% drained was established. The higher level catchment catering for an area
s.%%ﬁebra serving the southern part of the site and a lower leve! catchment to cater

':“liiff'_:-f\or ﬁ‘ﬂe area adjacent to the Stradbrook Stream (c. 0.0705hain area).

B)oth interception and attenuation storage will be provided to fully control surface
water runoff from the development to the Stradbook stream. River protection
measures set out. Issues regarding AA are dealt with under section 12.12
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The planning authority is satisfied with the applicant’s surface water management
System and recommend standard technical conditions. Some observers have noted
that there are flooding issues with the adjoining Cheshire Homes site identified as a
flooding hot spot and the northern portion of the site located in flood zone A&B. This
is dealt with hereunder,

12.6.4 Flood Risk Management

Section 5.2.5.2 (Policy CC15 Flood Risk Management) and section 8.2
Apphcatlons for Larger Developments in areas at Risk of Flooding .

developments area at risk of flooding require the submission --""--.-:_; SSPRA and the

Development Management Justification Test, ( s }
A Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment has been subfpitted :
justification test given the location of the northerrg/p\orh

A&B. No vulnerable development is propose the ca
Stradbrook stream is not included in the pengg awmg used in the review of

the SSFRA. The DLRCC Drainage Divid
engaged in extensive discussions{

TA bridge over the

uthned that the applicant has
S BTior to submitting the application and

they consider this matter to be, that can be addressed by condition

| am satisfied that there is/ad fégihformation on file to assess this issue. Based
Eﬂd he inclusion of the bridge, as outlined and

recommended b};iﬁé P jn‘g/Authroity, does not constitute a risk or potential
adverse impagi WO‘ urface water drainage and that the matter without
ffecling }E'r"d parties can be dealt with by condition.

Jushifi atlon Test.

The pianning authority is satisfied with the applicant’s proposals and recommend

standard technical conditions.
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12.7 PartV

It is proposed to provide 30 no. units to meet the requirements of Part V. These consist
of 23 no. 1 bed and 7 no. 2 bed apartments. 23 units would be provided in Block A, 4
in Block B and 3 in Block C. Observers have raised concems that no family units are
included in the Part V proposals. However, the PA is the housing authority for the area
and they are satisfied that the proposals meet their requirements and as suci}\l arﬁ\}

satisfied that this is acceptably addressed, subject to condition. \

ANY?
If the Board is disposed to grant permission a condition should b&aﬁaﬁﬁg\equmng
the development fo comply with the provisions of section g7 Qf H‘te Plénnmg and

Development Act 2000 as amended. &

12.8 Ecology ‘ ) 4

The applicant has identified a number of eq’ological sensmves that affect the site. To
this end, the applicant has prepared an Ecqtoggc:a}I lmpact Assessment (EclA),
together with an EIA Screening Report and AA Screening Report. The EclA
highlights impacts and outlines mmgatlon measures. Of particular interest to the site
are the impacts to bats andl,'Heroq?..\bqth are recorded as present in the general area
and on site. "‘\.'f_‘_\-._ )

12.8.1 Bats S
A Bat Survey was barfied";but in August 2018 and a Bat Impact Assessment report
was subm&ﬁed w11h ﬁ‘te appllcatlon which showed Leisler mating roost noted on a
mature betmh tre,é Common pipistrelles noted. Potential losses identified as roost

Ioss ‘mhimg-perch loss, loss of feeding (vegetation clearance). Mitigation meastures
_/sefiut Tsthe EclA.

"‘RDgfoga’uon Licence was obtained from the NPWS to disturb the Beech tree with a
bat roost (Licence No. DER/BAT 2020-8) or other trees on site in the event that bat
roosts are discovered, prior to felling. (copy is submitted with the application).

12.8.2 Birds
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A breeding Bird survey was carried out on 2" March 2020 which is within the optimal
nesting season. The following birds were displaying nesting/breeding behaviour:
Magpie, wood pigeon, hooded crow, blackbird, blue tit, coal tit, grey tit and heron
(ardea conerea). There are no conservation objectives relating to grey heron and
they are not a qualifying interest relating to any nearby SPA The EclA concluded that
while the grey heron is subject to no special protection measures and is nota__

boundary in the adjoining residential estate.

Grey herons are large predominately wetland feeding bird
a low density. The herons found in the grounds of Da

up a significant proportion of the population u
they will be joined by inland breeding birds™

The Department, therefore considg
Dalguise site of conservation signific ant at a county level and, that if at all possible,

all four nest trees on the sjter

/ - .‘, .
heron actlwty’ hesgre@ and are concerned about the impact of the development on
their hatn;}l ival.

é"‘visit I did not observe a single heron perched or in flight, I did not

- o
4ing

m
gﬁésts and cannot therefore confirm nesting sites on the lands concerned. |
/

do ot consider this a necessary action in any case, as there would appear to be no

ispute as to the existence of heron on the site, albeit in small numbers (4 nests). In
this context, | am guided by the material produced by the applicant and the
recommendations of the NPWS (DCHG), which | consider to be relevant and
reasonable and should form the basis of a relevant condition if the Board considers

granting permission.

12.8.3 Conclusion
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The EclA concludes that based on the successful implementation of the mitigation
measures and proposed works to be carried out in accordance with that document
and the CMP, it is likely that there will be no significant ecological impact arising from
construction and the day to day operation of the proposed development. There is no
report on file from the Planning Authority’s Biodiversity Officer.

Mitigation measures are proposed, which appear reasonable and | recommend;hat\ N
if permission is being granted for the proposed development, this issue be deah\mth )
by means of condition. The DAU in their submission have set out recommended\
conditions relation to nature conservation. A '\j\--.___., 4

12.9 Trees i ) G4

\[ 5
There is a local objective o protect trees and preserve woodland‘s \ihe site has a

substantial amount of mature trees and other vegeta;&on \w;ﬂct; form part of the grounds
of Dalguise House. The DAU, the Irish Georglan§00|ei¥ arﬁ’ numerous third party

observers raised objections to the current p[opos,‘m op e loss of historical landscape
grounds. L \:. R

The fundamental issue raised in the submlssmhs relate to site clearance and the
removal of trees and the impact this .wo_Lg_Id have on the character of the area, the
setting of Dalguise House, thglbsé Bifori‘hél gardens and the loss of outlook for
adjoining residential prop,ert;es |n0fud" ng a number of protected structures. The

issue remains that.in ordex to facilitate the development of the site, which contains

Dalguise House substantlal srte clearance and tree removal is required.

‘|

I have exammed‘the Arq:ﬁ‘itectural Impact Assessment and the arborist report and |
conclude that thege i#no doubt that any site clearance will have an irreversible
lmpagt on th@ crﬁracter of the site. In relation to the impact on the adjoining
pro‘[eqig\d st)'ucture | am of the view that the setting of Dalguise House is one of the
: _.--;__'_':fewmtac‘t examples of its type left in the Dun Laoghaire area. For the most part large

%taw houses in the Dun Laoghaire area have been eroded and their settings
sﬁmf cantly compromised by the construction of suburban housing in their original
grounds, as can be seen at Richmond Park to the east the site for example.

| note that in this instance for the most part the development is designed to have
cognisance of the sensitive and restricted nature of the site. The fact remains
however, that the only way to develop the site is by the infilling and loss of the
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grounds and gardens of Dalguise House. Furthermore the proposal involves the
retention of significant amount of trees with additional landscaping proposed where
required. The clearing trees from the site to accommodate a residential
development will inevitably have an irreversible impact on the setting of the protected

structure and a visual impact on the surrounding area.

In my opinion the grounds of Dalguise House lend themselves to redevelopment,

sustainable use of a zoned serviced site and also ensure the contlnued usé 4 Y
protected structures that otherwise may fall into further disrepair. Y

12.10 Other matters

12.10.1 Noise & Vibrations

impacted by traffic, noise and vibrations durlng the co
proposed development.

The draft Construction Management Plan_‘_._

manage noise, vibration and other i tmpas an '.. the construction phase to

dertaken in a controlled and

ensure the construction of the devi pme -eq--=~.

appropriately engineered man )

inimise intrusion.
I note that the impacts asgecl Wh the construction works and construction traffic
would be temporary a Qm d duration.

12.10.2 Covid 19.

Numerous submissions have raised issue with compliance with social distances,
implications for the design and density of developments and public participation
during the national lockdown.
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o | have considered the DMURS Covid 19 Interim Advice Note (May 2020)
when carrying out my assessment.

« Ventilation in buildings is addressed in the Building Regulations.

« | note observers raised issue with public participation and access to ';,-.."'::“h
information during the national lockdown. The application was avallab\e\ag\he\j

\¢

website assigned to this application during this period (www.dal \u{ée d 0

and was available for viewing in the planning authority offices. é@d m oﬁﬁ'ces

following the lifting of restrictions and freeze period referred\‘to p%Tm}v,

{f\ o 7

e The Government's orders extending time limits on plannmg ﬁratters provided
that the period of time beginning on 29 March, 202\3 aﬂdae;pmng 23 May 2020
is to be disregarded for the purposes of c@pulattﬂg varlous time limits under
the Planning and Development and ofher réléted;ﬁcts As the Government
has not made a further order extendmg the,prﬁe freeze beyond the 23 May
2020 the normal time limits as. set outin“thé relevant legislation apply with
effect from 24 May 2020. g N,
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12.10.3 Legal Matters

Reference is made by a number of parties regarding a legal agreement between the
owners of Dalguise House and developers of an adjoining residential estate. |
consider such a matter to be a separate legal issue and outside the scope of this

planning assessment.

development’.

12.10.4 Taking In Charge

in charge. A

12.11 Material Contravention ¢ 3 )/

The applicant hags&bm ,g'i\/laterial Contravention Statement. The public notices
make referen tw ent being submitted indicating why permission should be
granted h Qﬁ%ﬁ‘fc the provisions of 5.37(2)(b) and Section 28(1) {c) ofthe
Planningiand Dgvelopment Act 2000 (as amended). The issue raised in the

at "with the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown Building Height Strategy.

rial Contravention statement relates to building height and

Seciion 37(2)(b) of the Act of 2000 (as amended) states that where a proposed development
aterially contravenes the Development Plan, the Board may grant permission where it

considers that:

(i) the proposed development is of strategic or national importance,
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(ii) there are conflicting objectives in the development plan or the objectives are not

clearly stated, insofar as the proposed development is concerned,
or

(iti) permission for the proposed development should be granted having regard to

regional spatial and economic strategy for the area, guidelines under section 28, policy

directives under section 29, the statutory obligations of any local authority in thqﬁ??zi;f;sﬁ

- N
and any relevant policy of the Government, the Minister or any Minister of the, W

Government, A

. }_ | g

. V4

3 ) W
)

or /\ : Q
(iv) permission for the proposed development should be gran/t;ed haw { ard to the
pattern of development, and permissions granted, in the area\mnce rhe ?‘nakmg of the

development plan. - W

L 1
L n
5

Policy UD6 refers to the Building Height Strategf‘,:‘tms ié}:dntained in Appendix 9 of
the current County Development Plan. Secllon 4“& refers to suburban areas. It states
a general recommend height of 2 storeys orgfo4 storeys for apartment
developments in commercial cores. Th\é§e maximum heights may be modified up or
down according to certain cwcums’&gces Upward modifiers include location within
500m walking distance of a| traln statlcm or for sites large than 0.5 hectares that can
set their own context fardeve!opmént Downward modifiers include adverse effects
on residential I|V|ancond|t10p;s or on the setting of a protected structure or on an
ACA.The Bu:ldmg Hélght)wStrategy includes a 500m ‘Coastal Fringe Zone’ following
the coasthge Wherb deveiopment is proposed within this zone which would exceed
the helght af its |mmed|ate surroundings, an urban design study and impact
asses\sment study may be required to demonstrate that the scheme will not harm
_/angd, wﬂfprptect the particular character of the coastline, including, where appropriate

"Z-l"__-wews from the sealpier.

-
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The 2018 Guidelines on Urban Development and Building Heights seek building
heights of at least 3 to 4 storeys in suburban areas. The current proposal has
apartment buildings that range in height from 5 to 9 storeys. The applicant has
argued that the additional storeys are justified under SPPR3 by the proximity of the
site to a train station (DART) and other transport links and supported by the
accompanying visual and daylight impact assessments and reports which supp QL

the appropriateness of the scale of the site in line with the criteria set out in@

3.2 of the guidelines.

material contravention, except in four circum
in Section 37(2)(b), are in the national, sfate:

I ~ (Housing) and Resudentlal Tenancies

Act, 2016, which relates to'm ialgontravention of the development plan, other
than in relation to the nbl d.
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Regarding whether the proposed development is in national/strategic interest or
does it conflict with national/regional policy. The proposal is located on an infill site,
within 1.3 km of two DART stations and 700m from another | thought. The
Sustainable Residential Development in Urban Areas Guidelines recognise that
where such sites exist, in particular close to existing or future public fransport
corridors, the opportunity for their redevelopment to higher densities, subjectto
safeguards, should be promoted. The site is also located within a short walkmg\ \\
(3 D
Laoghaire villages. Having regard to the above, the proposal is consdéfgd\ be}«m

distance of the facilities and services on offer within Monkstown, Blackroak

keeping with the general principles of sustainable residential deveiap €l

in section 1.9 of the aforementioned guidelines referenced aI?ove anﬁ“as é result is
considered to be in accordance with national policy in th1s regard _\r

| am of the opinion that given its residential zoning, tne dalyery é? residential
development on this prime, infill, underutilised sme in a\compact form comprising
well-designed, higher density units would be cons‘is‘tent with policies and intended
outcomes of the NPF and Rebuilding Ireland The Government s Action Plan on
Housing and Homelessness. The sitg is consxdered to be located in a central and
accessible location, it is within easy_waikmg distance of good quality public transport
in an existing serviced area. Thze p?éposal serves to widen the housing mix within
the general area, and woul@mprﬂe the extent to which it meets the various housing
needs of the commumfy“‘ The pawﬁosed development has been lodged under the
strategic housmg mocess, \}‘ml’ch aims to fast-track housing development on
appropriate sntes in accopﬁance with the policies and objectives of Rebuilding
Ireland. T},’ﬁs Ieglqu‘tgon recognises the strategic importance of such sites in the
prowsmn Qf housﬂwg in meeting both current and future need. Itis therefore my
opmmn ‘thaii the Bord is not precluded from granting permission in this instance,
despltelhe material contravention of the operative development plan.

\"“-[w\qdld advise the Board, having regard to, inter alia, recent Court judgements in
réiétion to decisions on SHD applications, to adopt the precautionary approach and
invoke the provisions of 5.37(2)(b)subsection (i), (iii) and (iv) of the 2000 Act (as
amended) if a grant of permission is forthcoming.

12.12 Appropriate Assessment

ABP-306949-20 Inspector’s Report Page 78 of 143



A Stage 1 Appropriate Assessment Screening Report was submitted with the
application. The AA Screening Report considers designated Natura 2000 sites within
the Zone of Influence of the proposed development. This concluded that given the
nature of the project and its potential relationship with European sites and their

conservation objectives, as well as considered other plans and projects, and |

applying the precautionary principle, it is the professional opinion of the ay#f

the report that no potential for likely significant effects on any Europe

does not require an Appropriate Assessment or preparation of a {
Statement (NIS). /& )

The site is not located within any European
listed under Annex | of the Habitats DiregtlVe

15km of the site, as follows: /&
Table 1. N

Site Code

0210 | South Dublin Bay SAC

South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA

Dalkey Island SPA

North Dublin Bay SAC

North Bull Istand SPA

Balydoyle Bay SAC
4016 Balydoyle BAY SPA
0202 Howth Head SAC ﬁ
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2193 Ireland Eye SAC

4117 Ireland Eye SPA

1209 Glenasmole Valley SAC

0725 Knocksink Wood SAC

0713 Ballyman Glen SAC , 7 § \
2122 Wickiow Mountains SAC /g/‘:) )t‘)
4040 Wickiow Mountains SPA k \;Q

0714 Bray Head SAC Co ]

Ll b, |
\ s

\/ ¥

\[

The AA Screening report submitted by the apphcant fo&nd iﬁe following sites to be
within the zone of influence of the project: Nsc:rih Dublln Bay SAC, North Bull island
SPA, South Dublin Bay SAC, South Dubhn Bafand River Tolka Estuary SPA and

the Poulaphouca Reservoir SPA.

Based on source-pathway- feceptnr connectlons this screening shall focus on South

Dublin Bay SAC, North Elubl'h Bay SAC and South Dublin Bay and River Tolka

Estuary SPA, gwen lts prexn?‘mty to this site.

# '\
¢ \‘ b
,

Site Namé"(sne Cade)

Distance to Development
Site

Qualifying Interests

Tolka Estuary SPA
(004024)

Squth‘ Duhlln Bay SAC ¢.350m o Mudfiats and sandfiats not
(UUQTTU’) covered by seawater at low
Vi B . tide [1140]
A % ‘) ' e Annual vegetation of drift
lines [1210]
e Salicornia and other
annuals colonising mud and
sand [1310]
Embryonic shifting dunes
[2110]
South Dublin Bay and River ¢.350m Light-bellied Brent Goose

(Branta bernicla hrota) [AD46]
Oystercatcher (Haematopus
ostralegus) [A130]
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Ringed Plover (Charadrius
hiaticula) [A137]

Grey Plover (Pluvialis
squatarola) [A141]

Knot (Calidris canutus) [A143]
Sanderling (Calidris alba)
[A144]

Dunlin (Calidris alpina) [A149]
Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa
lapponica) [A157] =
Redshank (Tringa totalis
[A162]
Black-headed G U,
(Chroicocephalds 4

r

idibundps?

A o PMudfiats and sandflats not
\peovered by seawater at low

T tide [1140]

* Annual vegetation of drift
lines [{1210]

* Salicornia and other
annuals colonising mud and
sand [1310]

® Atlantic salt meadows

{Glauco-Puccinellietalia
maritimae) [1330]

* Mediterranean salt
meadows (Juncetalia maritimi)
[1410]

¢ Embryonic shifting dunes
[2110]

® Shifting dunes along the
shoreline with Ammophila
arenaria (white dunes) [2120]
* Fixed coastal dunes with
herbaceous vegetation (grey
dunes) [2130]

® Humid dune slacks [2190]
Petalophyllum ralfsii
(Petaiwort) [1395]

North Dublin Bay SAC ¢. 5.7km /i\
(0002086) =

e Light-bellied Brent Goose
(Branta bernicla hrota) [A046]

® Shelduck (Tadorna
tadorna) [A048]

* Teal {Anas crecca) [A052]
® Pintail (Anas acuta) [A054]

® Shoveler (Anas clypeata)
[AD56]
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e Qystercaicher
(Haematopus ostralegus)
[A130]

e Golden Plover (Pluvialis
apricaria) [A140]

e Grey Plover (Piuvialis
squatarola) [A141]

e Knot (Calidris canutus)
[A143] 2

F '<‘\

e Sanderling (Calldrlsa@a
[A144]

e Dunlin (Calid al“?ﬁa
[A149] /f 'p~ \

. ‘Cufﬁwgl enlus
. arquata) [AZ50]

m Re@é‘nank {Tringa totanus)
Gy

» Turnstone (Arenaria
_ _ erpres) [A169]
@ 7| ® Black-headed Gull
4 "\;‘ | (Chroicocephalus ridibundus)
R Ly |[A179]
- ¢ Wetland and Waterbirds
[A999]

The application site does nut overlﬁp WIth the boundary of any European site,
therefore there are nQ Eu‘ropean ftes at risk of direct habitat loss impacts.

Thereis a dlrec;cnaturaf hgd?rologlcal connection to Dublin Bay via the Stradbroook
Stream whioh rung Lhmugh the northern portion of the site. There is also an indirect
pathway th{ough §tormwater and foul sewers, which include significant dilution

enrﬁutq to the Sformwater outfall and Ringsend WWTP respectively.

)l
.%_\‘ \3 W4
W

The Yylevant European sites and their qualifying interests are set out in table 2

ébme

There is no potential source-pathway-receptor connections with any other European

sites.
Potential Effects on Designated Sites
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The March 2020 survey noted no wetiand and wading birds, which is within the
period of wintering birds. The AA screening report concluded that the lands are not
considered suitable for any bird species which is listed as a feature of interest for any
SPA in Dublin Bay. The lands are currently patrolled by guard dogs which precludes
the possibility that large geese, etc habitually using the site. | inspected the site on
the 2" July 2020 and | can confirm that dogs are present at Dalguise.

for which the relevant European sites are desngn

habitats (South Dublin Bay SAC) and which p
protected birds. And the SPA conservaticjpf -_

Heron are not listed as a

situ habitats that supp

are the subject of tfgg

information -

has prepared L. cal Impact Assessment (EcIA) that details the iocation of
$ite87on the subject lands and in the vicinity.

Heron n§tm‘g
evelopment would provide housing on lands zoned for that purpose.
haout =i_'- uent from the occupation of the houses will be directed to the Ringsend

Wthis received planning permission in 2019 to increase treatment capacity
which has the capacity to assimilate the additional load. The WWTP has the
emaining capacity of 33,080 PE. Irish Water have reported that this system can

facilitate the proposed development.

The Screening report and HHQRA have referred to ‘worse case scenarios’ regarding
potential impact on water quality. Table 3.1 in the HHQRA includes a ‘Pollutant
Linkage Assessment (without mitigation). A CSM (conceptual site model) was
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prepared following a desktop review of the site and surrounding environs. Based on
this CSM, plausible source-pathway-receptor linkages were assessed ‘assuming an
absence of any measures’ intended to avoid or reduce harmful effects of the

proposed development (ie mitigation measures) in place at the proposed
development. . The HHQRA concluded that there is an open water linkage between
the site and the Dublin Bay Natura 200 site and an indirect linkage via the pLIbIIG =
serer and Ringsend WWTP. A review of the source- -pathway-receptor Imkage&g\ \;
concluded that the impact of stormwater runoff and foul effluent from the groﬁosed) 4
development will not result in any change fo the current regieme (Watér q ty ot
quantity in any of the Dublin Bay Natura 2000 sites). The HHQRA&\SQ that the

report prepared by Benchmark Properties Consultancy lel't(';';d and Gipe,nf’ eld
(

ecology, and in line with good practice, mitigation measures have b@en included in
the construction design, management of constructlon programrne and during
operations of the proposed development. These §pecc@c mFasures will provide
further protection to the receiving soil and water Btlwrong However, the protection of
downstream European sites is in no way re;llantx{n these measures.

The Screening for Appropriate Assessment Rebaﬂ submltted by the applicant is
dated March 2020. The site was, wsﬁe&m August 2018 and March 2020. This
screening stated ‘In carrymg out th’& AA screening, the mitigation measures have not
been taken into account, Standard best practice construction measures which could
have the effect of mltlga’ﬂng any effects on any European Sites have similarly not
been taken into acg;ount

While some thlrd parﬁesd‘lave described these as mitigation measures for the
purposes @'f apprgpmate assessment, they are not. Notwithstanding the reference to
mltlgmmn meas;ﬂres in a number of documents, The EclA, The Draft CMP and the
HHQR% 4 have examined these documents are | do not consider that they are

4 \ tttm measures for the purposes of appropriate assessment. In my view the
.wordfhas been used incorrectly. They constitute the standards established approach
to'surface water drainage for construction works on green field site, Their
implementation would be necessary for a housing development on any greenfield
site regardiess of the proximity or connections to any Natura 2000 site or any
intention to protect a Natura 2000 site. It would be expected that any competent
developer would deploy them for works on a greenfield site whether or not they were

explicitly required by the terms or conditions of a planning permission. Their efficacy
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in preventing the risk of a deterioration in the quality of water downstream of
construction works has been demonstrated by long usage. Therefore, the proposed
development would be not likely to have a significant effect the quality of the waters
in the Natura 2000 sites downstream of the application site. Any potential impact
would only arise if the proposed development were carried out in an incompetent
manner or with reckless disregard to environmental obligations that arise in a

n £

suburban area whether or not it is connected to a Natura 2000 site.

However, should the Board seek to err on the side of caution, and 2
terms of ecological impacts, potential ecological impacts and mitigation e :
set out in the documentation submitted with the application in téms

constitutes mitigation measures for the purposes of Appropridte )., € ent, further
clarity this matter could be addressed by a Limited Agend ROTal o

The surface water runoff and discharges from the pro n Wevelopment will drain to
the combined sewer network on Monkstown Read '
drainage network within the site, from there, e

efﬂ bt generated by the proposed
development will drain via a separate foulg age network within the site prior to
Y

work at Monkstown Road, from there jt will be

prior to discharge to Dublin Bay. The fo

discharge into a combined Sewe
transferred via the combined, e ‘ for treatment to Ringsend WWTP for treatment
' Erefore the development has a potential impact

pathway to Europea Dublin Bay via the combined surface water and

foul water netwo 5*\ 4
2 .

In view of tjrgep nﬁm hydrological connection to sites within Dublin Bay, | consider
that the otentDI for effects on sites within the Dublin Bay coastal waterbody need to
ds4t the Screening Stage. There are no hydrological or ecological

th 3 ) any other European sites due to the separation dista nces involved and
of any ecological / hydrological or other potential iImpact pathways. |
herefore, satisfied that likely significant impacts can be excluded in respect of
Il other European Sites at the preliminary stage.

The potential for significant effects on the qualifying interest of the European Sites
listed above as a result of disturbance and displacement effects do not arise. There
are no European sites within the Zone of Influence for disturbance arising from
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construction. The nearest European site is ¢.350m away. The site has a direct
hydrological connection to this SAC.

As the proposal would not result in the disturbance/displacement of the
qualifying/special conservation interest species of any European site, there is not
potential for any in combination effects to oceur in that regard.

\1\
The potential for significant effects on the qualifying interests of the European sut\eé

listed above as a result of surface and foul waters generated during the c N _'tl‘u&ticin

and operational stage can be exciuded. This conclusion is based gh th\,e‘fa ctlhat

« The relatively low volume of any potential surface water‘fun @ Ql>d ischarge
events during construction relative to the recoverlng SuﬁaceWater and
marine environments. . \“ ..

 Should a pollution event occur during the con&truc&on phase due to the
accidental spillage or release of contarﬁ“ n}smts tl‘}ls would not be of such
maghitude so as to have a mgmﬂcﬁnt a@er% effect on downstream water
quality in Dublin Bay due to the Iex)Ql of sakldratlon and the dilution arising
from the volume of water betwe_en the sites. The distance between the
subject lands and European S|tes Wwithin Dublin Bay and potential for
pollution to be dlsstpated in the drainage network.

+ Foul and surfacewatérs y}'\l discharge to the existing combined foul and
surface waﬁer netwqu .and will trave! to Ringsend WWTP for treatment prior
fo dlscharge to Dublin Bay; the Ringsend WWTP is required to operate
under EPA licence and meet environmental standards, further upgrade is

_Ipianned and the foul discharge from the proposed development would

_ \a: eqt}xate fo a very small percentage of the overall licenced discharge at
_ \‘ \ngsend WWTP, and thus would not impact on the overall water quality
\ )75 Swithin Dublin Bay.

) W4

) A The EPA in 2018 classified water quality in Dublin Bay as ‘unpoiluted’.

In Combination or Cumulative Effects
The potential for in combination impacts can also be excluded. | base my judgement
on the following:

o Coastal waters in Dublin Bay are classed as ‘Unpolluted’ by the EPA;
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¢ Sustainable development including SUDs for all new development is
inherent in objectives of all development plans within the catchment of
Ringsend WWTP:

» The Ringsend WWTP extension is likely to be completed in the short —
medium term to ensure statutory compliance with the WFD. This is likely to
maintain the ‘Unpolluted’ water quality status of coastal waters desplt "

potential pressures from future development

bay water.

The proposed development site lies outside §

identified above and therefore there will "é' '. P
directly connected to the management "Naii

Jra 2000 site. It is concluded with
the Appropriate Assessment Screéung that the proposed development will have no

ion in habitat. The project is not

significant impact upon any u‘ sites. Having regard to ‘source- ~pathway-
receptor’ model, the propisa \ﬁhdwldually or in-combination with other plans or

projects could not be ereg to have likely significant effects in view of the sites

easures deSIgned or intended to avoid or reduce any

ol g assessment and the details available on the NPWS website in respect
i fthe Natura 2000 sites identified, including the nature of the receiving environment
proximity to the nearest European site. | consider it is reasonable to conclude
hat on the basis of the information on the file which includes inter alia, the AA
screening report and HHQRA submitted by the applicant and all the planning
documentation, 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 to have a significant effect on any
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European site, in view of the said sites conservation objectives, and a Stage 2
Appropriate Assessment (and submission of a NIS) is not therefore required.

13.0 Conclusion

__m

In conclusion, ! consider the principle of residential development o be acceptable on
this site. | am of the opinion that this is a zoned, serviceable site withinan /-g{"';\_?“_:}-’*?\
established suburban area where a wide range of services and facilities exisi \ﬁg,ye\ '
strain on services and facilities in the area. In my opinion, the pronsétukll I
-.n__stamng my
opinion in relation to height, provides an acceptable density Qf deve ﬁment catering

no information before me to believe that the proposal, if permitted, woy}

high quality development, with an appropriate mix of units and mo'

to a range of people at varying stages of the lifecycle. Tt\e prowsnoﬁ of the public
open spaces will enhance the amenity of the area fof botwlsﬁng and future
occupiers. AL ) 4

| am satisfied that the proposal will not lmpa‘ct omaghe vrsual or residential amenities
of the area, to such an exient as to warrani‘a r@fu;éat of permission. The reduction in
height of Block B, C and E and the re\igged sntlng of Block F from its proposed
position is such that it will aid in prqvtdmg. a more appropriate setting for the
Protected Structure, making it rﬁﬁr\e "\)"isible from the public realm as was the intention
of its original layout and deé@n anfl address concerns raised in the Observer
Submissions relatlr)g to V|sua1 jmpact when viewed from the surrounding area.

| consider the pmposal to,ﬂ)e generally in compliance with both national and local
policy, toggthes wrth relevant section 28 ministerial guidelines. | also consider it to
be in c;ombrhancewth the proper planning and sustainable development of the area
and/haymg regard to all of the above

“It t&gonﬁ#dered that, subject to compliance with the conditions set out below that the

PFO
c\iévelopment in this accessible urban location, would not seriously injure the

sed development would constitute an acceptable quantum and density of

residential or visual amenities of the area, would be acceptable in terms of urban
design, height and quantum of development and would be acceptable in terms of
pedestrian and traffic safety. The proposed development would, therefore, be in
accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

ABP-306949-20 Inspector’s Report Page 88 of 143



14.0 Recommendation

Having regard to the above assessment, | recommend that permission is GRANTED
for the development as proposed for the reasons and considerations and subject to
the conditions set out below.

15.0 Recommended Draft Order

(Housing) and Residential Tenancies Act 2016, in accordance "
particulars, lodged with An Bord Pleanaia on the 20 March : ’ :
Associates, on behalf of Lulani Developments Limited.

Proposed Development:

_ 276 uhi i' ranging in height from 5to 9
storeys and 22 houses (including the -\‘ onverted stable yard and refurbishment of an
existing gate lodge), with a snte > aea oF

30,587sgm.

The proposal mclixgt

e Thed o] an existing modern dwelling, known as White Lodge,
lo 0 entrance avenue.

‘2 rr)nhtlon of a modern swimming pool structure adjoining the East wing

Jef § algu13e House and the removal of non- -original residential garage
| ucture adjoining the walled garden to the south-west of Dalguise House
F\S and the removal of a number of structures to the south of the walled garden
and the creation of new openings in the wall.
* The conversion of Dalguise House to 2 no. houses and g créche (195sq.m).
* The demolition of some structures and conversion of other existing structures
within the stable yard to the south-west of the site to 1 no. 3-bed house and

garden pavilion.
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o The refurbishment of the existing single storey brick gate lodge for use as a
single dwelling; the change of use of the existing two storey gate lodge on
Monkstown Road to a Concierge/Site Manager's office.

e 276 apartments in a mix of 1, 2 and 3-bed units arranged in eight blocks

around a series of landscaped communal amenity spaces. rors

x,

Block A: 7 storeys (6 storeys over podium) and consists of 23 no. 1 b its \)”5

o
Bt

and a common room. Block B: 8 storeys (7 storeys over pochum) a*ldj@\omsfét‘s/
of 13 no 1 bed, 17 no. 2 bed and 2 no. 3 bed units. Block C: &s\tsreys\(?
storeys over podium) and consist of 13 no. 1 bed, 17 no, 2 b@arﬁz no. 3
bed units. Block D: 7 storeys (6 storeys over podlumxaud cqpérst of 4 no. 1
bed, 19 no, 2 bed and 3 no. 3 bed units. Block E: Qstore)ts% storeys over
podium) and consist of 11 no. 1 bed, 19 no 2bed a?d 9 no. 3 bed units with
communal facilities located at podlum Ievehncludmg Residents’ Leisure Suite,
Residents Business Centre, and Mlﬂtl Funqtlon Room. Block F: 6 storeys and
consist of 20 no. 1 bed, 27 no, £ bedanﬂ 476. 3 bed units. Block G: 6 storeys
and consists of 16 no. 1 bed 24ho 2 bed and 4 no. 3 bed units. Block H: §
storeys and consists, of 5 no §i bed 27 no. 2 bed and 4 no. 3 bed units. All
apartments have, ba[@anles br terraces on all elevations.

s 20 no. terra;;edfde\fached houses (3 no. 3 bed houses located to the north
west of th@ sﬁe an&g no. 3 bed houses and 8 no. 4 bed houses located to the
soujh ‘and séuth-west of the site).

Tha {elocﬁlon and refurbishment of an existing greenhouse/vinery with the
arte :jmd the removal of an existing greenhouse off site.

:\ Ntotal of ¢.314 no. car parking spaces (244 no. car parking spaces located in

j basement and under croft locations, with 70 no. surface parking spaces) and

Rq 14 no. motorcycle spaces.
o A total of c.654 bicycle parking spaces (502 residential spaces and 146
visitors' spaces).
« Amendments to car parking arrangements granted under Reg. Ref.

D16A/0724 (ABP 248219).
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e Associated site works including 2 no. ESB substations, plant areas and
communal refuse storage facilities.
Vehicular and pedestrian access and egress is facilitated at two points on the
Monkstown Road, through the existing Dalguise entrance and Purbeck Lodge, where
a new bridge crossing will be provided over the Stradbrook stream. Future

Pedestrian accesses are also indicated at boundaries with Arundel, Richméh

development includes all ancillary site works.

The application contains a Statement setting out how the pe

with the objectives of the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown |
2022, it

It also contains a statement indicating why " i
proposed development having regard tos

Decision: _ 6 %
issi bo¥eproposed development in accordance with the said

on the reasons and considerations under and subject to

hglits decision, the Board had regard to those matters to which, by virtue of
2 ning and Development Acts and Regulations made thereunder, it was

ired to have regard. Such matters included any submissions and observations
received by it in accordance with statutory provisions.

Reasons and Considerations

In coming to its decision, the Board had regard to the following:
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a) The site’s location within the administrative area of Dun Laoghaire Rathdown
County Council with a zoning objective for residential development;

b) The policies and objectives in the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Development
Plan 2016 to 2022,

c) Nature, scale and design of the proposed development;
d) Pattern of existing and permitied development in the area; ﬁ;

e) The Rebuilding Ireland Action Plan for Housing and Homelessness 20163 V &

f) The Guidelines for Planning Authorities on Sustainable Re&dent;a‘i ﬁ)ﬁ\{‘el“:?
Urban Areas and the accompanying Urban Design Manual;, \w ‘}_\.f:"

g) The Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets (DMU RS)‘iss_ue}H by the
Department of Transport, Tourism and Sport and they Demﬁméﬁt of the
Environment, Community and Local Governmentgm M‘é@h‘ﬁﬁ'] 3 (and Interim Advice

note Covid 19 May 2020).

h) The Guidelines for Sustainable Residential DeVelopments in Urban Areas and the
accompanying Urban Design ManuaT%a Best Practice Guide, issued by the
Department of the En\nronment Hentage and Local Government in May 2009;

i) The Sustainable Urban H@fousmg\ Démgn Standards for New Apartments issued by
the Department of the Eﬁwronmeﬁ'f Community and Local Government in March
2018; ;_:.. - "*5‘,; ‘

j) The Urban Be\ielopmeiﬂ and Building Heights Guidelines for Planning Authorities

201 9 ;."H o \}
]
k) Su’()rxnss\ions 4nd observations received.

by 'Fhe t@n Laoghalre Rathdown Chief Executive Report dated 9t July 2020.

"'-'l'};:;) The report and recommendation of the inspector including the examination,
analysns and evaluation undertaken in relation to appropriate assessment screening
and environmental impact assessment screening.

Appropriate Assessment

The Board completed an Appropriate Assessment screening exercise in relation to the
potential effects of the proposed development on designated European sites, taking
into account the nature, scale and location of the proposed deveiopment within a
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zoned and serviced urban site, the information for the Screening for Appropriate
Assessment submitted with the application, the Inspector’s Report, and submissions
on file. In completing the screening exercise, the Board adopted the report of the
Inspector and concluded that, by itseif or in combination with other development in the
vicinity, the proposed development would not be likely to have a significant effect on
any European site in view of the conservation objectives of such sites, and that a Stage

2 Appropriate Assessment is not, therefore, required.

Environmental Impact Assessment

_' Pee adequately the

\

direct, indirect, secondary, and cumulative effects of he prd Rosedl development on

the environment. ‘ /f(&

Having regard to: N W
(a) the nature and scale of the proposed d_,e__vM on an urban site served by

public infrastructure, : a
(b) the absence of any significant envirori nsitivities in the area,

diside of any sensitive location specified in

\Deve opment Regulations 2001 (as ame nded),
@s0f of the nature, scale and location of the subject

] envould not be likely to have significant effects on the
30%ard deeided, therefore, that an environmental impact
: \proposed development was not necessary in this case.

ISigns t} Proper Planning and Sustainable Development:
ard considered that the proposed development is, apart from the building height

8férs, broadly compliant with the current Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County
lopment Plan 2016-2022 and would therefore be in accordance with the proper

"hning and sustainable development of the area.

The Board considers that, while a grant of permission for the proposed Strategic
Housing Development would not materially contravene a zoning objective of the
Development Plan, it would materially contravene the Building Height Strategy of the
Plan with respect to building height limits. The Board considers that, having regard to

ABP-306949-20 Inspector’'s Report Page 93 of 143



the provisions of section 37(2)(b) (i) and (iv) of the Planning and Development Act
2000, as amended, the grant of permission in material contravention of the
development plan would be justified for the following reasons and considerations:

(a) The proposed development is considered to be of strategic or national
importance by reason of its potential to contribute to the achievement of the

Govemnment's policy to increase delivery of housing set out in Relﬁd}sim
Ireland — Action Plan for Housing and Homelessness issued in J)(ZB‘! 6\%@1
to facilitate the achievement of greater density and helghKln ' _'éidﬁntial
development in an urban centre close to public transgqt Mc&a‘cres of
employment. \’\ .o
(b) it is considered that permission for the proposed ete@o@r}ent should be
granted having regard to Government pohcies \asr ae‘f\out in the National
Planning Framework (in particular ObjeCtWE',G 13 anﬁ 35) and the Urban
Development and Building Height Guqdellnes Eor Planning Authorities, in
particular SPPR1 and SPPR3. { @ F
(¢) Having regard to the pattern of exxatlng ém;i permitted development in the
vicinity of the proposed develog__ment site since the Development Plan was
adopted. Ry
In accordance with sectt@\n lé&) ofﬁ'le 2016 Act, the Board considered that the criteria
in section 37(2)(b)99v (ul)\ah)d (iv) of the 2000 Act were satisfied for the reasons and
considerations a\etuut'm the decision.
Furthermqte the‘BSard considered that, subject to compliance with the conditions set
out be )QW fhat-d?ﬁe proposed development would constitute an acceptable quantum
and Eieasu‘q)of development in this accessible urban location, would not seriously injure
-"ﬁ_'f.j._the msu}entlal or visual amenities of the area, would be acceptable in terms of urban
dgsrﬁn height and quantum of development and would be acceptable in terms of
pedestrian and traffic safety. The proposed development would, therefore, be in
accordance with the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.
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Conditions

1. The development shall be carried out and completed in accordance with
the plans and particulars lodged with the application, except as may
otherwise be required in order to comply with the following conditions.
Where such conditions require details to be agreed with the plannlng
authorlty the developer shall agree such details in writing WI

Bord Pleanala de€termination.

Reason: In the interest of clarity.

S .

2. The proposed development shall be@ a follows;

(i) Block B reduced in h l@ b fioors (omission of level 4
and 5).

(in Block C redﬁmﬁght by two floors (omission of level 4

and 5)
(iii) din he:ght by two floors (omission of level 4

é?wd

is§ion of Block F to be replaced by a Block that mirrors
Bﬁ%’ck G and setback in line with Block G.
evised landscaping to have regard to the set back of the

new Block F in line with Block G.

The extension of the proposed future pedestrian routes/cyclist
permeability links to the Cheshire Homes site, Arunde! and
Richmond Park, right up to the site boundary, provide a gate
in the development's proposed inner boundary treatments, as
indicated on Drawing: 4.4 Master Plan Site Layout (Drawing
‘proposed site layout’), to allow for the potential future
pedestrian/cyclist links.
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Revised plans and particulars shall be submitted to and agreed in
writing with the planning authority prior to commencement of works.

Reason: In the interest of visual harmony, architectural conservation
and the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

3. This permission is for 239 apartments, 20 new houses, 4 dwellipg"'gf' )

be provided within.converted struciures and a creche only. /\ ) .~ 4

Reason: In the interest of clarity. 3 " \;.x__.;f:-}‘?

y
/:'l\

4. Details of the materials, colours and textures of all the exteg'l | Hinishes
to the proposed dwellings/buildings shall be as submltteci wfith the
application, unless otherwise agreed in wnt&ﬁg W\M th:er plannlng
Authority prior to commencement of developm t JA default of
agreement the matter(s) in dispute shall | be refefred to An Bord Pleanala

for determination. L . f\,{‘: ‘

b ¢ -
. ( N
. AW

Reason: Inthe interes_’_u-q_i_tvisuéi amenity.

(

5. No addltional d@elupmeg} shall take place above roof parapet level,
including I;ﬁ motor an!osures air handling equipment, storage tanks,
ducts ot(,\ofhef extemal plant, telecommunication aerials, antennas or
eq,wpmen{, urﬂess authorised by a further grant of planning

pé(mlss@n

o ~RJason To protect the residential amenities of property in the vicinity
’ \\ ’and the visual amenities of the area.

Y
SV
o

8. Proposals for an estate/street name, house numbering scheme and
associated sighage shall be submitted to, and agreed in writing with, the
planning authority prior to commencement of development. Thereafter,
all estate and street signs, and house numbers, shall be provided in
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accordance with the agreed scheme. The proposed name(s) shall be
based on local historical or topographical features, or other alternatives
acceptable to the planning authority. No advertlsements/marketmg
signage relating to the name(s) of the development shall be erected until
the developer has obtained the planning authority’s written agreement to
the proposed name(s).

Reason: In the interest of urban legibility.

8.  All service cables associatéd with TRE rposed development (such as

electrical, telecommun Batienshand communal te!evision) shall be

The following requirements in terms of traffic, transportation and mobility
shall be incorporated and where required, revised drawings / reports
showing compliance with these requirements shall be submitted to, and
agreed in writing with, the Planning Authority prior to ctommencement of

development:

(a) The roads and traffic arrangements serving the site (includi ing
footpath connections and signage) shall be in accordance with
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the detailed requirements of the Planning Authority for such
works and shall be carried out at the developer's expense.

(b) The roads layout including junctions, parking areas, footpaths,
cycle paths and kerbs, pedestrian crossings, car parking bay
sizes and road access to the development shall comply with
the requirements of the Design Manual for Roads and Streets

and with any requirements of the Planning Authority for sgch* \j

road works. , )\ ;
(c) Cycle tracks/paths within the development shall be e \\)
accordance with the guidance provided in the,l\ \ éf Gycle
V 4 S

Manual. & / W 4

(d) The materials used in any roadslfootpa\}helaet &Q’Wn areas
provided by the developer shall comply qﬁth ihe detailed
standards of the Planning Autr\enty fo? s&ch road works.

(f) The developer shall carryrout a Stage 2 and Stage 3 Quality
Audit (which shall lnpiude a Road Safety Audit, Access Audit,
Cycle Audit and V\“fallqgg Audlt) which shall be submitted to the
Planning Authontg for e written agreement. The developer
shall carry out al) agreed recommendations contained in the
audlts, at }he de’;'l!eloper s expense.

Reaaon ln the interests of traffic, cyclist and pedestrian safety.

10., \(a) The car parking facilities hereby permitted shall be reserved
g so!ely to serve the proposed development. 314 no. clearly identified
: #car parking space shall be assigned permanently for the residential
development and shall be reserved solely for that purpose. These

, residential spaces shall not be utilised for any other purpose,
including for use in association with any other uses of the
development hereby permitted, unless the subject of a separate

grant of planning permission.

(b) Prior to the occupation of the development, a Parking
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Management Plan shall be prepared for the development and shall
be submitted to and agreed in writing with the planning authority.
This plan shall provide for the permanent retention of the designated
residential parking spaces and shall indicate how these and other
spaces within the development shail be assigned, segregated by use
and how the car park shall be continually managed.

11. 654 no. bicycle parking spaces shall be prOVIM
site. Details of the layout, marking dema ation %é ecurity

with, the planning authority prion €ncement of
development.

Reason: To €
available to sepvesthe

N

( :
rmpenmg/occupatlon of the development, a Mobility
efﬂént Strategy shall be submitted to and agreed in writing

12, Pri
Tﬂa
Wi f)t
ourage the use of public transport, cycling, walking and
: )carpooimg by residents/occupants/staff employed in the
development and to reduce and regulate the extent of parking. The
mobility strategy shall be prepared and implemented by the
management company for all units within the development. Details to
be agreed with the planning authority shall include the provision of
centralised facilities within the commercial element of the

planning authority. This shall provide for incentives to

development for bicycle parking, shower and changing facilities
associated with the policies set out in the strategy.
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Reason: In the interest of encouraging the use of sustainable
modes of transport.

ile5t A minimum of 10% of all communal car parking spaces should be
provided with functioning EV charging stations/points, and ductmg s
shall be provided for all remaining car parking spaces, lncludlngm \‘Q\ )'
curtilage spaces, facilitating the installation of EV chargmg /x ) \r
points/stations at a later date. Where proposals relatmg te%tbe .
installation of EV ducting and charging statlonslpomtsﬁ\aq nc?t\been
submitted with the application, in accordance WItH the,abc\rq\g noted
requirements, such proposals shall be subm\Ltted and aglreed in
writing with the Planning Authority pnor ta théogcupﬁzon of the
development. 4 \ ,

\ b ¥

Reason: To provide for and/or futurgproof the development such as
would facilitate the use of Elecmc Vehidles

14. Drainage arranqemems lric:iudlng the attenuation and disposal of
surface watef, shal'n comply with the requirements of the planning
authorify ‘For such works and services.

Reason. In the fnterest of public health and surface water
._managgm_enf.

1A
\ --‘\

A8, ) TH? site shall be landscaped in accordance with the submitted scheme
: w bf Aandscaping, details of which shall be submitted to, and agreed in
"T"{j;;-_\ \ﬂ "Wntlng with, the planning authority prior to commencement of
’ development. The developer shall retain the services of a suitably
qualified Landscape Architect throughout the life of the site development
works. The approved landscaping scheme shall be implemented fully in
the first planting season following completion of the development or
each phase of the development and any plant materiais that die or are
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removed within three years of planting shall be replaced in the first
planting season thereaiter.
Reason: In the interest of residential and visuai amenity

16.

Prior to commencement of any permitted development, the developer
shall engage the services of a qualified arborist as an arboricultural _

consultant, for the entire penod of construction act:wty The deve 0]

== II -
-

subm[tted Arboricultural Assessmenry porf?naccompanying

dial works shall be

documents. All tree felling, surgefya
fle wo ‘ works on retained trees

mendations. The clearance of any
\vd shrub shall be carried out outside the
bird-breedin arch~31 August lncluswe) or as stipulated
post cpig f ee survey and assessment on the condition of the
retgf tr%’A completion certificate is to be signed off by the arborist
hen gll permitted development works are completed and in line with
&r mmendations of the tree report. The certificate shall be

b s@bmitted to the planning authority upon completion of the works.
J’Reason: To ensure and give practical effect to the retention, protection
and sustainability of trees during and after construction of the permitted

development.
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17.

18.

The mitigation measures outlined in the Ecology Impact Assessment
submitted with this application shail be carried out in full, except where
otherwise required by conditions of this permission.

Reason: To protect the environment and in the interest of wildlife
protection.

Prior to the commencement of development a grey Heron ConseN&ho \ S/
Plan for the Dalguise Site shall be drawn up by the appllcant )ﬁ\“) ‘ ) .
consultation with the Planning Authority, and submitted forithe"f_ ritten

agreement of the planning authority. This plan should ﬁmv‘rﬁfor ihe
longterm protection of all four existing heron nest tre‘qs&iﬂ tt)ie?sne and in
line with the proposal in the submitted EclA set Qut deta{de‘f the timing of
clearance work on site to avoid heron nestmg seé@n from February fo
June, the establishment of exclusion zm@s aro'mn& nest trees during
construction, the employment of agﬁecdt@gi‘st with ornithological

experience to supervise all works ih thg' icinity of the heron trees,

including arboricultural and. fa‘adscaping WOrks and to monitor the heron
population during both the consiructlon phase and the early years of
occupation of the p;;opoaed qevelopment the idenfification number by
which each of the ’rbur treg&s containing heron nests are referred to int eh
Tree Data Tahle m the submitted Arboricultural Report should also be
mcluded |n i€ ca}nservation plans and any arboricultural works required
to preserve these trees; in additional any modification of the currently
pmposed road and parking layout required fo retain the heron nest trees

'T‘_"'%h‘aitbe agreed in writing with the planning authority.
45

R Re)éson To protect heron nests on the development site, which are of

. Wy

19.

\ .‘3;3 “county level nature conservation importance, both during the

construction of the proposed development and into the future.

(a) A plan containing details for the management of waste (and, in
particular, recyclable materials) within the development, including the
provision of facilities for the storage, separation and collection of the
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20.

21.

waste and, in particular, recyclable materials and for the ongoing
operation of these facilities for each apartment unit shall be submitted
to, and agreed in writing with, the planning authority not later than 6
months from the date of commencement of the

development. Thereafter, the waste shall be managed in accordance

with the agreed plan.

(b) This plan shall provide for screened communal bin stores,
locations and designs of which shall be included in the de fs

submitted.

Ay
(c) This plan shall provide for screened bin storesw

accommodate not less than three standard s Zed.y
the curtilage of each house plot.

s ways, communal refuse/bin storage and
be taken in charge by the local authority, shall

egally constituted management company

reed in writing with, the planning authority before any of the
residential units are made available for occupation.

Reason: To provide for the satisfactory future maintenance of this
development in the interest of residential amenity.

The management and maintenance of the proposed development
following its completion shall be the responsibility of a legally constituted
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management company, or by the local authority in the event of the
development being taken in charge. Detailed proposals in this regard
shall be submitted to and agreed in writing with the planning authority
prior to commencement of development.

Reason: To ensure the satisfactory completion and maintenance of this
development. P ¢

22. \N\\\ )

Construction and demolition waste shall be managed in accord'c}nf\c%,wugl ) 4 :
a construction waste and demolition management plan, whicishalfbe
submitted to, and agreed in writing with, the planning aumg?ﬁ*{pr«s
commencement of development. This plan shall be prepared\jn
accordance with the “Best Practice Guidelines on the Prepaﬂatlon of
Waste Management Plans for Construction gnd hemqlmon Projects”,
published by the Department of the Envu;@nmem Herltage and Local
Government in July 2006. The pian_s_hgﬁ mgludﬁ details of waste to be
generated during site clearance artdcoﬁ%tructlon phases, and details of
the methods and locations to be empldysd¥or the prevention,
minimisation, recovery and d!SpQSGI of this material in accordance with
the provision of the Waét§ﬁané'gement Plan for the Region in which the
site is situated. | g \5 y

Reason: jfithe ir_'i‘té_{;est of sustainable waste management.

%

| « ¥y

2:i JThBCOBgTI"UCtIOH of the development shall be managed in accordance
~ W Wittha Construction Management Plan, which shall be submitted to, and
x "'4::‘-_:-\3 }:g reed in writing with, the planning authority prior to commencement of
\ development. This plan shall provide details of intended construction

practice for the development, including:
a) Location of the site and materials compound(s) including area(s)

identified for the storage of construction refuse;
b) Location of areas for construction site offices and staff facilities;
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¢) Details of site security fencing and hoardings;

d) Details of on-site car parking facilities for site workers during the
course of construction;

e) Details of the timing and routing of construction traffic to and from
the construction site and associated directional signage, to
include proposals to facilitate the delivery of abnormal loads to
the site;

f) Measures to obviate queuing of construction traffic on ten
adjoining road network: | )
9) Measures to prevent the spillage or deposit of clay, b
other debris on the public road network: o
h) Alternative arrangements to be put in or pe
vehicles in the case of the closure of

ose to Manage excavated soil:
€ that surface water run-off i Is controlled such that

, to the commencement of development the developer shall
. 5melt for the written agreement of the Planning Authority details
.‘ and methodology for the rock extraction and excavation works.
This shall include timeframes and proposals to deal with vibration
and noise.
n) A record of daily checks that the works are being undertaken in
accordance with the Construction Management Plan shall be kept
for inspection by the planning authority.

Reason: In the interest of amenities, public health and safety.
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24.

Site development and building works shall be carried out only between

the hours of 070] to 1900 Mondays to Saturdays inclusive, and not at all

on Sundays and public holidays. Deviation from these times will only be

allowed in exceptional circumstances where prior written approval has

been received from the planning authority.

Reason: In order to safeguard the [residential] amenities of propg'ptyi

the vicinity. ”f ");__.

Details of the proposed signage for the creche to be subm\@\d prior to

25.

.

j—

occupation for the written agreement of the planningiigyt!?m%ﬁ},«

»

Reason: in the interest of proper planning and sﬁstéjngbﬂe development.

& \ p
- y
i

{ N\
26. The developer shall ascertain an’c};\._g‘:qmij;iy swith all requirements of the

planning authority in relatién to conservation matters and works fo

Protected Structures. In"ﬂjfat.rééard: |

(i)

N

4

(ifi)

ABP-306949-20

Prior to ’@i@ cd-ﬁﬂigne}ﬁcement of development the applicant
sh_(g_ﬂi ﬁgpﬁﬁﬁeﬁ"broposals for relocation the second of the

gégg‘;é@q]\giaéshouse within the site and its integration into the

4 .Mlldifé_r_all-'r'scheme, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the
“’ﬁ@aﬁning Authority.

All repair works shall be carried out in accordance with best
conservation practice and the department of Culture, Heritage
and the Gaeltacht ‘Architectural Heritage Protection Guidelines
for Planning Authorities’

All works are to be carried out under the professional
supervision of an appropriately qualified person with
specialised conservation expertise who shall manage, monitor
and implement the works on site and to ensure adequate

protection of the retained and historic fabric and to certify upon
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completion that the specified works have been carried out in
accordance with good conservation practice

Reason: in the interest of architectural conservation.

g Prior to the commencement of development the foilowing shall be

carried out and a report submitted to the planning authority for written.
agreement: )

(D An Archaeological Impact Assessment shall be co
/8

applicant shall engage the services of a suitably qu
Archaeological to carry out an archaeologi

the development site No sub-surface w% BE undertake
in the absence of the Archaeologistu itho

consent.

(i) The Archaeologist shall capg outsy

‘ Jrawings.

(i) Having Comy

written (fe

he work, the Archaeologist shall submit a

méfSial/f@atetes are shown to be present, preservation in

Srvation by record (excavation) or monitoring may be

- In the interest of the preservation of archaeological heritage
e proper planning and sustainable development of the area.

Prior to the commencement of development, the applicant shall submit
the following for the written agreement of the Planning Authority:

(N Confirmation from the authors of the SSFRA that the impacts,
if any, of the proposed raised walkway have been considered
in the preparation of the Flood Risk Assessment to include the
impacts, if any, of proposed raised walkway.
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(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

)
. | (v&)
\\.:" :. . }{V“)

" 8 \'\ Y
Y ]
h .;-'

{viii)

ABP-306949-20

A construction management plan, and programme of works,

that provide for the completion of the proposed flood storage
works and flood routing works in advance of other

construction works, or other acceptable temporary

proposal(s) supported by hydraulic analysis, such as can be
clearly demonstrated that the full flood storage volumes and __
flood routes area available at all stages of the proposed 4 \\ \]
development. The applicant shall thereafter, unless otpﬁmﬂs ‘
agreed with the planning authority, be required to gans fuCt

the works in accordance with the agreed constm'ct@n\ \)
management plan. Y ff*\ ) D4
Confirmation that the allowable outflow frcm i ng’er
catchment is restricted to 8.93l/s togetber wuth. revised
drawings showing this figure to 8. QBIIS ‘{/he apphcant shall
also submit a revised proposaﬁor thaﬂdw control device such
that the head/flow cqumatches the potential head (depth) of
water in the tank, to prowde a p’enstock in the Aco Q-Brake
Vortex flow contro! de\nce chamber and ensure that he flow
control dewce' p‘rovrded does not have a bypass door.

A calculaf" fon methedology for the design of the storage
reqwremé?nts al,)ld outflow restrictors for the proposed
,greenlblue goofs that satisfies the requirements of the

)

'plannmg authority.

'5-..'ertalls of construction plan and post construction
i malntenance of the green/blue roofs.

A stage 2 — Detailed Design Stormwater Audit.

Confirmation from the chosen manufacturer of the storage
system in the lower catchment that the specific model chosen,
with the depth of cover being provided, has the required load
bearing capacity to support vehicular traffic loading that may
be imposed upon it.

An assessment of risk of the potential flotation of the
attenuation storage system in the lower catchment, and if
such risk exists to submit proposal for counteracting the risk.
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Reason: In the interest of proper planning and sustainable
development.

29. Prior to commencement of development, the applicant or other person
with an interest in the land to which the application relates shall enter
into an agreement in writing with the planning authority in relation to the

94(4) and section 96(2) and (3) (Part V) of the Planning and
Development Act 2000, as amended, unless an exemption
shall have been applied for and been granted under a

authority or any other prospective party gre

Pleanala for determination.

{ 3 Yy
%n of development, the developer shall lodge with

the p[an Q obify a cash deposit, a bond of an insurance company,
or othf se unéte secure the provision and satisfactory completion and
ﬁﬁen until taken in charge by the local authority of roads,

30. Prior to conm

tpaﬂjs, watermains, drains, public open space and other services

'. ) '. re ur?éd in connection with the development, coupled with an agreement
eMmpowering the local authority to apply such security or part thereof to

; the satisfactory completion or maintenance of any part of the
development. The form and amount of the security shall be as agreed
between the planning authority and the developer or, in default of
agreement, shall be referred to An Bord Pleanala for determination.
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Reason: To ensure the satisfactory completion and maintenance of the
development until taken in charge.

31. The developer shall pay to the Planning Authority a financial contribution
in respect of public infrastructure and facilities benefiting development in
the area of the planning authority that is provided or intended to be
provided by or on behalf of the authority in accordance with the terms qf

the Development Contribution Scheme made under section 48 of the \ %

Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended. The contrlbd%qr)
shall be paid prior to commencement of development or in stigh,
payments as the planning authority may facilitate and sfhambe"s\ﬁject to

B -

any applicable indexation provisions of the Scheme @t tpe tlm_,-of

payment. Details of the application of the terms Qf the Schg}ne shall be

agreed between the planning authority and the dQ

f ror, in default
of such agreement, the matter shali be re’ferre‘&to An Bord Pleanaia to
determine the proper application of the t\rrns of‘lhe Scheme.

Reason: It is a requirement of the| Plannm,g and Development Act 2000,
as amended, that a conditior, {eqwr\ng a éon{tnbutlon in accordance with
the Development Contnb,utgon_S‘c_;_heme made under section 48 of the Act
be applied to the per/missijc;m;

I \‘ A &
| % i

Qe ;QWIJ

\\ )\
P \\)\ )
-"'?fjlaDalrﬁMcDewtt
ﬁlanmng Inspector
24t July 2020

Appendix 1
List of documents submitted with the application:

Completed Application form.
Copy of Newspaper Notice.
Copy of Site Notice.

Letter to An Bord Pleanala.
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Letters to Prescribed Bodies.
Letter of consent from Lulani Developments Ltd.
Letter of consent from Topazland Ltd.

Letter of support from 12 Heathfield.

Letter of support from 13 Heathfield.

Part V validation letter,

Part V Costings and drawings.

Irish Water Statement of Design acceptance.
Statement of Consistency.

Statement of Material Contravention.

Environmental Impact Assessment Screening Report.
Response to An Bord Pleanéla’s Opinion.
Architectural Design Statement and drawings. F
Site Development Data and Residential Quality Audit. #
Residential Amenity Report,

Landscape Design Rationale and drawings.
Response to An Bord Pleanéla’s Opinion (Langds
Engineering Services Report and drawings, |
Construction and Operational Waste Ma mef
Outline Construction Management P| \ ¢
Site Investigation Report. .
Flood Risk Assessment and drayfngs ¥y =
Arboricultural Report. W !
Management Strategy and ldfecyclé®Rebor
Archaeological Assessment. \_
Hydrologicai and Hydrdgeoiogies:

Bat Impact Assessp Ny
Bat Derogation Lidence. |y
Telecommunigdtiorote

Ecological Impactidssessment.

te AgsessMment Screening report.
ACt Asgessment and Quality Audit.

i MporﬂEnergy Statement.

eritage Impact Assessment.

tand Daylight Access Analysis.

“fmpact Assessment,

Qualitative Risk Assessment.

Appendix 2:
List of Observers

1. Abyna and Sean Collett

2. Aiden and Luke O'Brien
3. Allaister Hodgett and Lara Henry
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Amanda Pratt and Tom Kelly
Angela O Flionn
Anita Robinson
Anna and Eric McGrath
Anna Walker.
Anne Turley

10 Anne-Marie Sheridan
11.Barbara Murray

12.Barbara Power
13.Bernard Heffernan
14.Bob and Bairbre Stewart A, N/
15.Breda McNally \ T 4
16.Brendan Heffernan. ya 94
17.Brendan O'Hare el O 4
18.Brian and Linda Kelly N Y
19.Brian Cowler A L’
20.Brigid Tansey & _0g
21.Bronagh McConnell .
22 .Christopher Craig and family Yy, ¥
23.Christopher Hicks A V7
24.Cian and Aisling McGinley s N Y
25.Ciaran and Jill Walker . )
26.Claire Lepoivre 4 . /
27.Clir Lorraine Hall i N
28.Cormiac Devlin TD and Clir Justin Moyian Yoo
29.Cyril and Marie Therese O' Connor -
30.David and Emer Greene _____ %
31.David Darcy
32.David Harvey and O';l;lers

33.Declan Whelan [ ) |
34.Dominic Sheehad, \jj- y
35.Douglas Barng, W,
36.Dr Chariofte 'Mu;phy\
37.Edward and¥éan Maughan
38.Eileen.Gribbeny-
39. Elame RoyCroft
40. Ellzabeth oggm
4%, Enda Hanfahan
452 En cngey
4 Kearns

Erwan and Eileen Mill-Arden
4 .Eve Roach and John Palmer
.Evelyn Keyes

~ 47 .Fiona McKone

48.Fonnula Doherty and William Dunne.

49.Frank Hegarty

50.Frank McNulty

51.Gabrielle Kelly

52.Gavin Murphy

53.Gerry Flemming

54. Grainne and Nick Zakrzewski

WoENOLRA
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95.Grainne O'Regan and Conor Hanley
56.Gwen McNulty

57.Heather McDonald

98. Heathfield Residents

59.Helen O'Connell

60.Irish Georgian Society

61.Isabella Weibrecht

62.James Burke and June Nelson-Burke
63. Jennifer Dalton

64.Jim Mannix

65.Joanne Roach

66.Joe and Jennifer Walsh

67.John and Denise McEvoy

68.John Collins

69.John Edmondson

70.John Geraghty

71.John Giynn and Mary Connolly
72.John Masterson

73.Jonathan Duignam

/4. Jonathan McCrea

75.Judy and Derek Blennerhassett
76.Karina Tierney )

77.Ken Murphy - /
78.Kieran and Janet Sheahan ' o
79.Kieran and Roisin Philips 3
80.Kim Dreyer A

81.Lawrence Hickey

82.Margaret Patricia Brfsu@h}_

83.Marian O'Shea s

= -
84.Mark and ChristineMc n&f
85.Mark Bell and ice Fitggerald

6.Michael Hull
7.Michele Daly and Others

98.Monkstown Road Residents Association
99.Mr and Mrs Alan White

100. Mr and Mrs Tweedy

101. Mrs Margaret Lewis

102. Neil and Silvia Masterson

103. Nessan and Carol Kelly

104, Niamh and Paul Gueret

105. Niamh Murray and Fergal McCann
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Nicola Hodgson

Noreen Collins

Nuria Roldan

Ossian Smyth TD

Patricia Lysaght

Patrick Nolan and Catherine Vaughan

Paul and Joyce Groake

Paul and Zoe Foley

Peadair O'Sullivan and Others Vam,
Peter and Alexandra Jenkins . Y ) |
Peter and Rita Roughneen N \\
Peter and Ruth Walker Ly Y
Peter Gaughan \\{’ ) .
Petra and Clodagh Vedres \;\ ) 4

Phillip and Heidi O'Sullivan QDS \5\ i

R H Feely MD i
Rebecca Murphy & _V4
Richard Boyd Barrett TD and Councillor Mehsaﬁalp@
Richard Willis By, O,
Roderick Ryan A \\~
Rohana Murray 2 §

Rosanne Walker A '
Ross O'Connor and Noelle I\llurpi’z;;r
Sally Ann Dalton i\ \
Sandra Quinn and Others @,
Sine Nic an Alili Al -
Sinead Dunleavy and Ge?grd McDonough

Siobhan Mastersof :

Starrs Holding L1muecf

Steve and Angela GlI\man

Susan Rodgers

Susan. Ross :

Taraalton. 9

The Rebinson Famlly

Tha Souméene Management Company Board of Directors

“Fherege Hassett

Torh Hogan

W Tody O'Brien
% Una MacManus.
" Val and Margaret Duffy

Valerie and Christopher Moore and others
William and Adrienne Coifey

William Pepper

Yvonne Chapman

Yvonne Merkey

Prescribed Bodies:

151. An Taisce
152. Development Applications Unit (DCHG)
153. Irish Water
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Appendix 3
Summary of Observer Submissions:

There are a number of overlapping comments in the observer submissions. They
have been summarised under the following headings to avoid repetition.

Policy

M )
« Does not comply with the Objective ‘to protect and preserve trees arfth, 5

woodland’ _,_-:"\“3.\_\))\ ) §

« Material Contravention of Appendix 9 Building Height Stfategy(. Papt of the site
s located within the Coastal Fringe, a 500m buffer |dennﬁe¢;nfme Building
Height Strategy R

« Contrary to CDP policy to protect protected struduré€ and Architectural
Conservation Areas. W S

; .
I I' - ‘.I
[ i
S . A

« Does not comply with the landfuse zoming objective ‘A’ which seeks to protect
and/or improve residentialamenities.

« Contrary to Palicy UEM U.'r\l:fz;'ﬁlﬁ"'Design Principles.
e Does not_'cqmply wj‘t\ﬁ?Policy RES3 or RES4 of the current Development Plan.

° Dogs not comply with section 8.2.3.4 (vii) which relates to infill developments.
A excess/bf 60 properties share a boundary with Dalguise House, these are
""Fff;;_-.\__}nosgly one and a half to two storey properties. Section 8.2.3.4 (vii) refers to
' '-3'1'\‘--}::'“an infill development shall respect the height and massing of existing
\ ' | residential units. It is also note that the section set out that this shall
- particularly apply to those areas that exemplify Victorian era to early 20t
century suburban ‘Garden City’ planned settings and estates that do not
otherwise benefit from ACA status.
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» The proposed density of 81 units per hectare does not comply with section
8.2.3.2 of Development Plan which sets out minimum densities of 35 units
per hectare except in exceptional circumstances (eg in sites with mature tree
coverage which prevents minimum densities being achieved across the entire
site). The site is not suited to higher densities of 50 plus per hectare due to its
context and location. The Applicant’s Statement of Consistency is mlsl adli

with regard to densities and variations across the site.

¢ Does not comply with Section 8.2.4.5 (carparking).

» Does not comply with project Ireland %&T ' , articular objectives 4, 13,
33, 34 and 35. V-

ilding gd, An Action Plan for Housing and

* Does not comp kau ainable Residential Development in Urban Areas
and Best Prgtl Urbar Design Guidelines. in particular section 5.9(i) (Infill

developrrw ction 5.11 (outer suburban/greenfield sites).
& \w’

. D‘é?ﬁot ply with Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New

* Does not comply with Reby

Homelessness.

mehts. The overall design and layout of the proposed apartment is

¢ indgequate and will result in poor residential amenity. Poor percentage of unit

, lack of communal facilities/amenities, lack of passive surveillance, poor

Q carparking layout, location of bin stores and bike storage is inadequate,

conversion of the coach house to a residential unit is a missed opportunity
and should be an amenity use.

* Does not comply with the Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines
for Planning Authorities give the location of the site and its context.
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« Does not comply with DMURS, in particular chapter 10.

« The removal of 190 trees (52% of existing tree coverage) is a direct material
contravention of section 8.2.8.6 (trees and hedgerows).

« Material contravention of Appendix 9 (building Height Strategy) and the Costal
Fringe. A 3

\:x

K 3‘
o Material contravention of Land use Zoning Objective ‘A’ \\‘ )
8 ‘\ N
Y. O
o Material contravention of ACA polices/objectives and Qjélect sﬁ}ctureslbunt

f/ %

heritage policies and objectives. ) ¢

\‘)

¢ The Statement of Consistency submltted WIth the aﬁphgatlon is queried and
considered misleading. / ’

s The Material Contravention Statemént sué'hitted has not presenied a case to
justify An Bord Pleanala using its powers ‘o grant permission for a
development that matenaﬂy cont%venes the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown
County Development/Plaf: 20 16—2022 The development does not pass the

(A i
relevant criteria. & ™ >

‘\\\_ 3 =
9 \_\.

e Thereis tpo‘mueh -yh?é"ertainty regarding land use zoning objectives in the Dun
Laogh-ai'r'éﬁ.gg\kejop'ment Plan in comparison to the Dublin City Development
Pla"fj. \ 7

"d\j‘f-éan{;ary to section 8.3.2 relating to transitional zones which seeks to avoid
: \ \brupt transitions in scale.

« The location of the playground is contrary to policy UD8.

¢ Contrary to NPO 4, NP 13 (regarding habitats (heronry)), DLR SPLO 84
relating to the South Dublin Bay Candidate SAC

Density
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* The density of too high and will put disproportionate demand on existing
services and infrastructure.

* Overdevelopment of the site due to density and height.

* Taken in conjunction with the adjoining Cheshire Home site (permitted 72
apartments and a proposed SHD for 127 units) the proposal would_ sult

number of SHD application and there is no heed/|
whole character and fabric of the area s gettingye angg
impact is unacceptable in terms of traffic, (%TVI b SOC
quality of life, etc.

* Density calculations queried. @

¢ The cumulative impact when Cey

to be considered.

he 03)1text of protecting the amenities of adjoining properties and the
3 er and setting of Dalguise House and gardens,

pen space (highlighted in yellow) outside the applicants boundary at Arundal
and Southdene should be excluded as the developer has no interest in these
lands.

* Heights of 5 to 9 storeys is excessive for Monkstown and will be seen from
Monkstown iandmarks.
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o Massing and height is inappropriate for the Coastal buffer zone and
Monkstown ACA.

« No rationalisation for the massing has been provided.

¢ The height and scale of the development is more suited to a city centre  _
location or Cherrywood. ; \\; )i

e There is a precedent for 4 storey apartment blocks (PA 19A/032§ A P )
305843 grant of permission on the adjoin Cheshire Homes gte))"fhe\ clifrent
proposal for block up to 9 storeys is excessive for the s;te,ané\/ts cérhtext

) T4

« The description of the highest block as 9 storeys r& mlsléadpﬁg as given the

rise in levels across the site this would resemb[e a ‘[(ﬂ s?o”rey building.

l
4

e A 37m high building cannot lntegrat@er mta[enhance the character and public
. \\

> \_._ /,o =) _'

realm of the area.
¢ The height of the blocks bave been understated.

o Ifthe Boardis grantad perﬁ’ﬂsswn it is requested that a condition be attached
requiring that Block F SsHBUId be scaled back and reduced to 4 storeys in
height, thls woufd gec?uce overbearance, overshadowing and overlooking of
propertlesxn Aturﬂel and if the block was moved 2m further east it would
me’an mote trees could be retained.

\

: .Bfadﬁ(G should be reduced from 6 to 3 storeys.

\ W
-
w

_!)3"= Block H. the highest block. Is located on the highest point of the site and
would be visible from Dun Laoghaire pier.

« Changes required to reduce the impact on Southdene:

o Block A would be acceptable at 5 storeys.
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o Block D would be acceptable at 5 storeys (when regarded on its own).

o Block E would be acceptable at 6 storeys.

o Block F would be acceptable at 4 storeys.

he development will attract the wrong type to the area.

It would result in an appalling vista for the Monkstown area.

* Misleading CGls submitted with the application.
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e The overall scale, mass and quantity of development is visually despotic and
will result in taller buildings that will overlook private amenity space of
adjacent properties and have a negative impact when viewed from the wider
Monkstown and Dun Laoghaire area.

« Visual Impact Assessment contains a number of inconsistencies. —
« The site has no road frontage and is in effected completely bounded by \\ ‘) :'
existing residential properties which will be negatively impact upé)’ﬁ%ﬁ )the}
proposed development. Furthermore on the access road to, the g‘!g \ha
Purbeck Lodge will have a detrimental impact on the recegtlﬁr\aons?ructed
houses. A bridge will also have to be provided result inthe’ I0§340f car parking

that serves these houses. - ¥
‘\‘-.,I:;.J )

The proposal is for a gated community tlazag‘would: not integrated with the
surrounding area or communities.

| i,
L il
/ ..-‘] 1
. i e

A development, smaller in scal and loWer in height would be more suitable

X

for this site.

A maximum helght of 3- 4 sfpreys should be considered for this sensitive site

given its contaxt and Iocatlon

9

Issue_sjféﬁfsgg wj_th’fhe limited viewpoints chosen for the VIA and as such a
fullf assegsmeént has not been carried out.
a ¥ )

N

L %

"
.

Tﬁjj'-\- ;fhéfj_l_ayout does not comply with DMURS.

-4 h
A N

"“'.‘5.‘_';-- . o | Loss of views/vistas of the West Pier and Dublin Mountains if the towers are

built.

« No PV panels have been located at roof level but are referred to in the Life
Cycle Report.

« Creation of another Ballymun in Monkstown (height and associated issues).
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* No objection to the development of Dalguise House but have an issue with the
height of the building proposed in this application.

» The provision of 70no. surface car parking spaces is not a sustainable use of
the land and should be replace with a building which would facilitate a
reduction in the height of other buildings proposed.

¢ Créche is too small.

Residential Amenity.

[ ]
v
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=
@

=
=)

®

of adjoining properties and overbearing impactyhe view
properties and those in the vicinity.

adjoining rear gardens and rooms within properties

4

* The removal of trees will result in overlooking and loss of privacy to adjacent
houses.

 Loss of daylight, sunlight and overshadowing.
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e Overlooking and loss of privacy.

o Noise impacts, during construction and when built and occupied.

e Visual and overbearing impact.

4 S
o ESB substation is a fire hazard. A \3\
/_" \I:\\,‘ 2 y
» Piecemeal development ' \;, ')/':.-‘

Pt %
I,
b Y

\
« Overlooking from 3 storey houses with attic conversmns,u N {
| \

L - -
Y
r .
\:. y 4 4
R . °

e 22 m setback is not enough to address qx(é;]ookif%g,:%is shouid be increased.

o Overlooking form balconies and apartments. | .  '~<:_—_-_

o Careful photography of a model has) beep&hmltted and the use of jargon to
void showing accurate shadow\that woqu ’be cast by the development,

« The apartment blocksarey much higher that neighbouring houses and will
completely oversb,adgw theyh

e Light polluf,ji_g_n- gmittiﬁg from 276 apartments

Los§ of\’?igﬁ%_‘:ﬂf Dublin Mountains.
[ § 4
A\

AR Dﬂeg?twe impact on houses bounding the site at Richmond Park, The
_ \Bf,-eches Southdene, Arundel, The Orchard, Brook Court, Glenville House,
\) Purbeck Lodge and Heathfield House.

.__\ ;
Y 4

« Removal of trees will remove noise buffer and privacy screening.

o Loss of light will have a detrimental impact on people’s health, especially
those with existing conditions.
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* Importance of sunlight for mental health.

* Southdene houses are at a higher level that the site. In particular adjoining
White Lodge, which is proposed to be demolished as part of the application
and replaced with 3 storey houses. Notwithstanding that the houses at
Southdene at a higher level, the height and siting of the proposed 3 storey
houses will have a detrimental impact on the privacy and residential af

of no. 22 in particular.

7 _' .
e Overshadowing. é&

» Boundaries are n clej% Ened along the stream posing a security

concerns. \

- grounds.

* The Architectural Impact Assessment submitted with the application has no
assessed the impact on surrounding Protected Structures and their setting.

» Dalguise House is a rare surviving example of a large, fully intact and
inhabited nineteenth century suburban estate comprising house, gate lodges,

avenue, walled garden efc in the Dun Laoghaire area.
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« The proposed development is contrary to the vision statement of the built
heritage strategy of the DLR Development Plan 2016 in relation to the
protection of built heritage and appropriate development.

o The development of the site, the proposed building and re-ordering of the site

strongly alters the setting of the house and undermines the interspatial
relationship of estate buildings and gardens. (\\ h

D |

\ B &

« The walled garden and glass houses were in excellent condition 1‘5Qréar§>ago
upon the death of the previous owner. The AHIA report indj tt—:@\@at tHese
are now in disrepair. The owner has a legal obllgatlon tgmn\u{e thgfthe
special interest of protected structures is not endangered (PTanrﬁng and
Development Act Part 1V 58-1).

. -
b e
\S ¥

o The out offices on the outer side of the south Wam-_pf)th.e walled garden are of
heritage significant in their agrarian g)‘(’pr?@g‘it;h:aﬁd their demolition should not

| |

be permitted. L~

{ /G

o The character of Dalguise I.-__[Q'u.sé.-__"and gardens will be destroyed and lost
forever. ' :

._.‘ \
\ 1
n”l

(A
Loy

» Large scale hog:éiﬁﬁj:p_fbjecfs should be sensitively and appropriately sites and
not result in f"tﬁhe-'ﬂegtr-ﬁcﬁon of irreplaceable built heritage. The proposed
development Has—madequately protected the built and garden heritage of an

mpqrtant mn\eteenth century suburban estate.

Negquve impact on adjoining protected structures: Purbeck, Glenville,
Drayton Easton, Beechfield, Heathfield House and the Priory.

L N

, W

J» Owners and Occupiers of nearby Protected Structures, Richmond Park
House, Heathfield House, Easton Lodge, The Priory, have outlined their
concerns relating to the negative impact the proposed development would
have on their properties, their character and setting.
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Given the level of protected structure in the immediate vicinity and the
proximity to Monkstown ACA, the area should be protected from inappropriate
high density and excessive height of development. It has no regard for the
protections afforded to the area.

Works to Dalguise House and the level of intervention to accommodate its
conversion to 2 no. residential dwelling and a créche is excessive :

overzealous and does not respect the character or integrity of
would be more appropriate to have less intervention and ret iy

community facility/centre,

the viewpoints from this property. {\i ‘\.

sympathetic low density suburbafho this type of low density

L
& H
The original ground of Richmond }:a %-jﬁave been developed with a

development is more suiteddo the

The development of. 7 u;_so.efs' in the grounds of Purbeck Lodge should not

be taken as a prededent ey do not respect the character of the Lodge

and have irr aged its setting. It has had a significant negative

o=

H&l}t %sngn and scale will have a negative impact on Monkstown ACA.

fg .Irish Georgian Society Submission highlighted significant concerns with
the proposal to redevelop the gardens and grounds of Dalguise House due to
the consequent irretrievable loss of what may be the largest surviving
nineteenth century garden in the Monkstown and Dun Laoghaire area.
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e The Architectural Protection Guidelines (2012) discourages the infilling of
gardens and notes the important role of stable building, coach-houses, walled
gardens, lawns, etc in defining the character of the curtilage of Country
houses — though not a country house, the grounds of Dalguise possess a
similar arrangement of features. The Guidelines also emphasise the
importance of understanding the historical development of asite and the
interrelationship of its elements. : \\\ \3

P i \\

e The Irish Georgian Society is of the view that insufficient mformahbr{ﬁas}aeén
provided about the gardens of Dalguise House to provide aftzorﬁ:tetepicture
of the heritage impact of the development proposals. Ijr,;is“:gf b:%atc?oncems
that all evidence of a potentially important historic garaeﬂ’-&bﬁ!d}'ﬁe lost and, in
doing so, that a significant heritage site would beeuqsumedby a major

)

residential development. A, X
e The applicant should be required to@h‘gé}gé 3"suTtably qualified historic
landscape consultant to prepare a ﬁe’fpgg&%_.ﬂalguise House. Such a report is
essential to allow an adequaté—'a_ssesé’hﬁ‘ent of the impact the development
proposal would have on tﬁej_\cﬁarﬁc:ter and setting of a significant protected
structure. ’ ‘ )
K‘\"- | ‘\} <

e The demolitioh-_@f"s‘t“[g_é’g'urés within the curtilage of Daiguise House should not

be perm_i,tte& asthe}sé' are also protected structures.

o Prc.?yision qf\'ﬁ-jz"ture pedestrian links would result in the destruction of the
ﬁodﬁﬂawﬁvall which is a protected structure.

VA A N

‘d{ Reference to the Historical heritage of Monkstown and the role of the Quakers
W/ in creating its Victorian Ambiance. The Definition of the Area of Victorian

Ambiance
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» Potential damage to Beechfield (protected structure) boundary wall, which
runs along the Avenue to Dalguise House, from construction traffic and the
construction of an acoustic wall. Request of permission is granted that a
specific condition to attached to protect and preserve the amenity and privacy
of Beechfield and not be the subject of generic conditions.

disregarded in terms of design, layout, impact etc

£

* Access arrangements via the existing 4 tranﬁ
degrade the heritage landscape. 7 :

e The demolition of ‘White Lodge hastmof been justified. Its location within the

curtilage of a protected /@kaﬁ’ords it protected status.

* Detrimental mpa@;&le House and Drayton Lodge, both of which are
protected struéx

, P

ta"Dalguise House would

osed on-site mitigation measures which cannot be screened out as part
of the AA process. Refer to C-323/17 People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman
V Coillte.

Nature Conservation/Ecology.
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« An Ecological Impact Assessment and Bat Impact Assessment have been
submitted with the application. However ABP should seek independent
surveys and assessment prior to making a decision in this case.

e The AWN report outlines a number of mitigation measures to avoid impact on
pathways including petrol interceptors and silt fences to protect the e
stradbrook Stream (Stradford noted in the report). These mitigation meés\uresw
cannot be avoided as outlined in the screening process and a Stagg E‘Fep\o@
is required to allow the competent authority carry out a fulil assessm&&t bﬂthe
impact. ANY

e The bridge cannot be built over the Stratford Stream and not }naiude
mitigation measures. Therefore permission shouldbe refused on the basis

W
W

that the AA report is inadequate. @

« The negative impact on Dublin Bay [}datura ZBDO ’élte has not been addressed.
The herons from the Natura 2000 S|te nestand roost in trees in the ground of
Dalguise. All rees used by theherons should be preserved and measures
taken to ensure no dlsturbagqe.to-the herons during the construction phase.

o Impact of the brigig_eé.ffa_n WII‘dIlfe

e Impacton otters am:! <red squirrels which are stated to be present on site in an
obsewer submsssmn prepared for Monkstown Road Association and
supportedg\by third parties in numerous observer submissions.

'.‘?'f“;-\-_-ﬂi!o a;‘jéi_‘ssessment of the impact on Swifts or exotic plant species.

' A -‘ Mistle thrush on site.

Herons:
o Loss of heronry as well as badger sets, bats, foxes and numerous wild birds.

e Heron nests are located in mature frees identified to be removed.
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* No enough consideration has been given to the potential ecological impact of
the proposed development, the excessive removal of trees and habitat to an

important heronry.

* Mature trees have heron nests and within the site is one a few heronries in
the Dun Laoghaire area. Herons are not protected but are a very lmportant

water bird and the impact on their habitat cannot be dismissed.
Hedgehogs: )
 Impact on hedgehog population.

Bats:

» Impact on Bats, 4 species of bats identi éd proposal will destroy

Trees: /i\

Loss of mature trees, Q.‘“‘ .

\‘:};

The 364 tree rotected under the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown
County D Plan 2016-2022.

. /vrtant local habitat.
L Re

that all lelandii be removed along the site boundaries as they

[ ]

. _,,-' rshadow adjoining houses and overhang gardens.

Request that the leylandii be retained in order to protect the privacy of
properties abutting the site and screen Daiguise House.

» Haif of the trees are to be removed from site by the applicant has put forward
the argument that these trees will provide screening for the proposed

development.
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Other: ‘-.}'._

R

Misleading site sections show trees the same height as apartment blocks.
Removal of over 50% of the trees on site is unacceptable.

Trees to be retained may be damaged during construction phase, therefore
there is no guarantee they will remain.

e

The integrity and robustness of the landscape plan is queried.  / )\

Concern that the level of development on the: emstmg séWerage infrastructure
could result in the return of aigal blooms aj Dubl‘h Bay.

Monkstown Village Tidy District corﬁmissmried a biodiversity survey in 2019.
No access to Dalguise at the. trme Evel though the survey did not extend to
Dalguise House the MVTD are afthe view that it might be a very similar site

with a similar range of Specjes {o the De Vesci Gardens.

Request that condttiqns be attached to protect the Stradbrook Stream and its
water quahty ';)-\ .P

ProposaT tg n;move ¢.55,661 tonnes of soil is a huge excavation of soil from

the ‘area
_1 " A

if pefmlssmn is granted, suitably qualified profession landscape gardeners,

3 ‘ecologist, arborists, etc should be employed to oversee the construction of the

\\ E
w

development.

Flooding.
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There is a serious concern about the drainage and ground water levels within
the area. The Stradbrook Stream forms a boundary to the rear of Heathfield
and is identified as a ‘Hot spot’ (flood risk) on the DLR CDP Flood Zone Maps
(map 3). Concern that development on the Dalguise House site will redirect
all ground water into the direction of Heathfield.

Properties along Carrickbrennan Road flooded in 2011
form Stradbrook Stream burst its banks at the Alma Placatg,
was later replace by DLRCC. This is ¢.2.5m below $he@fepc
which leaves it particularly vulnerable, \

The SSFRA, section 3.3.2 states that jiff X
the changes will not increase floogyi SeiSewtere. Observers are not satisfied
that it has been clearly changes will not increase the
flood risk to Monkstown Rod(.

\‘\
;‘f%\

velopment will increase runoff and underline the

areas further downstream (Cheshire Home site, Richmond Green, Alma

Park). If the steam floods, access to Monkstown Road may be cut off and
would put additional pressure on a vehicular access via Richmond Park.
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e Culverting of brooks and streams over the years and a number of infills (eg
Blackrock Rugby Club) has resulted in significant and detrimental changes to
the water table in the Windsor and the Brook Court area has been flooded.
Flooding in the lower areas of the Rugby Club results in flooding in
surrounding housing estates.

Services \\ \\\1
&N \\/
Existing infrastructure does not have capacity to accommodate Iog@fh‘g"{;)pm an
additional 300 units. * 3 \

History of wastewater backing up and basement of houséé%gétt—irﬁg\‘ﬁaoded.

No bathing notices due to capacity issues and ove\;_rﬂo‘\'k;;?EiéEtronic notice board
have has to be erected to keep bathers inforpied. ) 4

Since the West Pier pumping station semngfhe area has been upgraded here
have been a number of incidences( of sewerage backing up and flooding. The

upgrade of Poolbeg will not a_\_qq_resé“gh_is issue.

Already too much dema:ﬁd oh'\\‘ﬂ\ll‘_‘gtér in the Monkstown area.
Traffic and parking g )
. The;,_scaie'\bﬁgi_éi-?élopment will exacerbate the existing traffic congestion.
| l'\ 1 |
'B'he Joad network cannot accommodate an additional 300 units and
éssgmated traffic.
\}- Not enough carparking is provided and will result in overflow to adjoining

residential estates.
e The location of the créche would mean people with park on adjoining

residential road, drop children off and leave their cars there for the day as
they take public transport to commute to work.
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» Construction traffic will cause signification disruption.

» Proposed access via Purbeck and Dalguise House is single lane and cannot
accommodate the additional traffic.

¢ Monkstown Road and Seapoint Avenue cannot cope with the current lev | of
cyclists using it. Additional bikes arising from the development will !

even more dangerous to use. Needs a proper kerbed one way gyCle

Inclusion of a créche will give rise to even
scheme could use it.

* Two single carriageway access pQi

hazard and congestion.

» The Purbeck access wassdes to accommodate a maximum of 50

“NABP does not have the requisite information to properly assess the
appllcatron

» The Quality Audit highlights significant problems with the layout of the scheme
and fundamental deficiencies with regard to the principle of DMUR, yet the
applicant has failed to act upon these recommendations by modifying the
proposal prior to lodging the application.
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o Access via Purbeck is inadequate for the level of traffic and poses a serious
traffic hazard. Furthermore the proposed access is remote for existing
pedestrian lights on Monkstown Road. However, if the development was
accessed via Arundel as per agreements refers to by Starr Holdings Limited in
their submission, residents of the proposed development would be able fo use
the pedestrian crossing at Monkstown Valley.

o The TIA submitted with the application is not a TTA, it is mainly a juncffon
capacity study focusing on the direct access to the developmen-,t anct Lgnoring
the impact upon the transport network. £ D W4

' W4 \ g
N ¥
« The TIA does not include the necessary evidence baseddhformation and

analysis required of a TTA.
» No Travel Mobility Plan is included with th’é_\-a_ppl'ihéatiﬁn.
+ No statement of compliance with DMUR,&haS been submitted.

e Pedestrian and vehicle conffiet tt‘]fr‘bugh the scheme, in particular at the
eastern access. . _'
¢\ )
e The use of the mamavenue serving Dalguise House has been limited for the
past 200 ),gears fBmcfease it use to serve 300 residential units would cause

undue; nuisande_to the residents of properties which bound the avenue.

J 'Thé‘*‘-.é‘_'_ppli,ojant should be requested to only use the access via Purbeck which

¥ ns in fheir ownership.

o) 'The use of the Avenue for construction traffic is not acceptable and poses a
nuisance and danger to residents bounding it (a protected structure) And
potential damage of boundary walls arising from traffic movements along the
Avenue. This will also be at risk by the construction of an acoustic wall along
the Avenue.

« No traffic should be ailowed through Richmond Park.
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» No details relating to traffic monument, one way system etc within the

scheme.
* Inadequate footpath links via Purbeck.

e CGoncerns that the internal roads may not be suitable for refuse trucks or other

large service vehicles.

Connectivity and Pedestrian linkages.

* Pedestrian links to date in the area havesre hﬁed

)

gatherings, grafiiti and rubbish.

house. There is no plac | pestrian access to the cul-de-sac at No. 24-

28, these houses rep

ABP should seek an independent traffic survey and TIA for the area prior to
making a decision.

« The developer/applicant does not have the consent of the relevant third
parties to provide the indicative future pedestrian link to adjoining residential
estates.
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o [f permission is granted the proposed pedestrian links to adjoining estates
should be omitted by condition.

* The development does not comply with DMURS. The applicant has failed to
address permeability and connectivity. They have not provided linkages to
adjoining lands, these are shown only as indicative future links and have

engaged with adjoining third parties to provide these links and ensuj
permeability. Starrs Holding Limited have outlined in their subm

n
they have no objection to facilitating an access through Aru )efely

historical legal agreement in place to facilitate access, yel s N
to in the documentation submitted with the apphcahgm%f N te Hat the
observer has not submitted evidence of this legal dere
submission. The submission includes a copy ofag, Ordlg
No. 5061/75 dated 30 January 1976 sofifg ou) (6 f‘ )
permission for 18 houses and 60 ﬂats&g’o S

r
>
B

* If permission is gra f déstrian link to Richmond Park should be
omitted. 4

o If permlss@ ,-; ed the pedestricn link to Richmond Park and Arundel

should %% d by condition.

place it should have been more widely publicised.

* SHD procedural issues and access to information/documentation. The
DLRCC offices closed, lack of access to IT, many cocooners unable to leave
houses, etc. Third parties are excluded from the process.

¢ Impact on the structure integrity of adjoining properties. Potential subsidence.
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« Existing sewerage infrastructure is under pressure as it is. There is no
capacity for another 300 units.
« Concerns that the units will be used for short term use, concerns relating to
potential tenures.
« A condition should be attached reserving a number of units for first timefggygr:::‘\.l
& W ) 4
and no leases Iess than 6 months be available. 7S N
ANY’
o Former resident request that the area they fondly remembej;"ho\fﬁe‘ destroyed
by inappropriate developments. e N . 7
I'II H, )»
e Devaluation of properties. =
« Shortage of School and Childcare places-’@[gead?‘ inthe area.
e The development will not attract the{.,}‘_ig ht.-tfiq_g;of tenure.
e Concern that the developmentwilhbe sold off in its entirety to an international
vulture fund. '
p I\ ‘ \: |
+ Dividing walls between properties and Dalguise House should be maintained

and structurallyprotested.

. Polflptib'ﬁ frompthe additional traffic.
- O |

mlDEn?;ty too high to facilitate Social Distancing.

« ) Apartments and long corridors are not acceptable in the post Covid 19 world.

« High rise, high density apartment style developments should not be
considered until the ‘virus’ is under control.

o Concerns raised regarding discharges to Dublin Bay beside a popular bathing
areas as there is evidence that covid 19 can spread by faecal transmission.

ABP-306949-20 Inspector’'s Report Page 139 of 143



Disruption from construction for 2 year (noise, traffic, vibrations)

The development would generate an additional 40,000 tonnes of carbon into

the atmosphere.

The scale and nature of the development is not viable in the current cltmate

with a global recession on the way.
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The SHD process is anti-democratic fo ocal
adequate local consultation. The Pro e

,
which includes a commitment to @Ds,
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¢ A number of submigsi

Parall axf drawn W|th ABP 307043 (Sutton Fields, Kilternan).

\ﬁ b
. ,%N&iwgcels are shown from Southdene.

}%lopment name and signage should be in Irish.

e ltis alleged that the property owners of Purbeck are preclude from objecting
to the development through burdens on the relevant property titles agreed
when purchasing the new propetties.

e The SHD fast track process is not suitable for projects in largely protected
areas.
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e Post covid and a move to Working from Home will result in more people
choosing to live in the countryside, thus resulting in vacant office spaces
which could be repurposed for housing and subsequently a reduced demand
for high density apartment living.

o Public Health (emissions, location of ESB substation).

> -
& b

¢ Details of the Planning History of the site and adjoining area subrr_)ltfej&
A )\

R Vo ;
y 4 - .). d

+ Numerous submissions have included images, photographsf maps efc p (o}

illustrate their concerns. A \ .
[ s ‘-}_f.'
« Reference to an article in the !rish Times by the Irigh,Gedrgien Society.
. \
4 V7

Py . X 0 \'-._ 4
o Reference to an article in the Irish Times, by,‘Derrmt Desmond.
¢ Less willingness to use public transﬁjnrt i‘!;n-'-‘il"ie‘.post covi19 landscape and

curtailed services.

+ Reference to the cong;tructlon of Ballymun

I || b
" |
/7

¢ Referenceto the‘f fi;neframe's associated with SHD and limitations associated
with this. (o, .

. Laqli’ ofﬁubii‘@"p’érticipation at SHD Pre application stage.
L |

. “ One submissmn included 11 no. recommended reason for refusal or 4 no.
band itions to be included in the event of a grant of permission.

)ﬁ-*

"% The Application is invalid.

« 4 year construction phase is excessive and will place undue nuisance and
disruption on adjoining residents and the wider area.
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* Part V provision does not address the needs of the area. 30 units of which
90% are 1 bed units.

» Concern that the development will be Build to Rent.

* Reference to a legal agreement between the owner of Dalguise and five
parties, being the developers and landowners of fands at Carrickbrenpgén &

agreement provides connections to all engineering
were designed to cater for the future develop

residential scheme at Monkstown Valley i In/%cc
overall layout plan.

not have the consent to include any of this lands within the
¢ boundary and should be removed/amended.

3 no. Observer Submissions (Bob & Bairbre Stewart, Douglas Barry and Starrs
Holding Limited) requested an Oral Hearing:

On the following grounds:
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- Ecological Impact of the development and impact on an important heronry.
Reference also to Badger sets, foxes, hedgehogs, Brent Geese, wild birds
and bats.

- Impact on Dalguise House and grounds and loss of architeciural heritage.

- Impact on Monkstown and its existing residents and businesses. / B

p \"E_"_ \;
- Visual impact /\\ \ ) 4

A N/
- Residential Amenity. R YD 4
'._.'L__ . 4 B >
- Traffic Impact. e . Ay 3
“‘-21:\./'2- ,_)

- Density and Height. ) .

- Sewerage infrastructure and capacity. \ il

- Public Health (emissions, Iocaﬁ"hp of ESB substation).

- Financial viability of tiye sc‘he'm‘ "' e
fit .

- The SHD proce_s'_s".‘j"‘._j:_ .

| ) 4

- Compuaﬁ'dg.WI-ﬂj ;D&AURS.
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