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1.0

2.0

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

24,

2.5,

Introduction

This is an assessment of a proposed strategic housing development submitted to the
Bord under section 4(1) of the Planning and Development (Housing) and Residential
Tenancies Act 2016.

Site Location and Description

The subject site, which has a siated net site area of 3.4918 hectares, |
the east and south of Gort Muire, Carmelite convent, Dundrum, D

is accessed from Wyckham Avenue, off Wyckham Way to the
currently comprises open, agricultural lands. The lands fall f uthern
boundary towards its NE corner, and ground levels vary site by

approximately 10 metres.

The boundaries of the site are delineated by mod

planfing along the boundaries. There is so @A
evident. There are no built structures on the 5/

ost and rail fencing with some

ively recent felling of mature trees

The subject site is located appro ' 1km by foot from the LUAS line at Balally |

and 1.3km by foot from Kilm top. ltis less than 1km from Dundrum

Town Cenire and approxi to the Sandyford Business Park. St. Tiernan’s

school is located im ia to its north. There are a number of bus routes in the
vicinity.

The uses i

im te vicinity are primarily residential, educational, institutional
the south and east are mature, two-storey residential housing
d the rear gardens of Parkvale and Wesley Lawns border the site.
umber of apartment developments on Wyckham Avenue, ranging in
rém 5-8 storeys. Permission has recently been granted in the walled garden,
was previously connected to the overall landholding and is located to the NW
of the subject site.

It is stated on the documentation that the application site was previously owned by
the Carmelite Order but was sold to the applicant in 2019. It is stated in the
documentation that when owned by the Carmelite Order, the site remained as a

fenced off, agricultural field and was never formally landscaped as part of the
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3.0

3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

attendant grounds of the main complex of buildings. Equally it never formed part of
the formal recreational amenity area for the Carmelite Centre. The applicant's
ownership extends to include the existing access road into the Carmelite Centre and
Wyckham Avenue.

Proposed Strategic Housing Development

The proposed development, as per the submitted public notices, compri

to Rent’ (BTR) apartment development consisting of 628 no. apartm n
blocks, with residential amenity facilities, café/retail and all ancill wolKks. The
proposed works also include for improvement works {o the i arielite Centre

access road and entrance. Proposed works also include f destrian

access route through to the site boundary, with the ai nNETting the site

through to Ballawley Park. The aciual connectio not Reirfg provided.
The following tables set out some of the key eleMgnts pf the proposed scheme:

Table 1: Key Statistics

ion)

Site Area a (gross)/3.4918 (nett){excluding Wyckham Ave &

No. of units 628 BTR apartments in 7 blocks

Other uses

Childcare Facility (267 childcare spaces) - 820 m®
Retail/ Cafe- 161 m?

Resident Amenity Facilities & Amenities- 3897 m?

180 units/ha (nett)

59% dual aspect

| 3-9 storeys over two levels of basement/undercroft

Open Space Provision (public | 13,137 m? (37%)
and communal)(nett)

Car Parking Provision 278 spaces (0.44 spaces/unit)/26 GoCar spaces

Bicycla Parking Provision 1354 spaces (2.2 spaces/unit)
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3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.
3.8.

4.0

Motorbike Parking Provision | 21 spaces

=t | From Wyckham Avenue

63 units- 28 x 1bed; 31 x 2 bed; 4 x 3 bed

Table 2: Unit Mix

| 1 bed Zbedi  i8bed | |fotal

PROPOSED 279 (44%) 318 (51%) 31 (5%) 628

A CoF from Irish Water was submitied with the application, which st tha

proposed connection to the IW neiwork can be facilitated. In rel r
supply, connection is feasible subject to testing. in relation tgf'wa T, & hew
connection to existing network is feasible without upgradgs. A Submission
has also been submitted. Irish Water states that based o ormation provided,

they have no objection to the proposai.

A letter of consent from the Carmelite OrdepfiaSihe bmitted, giving consent to
the making of a planning application of Ian heir control at Gort Muire,

Dundrum (dated 10/08/2020).

A letter from Maples and Calder LR has also been submitted confirming land
ownership (dated 28/07/20

A Draft Build-to-Rent as been submitted with the application.
It is currently eny tthe proposed development will be completed in a single

phase.

a relatively large number of applications in the wider area. Applications of
ghce are as follows:

Walled Garden:

ABP-304590-19;

Permission GRANTED for 116 no. apartments in 4 no. blocks of up to 5 storeys
(SHD application).
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307545-20

Permission GRANTED for modifications to previously permitted ABP-304580-19 to
provide an additional storey on each of the four no. permitted blocks to provide a
total of 26 no. additional apariments and associated site works. The overall height of

the development permitted is 6 storeys with a parking ratio of 0.18 spaces/unit.

D15A/Q772/PLO6D.246252;

Permission REFUSED for 108 apariments in two separate 4 storey b%;

basement car parking with 6 no. duplex units within the farm buildi

D02A/1264/PL06D.203222

Permission GRANTED for 96 Apartments comprising %9 x 1 bed 82 x 2 bed and 15

X 3 bedroom units in 2 Blocks ranging 4 to 6 storeyg in ith associated
underground and surface car parking and site gevelo works.

Sites in Vicinity Q‘

DOBA/1588: .

Permission GRANTED for 47 ey mews style dwellings.

ABP-303041-18 (D18A/0

Permission GRANT, primary school within the grounds of St. Tiernan's

development was subsequently amended by DOSA/0308, DOBA/ 1421,
07A/0193, DO7A/1733 and D10A/0654.

5.0 Section 5 Pre Application Consultation

5.1.1. A Section 5 pre application consultation took place at the offices of An Bord Pleanéla

on the 25% March 2020. Representatives of the prospective applicant, the planning
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authority and An Bord Pleanala were in attendance. Following consideration of the
issues raised during the consultation process, and having regard to the opinion of
the planning authority, An Bord Pleanala was of the opinion that the documentation
submitted require further consideration and amendment to constitute a reasonable
basis for an application for strategic housing development to An Bord Pleanala (Ref.
ABP-306506-20). An Bord Pleanala considered that the following issues need to
addressed in the documents submitied that could result in them constituting
reasonable basis for an application for strategic housing development.

Scale and Massing

Further consideration/justification of the documents as they rgla scale, form,
visual impact, materials and finishes to the proposed builgings, i icular the
eightffifteen-storey block B to the north of the site. ThE furtgér

consideration/justification should address the prggose

inter alia, the receiving transitional nature of jive
and two storey development in proximity -of Q‘

and massing given,

ent, including single storey

the south and south east i.e.

Wesley Lawns and Wesley Heights locatiof of the site outside of a Major town
centre or District centre zone. T onsideration of these issues may require
an amendment to the docu design proposals submitted.

5.1.2. The prospective applicantwa Ised that the following specific information should
be submitted with @c on for permission:

’Na ement of consistency and planning rationale, clearly

lining how in the prospective applicant’s opinion, the proposal is

ent with local planning policies having specific regard to the zoning
Jective of the site, Zoned ‘A’: ‘'To protect and or improve residential

amenity’ and the ‘INST’ symbol and its applicability to the development site
in question having regard to the concerns raised in the Planning
Authority’s opinion.

2. An updated Architectural Design Statement. The statement should include
a justification for the proposed development, having regard to, inter alia,
urban design considerations, visual impacts, site context, the locational

attributes of the area, linkages through the site, pedestrian connections
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and national and local planning policy. The statement should specifically
address the separation distance between proposed blocks, finishes of the
blocks, the design relationship between the individual blocks within the
site, the relationship with adjoining development and the interface along
the site boundaries. The statement should be supported by contextual

plans and contiguous elevations and sections.

A detailed schedule of accommodation which shall indicate compfias

compliance with dual aspect of 33%, should this b€ the gase. In the
interests of clarity clear delineation/coloug co oor plans indicating
which of the apartments are consideged binhe¥pplicant as dual / single
aspect, .

A detailed assessment of the d location of resident support
facilities and resident sergices a @ ities in the context of SPPR7 set

out in ‘Sustainable Ur,

sing: Design Standards for New Apartments,

Guidelines for Plgamg thorities’ (2018). It is important that the proposal
is described ip t otices associated with a planning application
specifical o-Rent’ housing development and is accompanied

by detdlle als for supporting communal and recreational amenities.
A trugtieft Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) that addresses,
inter glidpfree protection during construction phase and an Arborist

segisment required clearly indicating:
» monitoring of iree protection and mitigation measures;

¢ adherence to tree protection measures;

supervision of works;

» post construction assessment and measures to promote / assess
regular health and condition of trees.

¢ Afull and detailed Green Infrastructure Plan,

* Landscaping Plan,
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¢ Arboriculture drawings and engineering plans that take account of
one another.

6. Clarification at application stage regarding connection to water and
drainage infrastructure having regard to issues raised in the irish Water
submission dated 28th February 2020.

. Clarification at application stage how proposed pedestrian, cycle and

vehicular links through the site and connectivity with the wider are

8.

9.
accessible and overlooked gree of natural supervision.
Details of play equipm t furniture including public lighting and
boundary treatmenjssg be submitted.

10 A response to mafie ed within the planning authority Opinion and
Appended cil Department comments submitted to An Bord
Pleanala February 2020.

11.  Full 0 e drawings, including levels and cross sections showing

w t lopment will interface with adjoining school lands to the north

anel resfdential lands particularly to the south and south east.
port that addresses issues of residential amenity (both existing

esidents of adjoining development and future occupants), specifically with
regards to potential overlooking, overshadowing and overbearing. The
repoit shall include full and complete drawings including levels and cross-
sections showing the relationship between the proposed development and
adjacent residential development.

13. A Shadow Impact Assessment of the development on the wider area.

14.  Avisual impact report to address the details of Architectural Heritage

impact raised by the Conservation Officer, in her report attached to the

ABP-308157-20 Inspector's Report Page 12 of 112



planning authority Opinion, submitted to An Bord Pleanala on the 20
February 2020.

15.  Views/photomontages of the proposed development from the surrounding
area.

16.  Areport that specifically addresses the proposed building materials and
finishes and the requirement to provide high quality and sustainable
finishes and details.

17. A construction and demolition waste management plan.
18.  As per SPPRY of the Sustainabie Urban housing: Desig

and a covenant/legal agreement is requirgd a

development.

App]iqé_nt’s Statement &

section 8(1)(iv) of the Act of 2016. This
statement provides a resp @ s
Opinion.

of the specific information raised in the
6.0 RelevantP g Bolicy

6.1. National Rlanni olicy

{0g list of section 28 Ministerial Guidelines are considered io be of
o the proposed development. Specific policies and objectives are
ienced within the assessment where appropriate.

Guidelines for Planning Authorities on Sustainable Residential Development

in Urban Areas (including the associated Urban Design Manual)

» Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments —
Guidelines for Planning Authorities

» Urban Development and Building Heights, Guidelines for Planning Authorities

ABP-308157-20 Inspector's Report Page 13 of 112



¢ Design Manual for Urban Roads and Streets

o The Planning System and Flood Risk Management (including the associated
Technical Appendices)

o Childcare Facilities — Guidelines for Planning Authorities

¢ Architectural Heritage Protection, Guidelines for Planning Authorities
e Climate Action Plan Q
Other policy documents of note; @

e National Planning Framework @

Objective 13

In urban areas, planning and related standards, includin ar building height

and car parking will be based on performance criteri@hat ¥eekto achieve well-

growth. These
bles alternative solufions to

designed high quality outcomes in order to achi
standards will be subject to a range of toler

be proposed to achieve stated outcomes, blic safety is not compromised

and the environment is suitably proteCgd.

Objective 27
...to ensure the integratigh oWsafe g&nd convenient alternatives to the car into the

design of our com rioritising walking and cycling accessibility to both

existing and progbs evglopments, and integrating physical activity facilities for all

idential density in settlement, through a range of measures including
ons in vacancy, re-use of existing buildings, infill development schemes, area

or 8ite-based regeneration and increased building heights.

e Regional Spatial & Economic Strategy for the Eastern & Midland Regional
Assembly

¢ Dublin Metropolitan Area Strategic Plan
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6.2.

Local Planning Policy

The Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown County Development Plan 2016-2022 is the

operative County Development Plan for the area.

Zoning:

‘Objective A’ which seeks to 'protect and/or improve residential amenity’

Map 1 shows the Carmelite Centre lands are also indicated with an ‘I
which is listed on the Map Index under “Other Objectives” and is s o e
“Use Zoning Objectives”. The INST designation is stated as “Tj

provide for Institutional Use in open lands.”

There is an objective ‘1o protect and preserve Trees agd Woqdlapds'. Two tree
symbols located on the site, one to the eastern baund ne io the western

boundary of the subject site.

The 'Gort Muire Centre’ (RPS No. 1453) |

walls and farm building complex, se, orM@Mmentat ironwork, conservatory and

Record of Protected

Structures in Appendix 4 of the Plan and riked as ‘water gardens, garden

water tower’. The description e overall Gort Muire complex. The Gort

Muire complex is outside gf thegsit outlined in red. 1 also note Gort Muire Gate
Lodge and Entrance -% No. 1446).

Policy RES5 gf th&®Coupty Development Plan states that “Where distinct parcels of
titiopal use (such as education, residential or other such uses) and

land are |

are prop@sed fdr redevelopment, it is Council policy to retain the open character

a@ ional amenity of these lands wherever possible, subject to the context
&th

tity of provision of existing open space in the general environs”.

a@ ion 2.1.3.5 states that “it is recognised that many institutions in Dun Laoghaire-

./
Rathdown are undergoing change for various reasons. Protecting and facilitating the

open and landscaped ‘parkland’ settings and the activities of these institutions is
encouraged. Where a well-established institution plans to close, rationalise, or
relocate, the Councit will endeavour to reserve the use of the lands for other
institutional uses, especially if the site has an open and landscaped setting and

recreational amenities are provided. Where no demand for an alternative
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institutional use is evident or foreseen, the Council may permit alternative uses
subject to the zoning objectives of the area and the open character of the lands
being retained.”

Section 8.2.3.4(xi) notes a minimum open space requirement of 25% of the total site
area (or population based provision, whichever is the greater).

Section 2.1.3.5 states that in the development of institutional lands the averag
densities should be in the region of 35-50 units per ha but that in certain in
higher densities will be allowed where it can be demonstrated that they

towards the designation retaining the open character and/for recreati
of the lands.

flies

Policy UD1: It is Council policy to ensure that all developme
design that assists in promoting a ‘sense of place’. The
guidance principles set out in the ‘Urban Design Mafiyual st Practice Guide’
(2009), and in the ‘Desigh Manual for Urban Rodgs and\Stfeets’ (2013) and will

y and amenity, parking, wayfinding and

seek to ensure that development proposal t of the need for proper

consideration of context, connectivity, incl aniety, efficiency, distinctiveness,

layout, public realm,"»adaptability, pri

detailed design.

Policy UD8: It is Council po % dhgfe to the recommendations and guidance set
out within the Building afegy for the County

Dundrumis d ated ajor Centre in the Metropolitan Area in the Core Strategy
Figure 1.1 sit Iso included in Figure 1.3 as part of the 410 ha of serviced

land e toJyield 18,000 residential units. It is further noted in section 1.2.5.1

jon to the major parcels of zoned development land detailed above, the
remental infill and densification of the existing urban area will generate,
me and on a cumulative basis, relatively significant house numbers”. It is
stéted that a new Local Area Plan is to be prepared for Dundrum during the life of
the County Plan. The site is located a short distance outside the indicative map for
the Local Area Plan.
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Chapter 2 outlines that the Council is required to deliver ¢.30,800 units over the
period 2014 — 2022. It is stated that the Council in seeking to secure this objective
will focus on three strands, namely: increasing the supply of housing; ensuring an
appropriate mix, type and range of housing; and, promoting the development of

balanced sustainable communities.

There are a number of policies and objectives within the operative County
Development Plan in relation to residential development; urban design prj

transport, building heights and other such matters.

Housing policies (section 2.1.3) include:

Policy RES3: Residential Density, which promotes higher resj ities in the

interests of promoting more sustainable development whil a balance

between this and ensuring the reasonable protection si amenities and

established character of areas;

Policy RES4: Existing Housing Stock and Def§ificatidy, Which encourages the

densification of existing housing stock to ation levels,
Policy RES7: Overall Housing Mix, whichgn€oades the provision of a wide variety

of housing and apartment types.

Policy AR1 relates to Prote uctures and Part(iv) is to “Ensure that new and

adapted uses are compatfp ) the character and special interest of the Protected

Structure.”
Policy ST3: |t is % y to promote, facilitate and cooperate with other
i

transport a s uring the implementation of the transportation strategy for
the Counfy and th8#®ider Dublin Region as set out in Department of Transport's

vel/ A Sustainable Transport Future 2009 —2020’ and the NTA's ‘Greater
Draft Transport Strategy 2016-2035’. Effecting a modal shift from the

Appendix 9 details the Building Height Strategy. Section 4.8 relates to ‘residual
areas’ and states that a maximum of 3-4 storeys may be permitted in appropriate
locations - for example on prominent corner sites, on large redevelopment sites or

adjacent to key public transport nodes - providing they have no detrimental effect on
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existing character and residential amenity. Furthermore, it states that there will be
situations where a minor modification up or down in height by up to two floors could
be considered and these factors are known as ‘Upward or Downward Modifiers’.

Section 4.8.1 Upward Modifiers

It is stated that Upward Modifiers may apply where: the development would cre#
urban design benefits; would provide major planning gain; would have a ciyi s

or cultural importance; the built environment or topography would permi

development without damaging appearance or character of an areg; Id

contribute to the promotion of higher densities in areas with exgep | pUblic
transport accessibility; and, the size of the site of e.g. 0.5 halgo S own
context. To demonstrate that additional height is justifiedgit will ecessary fora

development to meet more than one ‘Upward Modifj

Table 8.2.3 sets out the residential land us @ standards as follows:
Residential Dwellings - 1 space per 1-baghafidj2abed unit ' :
Apartments - 13p r 1 bed unit

2

»aaces per 3-bed unit+
Table 4.1 sets t% arking standards as 1 short stay space per 5 units and
1 long stay & It.
6.3. Ap ‘syStatement of Consistency
%- t of Consistency with local and national policy has been submitted with

e application, as per Section 8(1)(iv) of the Act of 2016.

=

s per 2 bed unit
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7.0

7.1.

A Material Contravention Statement has been submitted in relation to the matter of
() 'INST" (Institutional) designation and open space requirements (ji) INST’
(Institutional) designation and density (iii) building height.

Observer Submissions

[n total, 65 observer submissions were received. Submissions were receiveg
the residents of Parkvale Residents’ Association, Balally Residents Ass
Wyckham Place OMC & Wyckham Point OMC. The bulk of the subgsfs

development in principle on these lands, but concerns are lation to the

current proposal. These concerns may be summarise , with the topics

expanded upon where necessary within my assesSigent!

» Backland, infill site containing Protected ctyfes; currently green field;

location removed from Dundrum

* Site not zoned for heights/ sities proposed; materially contravening CDP;

hon-compliance with n ance; fails to sufficiently address

requirements of ‘IN i ion
* Height/density/sGal esigh of proposed development; architecture of

proposal; -tomplignce with RES5 of operative CDP

e Sever er pment/over-intensification; dominate the landscape; visual

Overlooking; overshadowing; overbearing; loss of privacy; permanent loss of

impac
roximi# to boundaries
Q igvs from their properties; devaluation of property

amenity; safety and security concerns; level differences; location of bbq area

e Transport, parking and pedestrian access- concerns regarding location of
pedestrian access and impacts on amenity; safety concerns; increased traffic;
inadequate parking; traffic safety

» Overflow of car parking; insufficient parking provision
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+ Open space provision; impacts on Ballawley Park (strip of land which borders
Wesley Heights and separates it from proposed development) which could
lead to anti-social behaviour; removal of trees and hedgerows; removal of

boundary walls; visual impacts on park

+ Construction management concerns- noise, vibration, dust, light pollution;
construction vehicle parking; hoarding; vermin; impacts on health and

wellbeing; impacts of covid-19; structural impacts on neighbouring pr

¢ Lack of creation of cohesive community; concerns regarding BT,
development; impacts on social infrastructure; capacity of eyisti
infrastructure

¢ Inadequate size of proposed units; unit mix; unit tenure’nanggement of
proposed development; inadequate resident agnen ities

» Consider 2-4 storey height more approprigfe at tNs 18Cation with minimum

-setback of 100m from closest boundgpmmge of Block D and
- reinstatement of open space at this .

» ‘Distances from public transpoftNgaccuracies in walking distances cited;

« Environmental conce s on birds and wildlife; loss of green lung;

increase in carn deficiencies in EIAR; air pollution; water

contaminatigh; i cipon foxes

development; SHD process including concerns regarding

Addj ns raised in the remainder of the submissions, not highlighted

Impacts on character of the area; failure to transition to adjacent low rise
schemes

» Daylight/sunlight; lack of assessment of effect to VSC on Parkvale and
Wesley Lawns and Annual Probable Sunlight Hours

o Entrance to St. Tiernan's school via Parkvale

e  Wind impacts
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8.1.

s Scale model should be made available

¢ Block C should be omitted from proposal

» Impacts on smooth Newts, frogs, owls, squirrels; Great Spotted YWoodpecker
* Compliance with fire regulations

* Noise from heai pumps

» Traffic and transport concerns including, inter alia, insufficient ro Ci
data, concerns regarding access arrangements, information

relation to traffic

* Procedural issues relating to wording of public notic
specified); address given as Marmalade L.ane
reference to Protected Structures; referencegto i ent works’; location

of wayleave not demarcated; red line bognda

in which the proposed devg

Council, submitted .

This was received b d Pleanala on 05" November 2020. The report may be
summarised & :

Informaﬁsz tted by the Planning Authority

Defailg w mitted in relation io the pre-application consultations, site location
aRd tion, letters of consent, proposed development, zoning, planning history,
use reports, submissions/observations, summary of views of elected members,

icy context and assessment. A summary of representations received was

outlined.

Summary of Inter-Departmental Reports

Drainage Division:

A number of outstanding issues require resolving; conditions attached
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Transportation Planning Division:

Concerns raised in relation to permeability/connectivity; unacceptable level of car

parking; quality of cycle parking provision. Concurs with NTA in relation to access
road layout/proposed entrance road layout. Conditions attached

Parks and Landscaping Division:

Further details required; conditions attached

Housing Department:

Condition attached @
Conservation Report:

None received %
A thorough and detailed report was received from theypla hority. The main

issues raised in the assessment shall be expand re necessary, within

ily on connections to neighbouring lands,

ouring landowners.

adjacent estat ubgitiéd CGls clearly show that these existing dwellings wilt be
heavily affgCted’b overbearing and dominant nature of the proposed

developmeRh Seplous concerns regarding gverall scale, bulk, massing, height and

inance of the development and its impact on the surrounding area

oposed site is subject to the INST’ designation and a requirement for the
retention of trees and the open character of these former institutional lands. Given
the scale of the development, including the footprint of the 7 blocks, the open
character of the site is entirely lost and further to this, the required 25% of the site

should be reserved for public open space, which has not been delivered.

Proposed development does not provide convenient access o guality public
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transport and lies outside the requisite one-kilometre catchment

Serious concerns regarding the standard of apariments proposed, in particular the

use of corner windows as dual-aspect units. This is not acceptable and the figures

put forward within the submitted documentation should be disregarded.

The large scale level of development with litile meaningful open space and reliance
on a strip of land outside the control of the applicant for connectivity and per
to nearby Ballawley Park is premature and ill-considered at this stage

of
development process. There is no certainty that the developer can
works outside their redline area. g };f

Considers that the mix of units in terms of unit sizes is not ap‘he r this

location and that a wider spectrum of unit types, including ed oms would be
appropriate.

Site has ability to provide a higher density devglopmdqt; $&nsities higher than 50
units/ha could be acceptable in principle h opbsed density of 180uph is

indicative of overdevelopment

Refusal of permission recommen for seven reasons, summarised below as
follows:

(i) Height would s act from visual and residential amenities of

. material]y contravene Policy UD6

property i [n
(i) scal% eight of proposed development and its proximity to site

ould seriously injure the residential amenities and
depregcid#€ the value of property in vicinity, materially contravening stated

ning objective...

».scale, height, dominant form and insufficient transition provision would
seriously detract from and be detrimental to the character of the
surrounding area and would significantly compromise the amenities of
institutional, recreational, educational and residential property, including
Protected Stiructures, by reason of visual dominance....considered not {o

be in accordance with section 8..1.1. of CDP

(iv) ...fails to retain a minimum of 25% of open space of the total site area and

fails to maintain the open character of these lands, materially contravening
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Policy RES5 and section 8.2.3.4(xi) of the CDP. In addition...density
proposed far exceeds the average net densities outlined in Policy RES5,
section 2.1.3.5 of CDP. Furthermore...failed to provide a masterplan for
the overall institutional lands, as required by section 8.2.3.4(xi) of the
CDP...the proposed development fails to address the site’s current policy
status as institutional lands.

(v)  The number of units described as dual aspect but are in fact singlg a

with projecting windows results in a development which fails C

Specific Planning Policy Requirement 4 of the Sustainabl an ing:
Design Standards for New Apartments...the propose p t wouid
therefore fail to provide an adequate level of residefiti epity for future

occupants of the scheme...

(vi)  ...proposed car parking/car storage provi

the Sustainable Urban Housing:
Apartments...would give rise to
and overspill in the surrou g area, seriously injuring the residential

amenities of the area ering public safety by reason of traffic

hazard and by thti of road users
(vii) Proposed mi%}v not appropriate for the site's context, which is

ards smaller type units ...contrary to CDP

Sustaiable Copimunities Strategy.

The repgrt Wcludef a summary of the views of relevant Elected Members, as

exppéss e Dundrum Area Committee meeting held on 11" September 2020

gre marised below and shall be expanded upon further during the course of
% essment:

o Quantum of development

» Visual impacts

e Car parking and traffic

ABP-308157-20 Inspector’s Report Page 24 of 112



¢ |mpacts on residential amenity

¢ Impacts on heritage

» Ecology

o Otherissues

9.0 Prescribed Bodies

9.1.

The applicant was required to notify the following prescribed riopfo making

the application:

o lrish Water
* Irish Aviation Authority

* Minister for Culture, Heritage and the acht

¢ Heritage _Cbuncil
» An Taisce e the National Tryst fo

¢ Failte [reland
e An Chomhairle Ealai

¢ [rish Aviation Auth

Four bodies hav on and the following is a brief summary of the points

also received from Inland Fisheries Ireland and National

osed development is within the catchment of the River Dodder, an
rtant salmonid system. Development will potentially impact directly on the Slang
tream (a salmonid channel) and subsequently to the River Dodder. The Slang is a
tributary of the River Dodder, an important salmonid system. The stream functions
as a nursery for the Dodder channel trout population. Although heavily impacted by

developmenti, considers that the Slang as a stream with significant potential for

ABP-308157-20 Inspector’'s Report Page 25 of 112



rehabilitation. Any future development in the area should not cause any degradation
of fishery habitat.

The River Dodder is exceptional among most urban rivers in the area in having
resident salmon and sea trout populations, underlying the sensitivity of this particular
watercourse and the Dodder catchment in general. The river is regarded as a very
important fishery. Only clean, uncontaminated surface waters must be permitte

S

discharge to the surface water network so that the ecological integrity of th
is protected.
A number of conditions have been recommended ‘ 't

Irish Aviation Authority

Should permission be granted, the applicant should be ditioned ¥ notify the
Authority of the intention to commence crane operatigns t least 30 days of

their erection

Department of Tourism, Culture, Arts, Gael nd Media
Architectural Heritage - 5

Having reviewed the particulars o

osal it is noted that the subject site is
understood as a cultural landseape/atea that has continued to evolve over time as

S

environment is regard a Metdric/cultural landscape, which the proposal reduces
in order to facilitate%e ment of an exiensive residential scheme. The context
o)

evidenced by the layerin iohal institutional buildings. The receiving

is understood t t has changed dramatically over recent times with the

arrival and fnsertion 9 many different residential typologies and scales.

In theAfe e submitted information it is considered that the proposed layout

ohe formal arrangement of the earlier linear structures, in its overall plan

nt and that the setting of the larger block to one side is largely positive.
g groposed layout provides a sequence of spaces extending from the old to the
new and maintains a permeability through the site.

However, the proposal gives rise to a number of concerns, mainly to do with scale,
the close proximity of the blocks to each other and to the Protected Structure, the
encroachment on the seiting of the Protected Structure and the potential impact on
the wider landscape of the Dublin Mountains.
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These following points are set out for the consideration of An Bord Pleandla in their

assessment of this current proposal:

¢ The proposed design infroduces significantly deeper plan type and a robust
scale of residential blocks that are of a significant enlargement to the
adjoining structures in terms of height and massing.

¢ The proposed development doesn't make adequate adjustment to the

adjoining scale, the proposed stepped profile is of minimal benefit

profile of the site and the proximity of the development to the sé
e The distant views of the proposed scheme should be careg

the overall prevailing scale of the area set in the contex o

Mountains, which would have been historically reco

the siting of Gort Muire and as the amenity {o it nn nhdscape. Gort

Muire as a ... C19th residence would hav d 1 emfoyment of the amenity

and aspects towards the Dublin Moun as Akéy consideration in the
design and orientation of its princi spaces as well as planned
landscape.

e The impact of the propose Velopment has not been considered adequately

in the context of Gort M hich no views have been provided io
demonsirate the ovg as3fg and close proximity of the development i.e.
Blocks E, F & il e pact on the historical setting of the Protected

Structure s b ary from the Protected Structure.
o Thei & ejproposed development immediate to the interfacing/shared
bo en the Protected Structure and the development site is not

adequatdyy illustrated in this submission.
Th ation of substantial scale immediate to the shared and exposed
ndary on a rising topography is of concern. The contiguous elevations and
Q sections provided don't indicate the Protected Structure scale/setting and
don’t describe the impact of the proposed development on the setting of the

Protecied Structure.

¢ The proposed bicycle sheds are not regarded as being of adequate mitigation
between the development and the extant historic seiting of the Protected

Structure and its features.

ABP-308157-20 Inspector's Report Page 27 of 112



= Similarly the removal of mature trees/planting to the north boundary is not
supported as the mitigation of the development is proposed externally of the
subject site.

Reconsideration of these above points in the review of this proposal is requested.

Nature Conservation

Having considered the docurentation supporting the present application it is
that while it is intended to retain most of the 201 trees present along the ie

access route for badgers from a sett located ip a nt Jands into the areas of open

space which are to be incorppfated inthe s caping, it is proposed to pIant_ithe

\- potTBE such as hawthorn, blackthorn,

dog rose and bramble which will idexgover for the badgers and which will be
difficult for people o penetrat

south western boundary of the site witia shr

Conditions attached

An Taisce
Recognises tha ispuitable for substantial residential development but
considers t e t proposal is not appropriate for the following reasons:

uil@ing helght and scale

Protected Structure
ial Contravention of CDP

nsufficient car parking/ sustainable transport

Irish Water

IW has issued the applicant a Statement of Design Acceptance for the development,
as proposed. Therefore, IW requests a condition be attached to any grant of
permissions that the applicant sign a connection agreement with IW prior to the

commencement of the development and adhere to the standards and conditions set
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out in that agreement.

National Transport Authority

Site and Public Transpori Accessibility

The subject site provides an opportunity to deliver residential development on
infill suburban site, which accords with a key Strategic Planning Principle i
Transport Strategy (Section 7.1.2). The site is within 1 km of the Majord own Cefife

permeability, as set out below, these publi t gervices would also be
accessible from the subject site.
The proposed development would j tcreas number of people living within

walking and cycling distance o

nsport and a town centre, which is

Rrinciples contained in the Transport Strategy.

consistent with the Local P [
The NTA is therefore sypf % principle of the proposed development as it aligns
with the Principles & & and Transport Integration set out in the Transport

Strategy.

Permealglit x

Th supportive of the delivery of these access points (‘Future pedestrian
a allawley Park — Subject to agreement with DLRCC’} as they would

% idg’Considerably improved permeability for walking and cycling, thereby

porting these modes for access to local services, education and public transport
tops for bus and Luas, for both residents of the proposed development and existing

residents in the adjacent areas. However, as noted, these access points are all
described as serving pedestrians only, whereas the NTA would recommend that the
access points and the internal routes that serve them should be designed to
accommodate both walking and cycling, i.e. all openings and routes should be of

sufficient width and provide adequate sight lines and security for all users.
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10.0

10.0.1

Recommendation: The NTA recommends that the proposed access points on the
site boundary should be provided in the event of a grant of planning permission, and
should accommodate both walking and cycling.

Design of Access Route

The NTA submits that, as designed, the cross section of the access road requir
further consideration. If it is intended to provide a two-way track, the eastern

in light of the existing cycle infrastructure on Wyckham Place/Av
recommends that segregated, with-flow cycle tracks on each gide
route should be provided, and should be designed in acgordance wiph the guidance

contained in the National Cycle Manual.
Assessment _ 0

| have had regard to all the documentgtion b , Including, inter alfa, the report

received; the provisions of the Dun
Laoghaire Rathdown County Daxel ent Plan 20186; relevant section 28 Ministerial
guidelines; provisions of the cts, as amended and associated

Regulations; together ing history of the site and wider area. | have
visited the site and (is o€, In my mind, the main issues relating to this

application ares

inciplg and Quantum of Proposed Build-to-Rent Development

nstitutional Designation & Demand for Alternative Institutional Uses/Open
pace/Open Character/Density/Masterplan

o Design Approach/Height/Material Contravention

» Unit Size/Floor to Ceiling Heights/Aspect and PA Recommendation/
Connectivity

» Visual Amenity

¢ Residential Amenity
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» Traffic and Transportation including Parking/ Planning Authority
Recommended Refusal Reason/Material Contravention

» Drainage and Flood Risk

e Other Matters

* Material Contraventions/PA Report

¢ Appropriate Assessment Q
s Environmental Impact Assessment @

10.0.2 The attention of the Bord is drawn to the fact that a Material C \,
Statement has been submitted with the application. It deal th tters of (i)
Zoning (ii) INST’ (Institutional) designation and open space Tequirgments (i) ‘INST’
(Institutional) designation and density (iv) Building

g | deal with each of

RES5 and section 8.2.3.4(xi) of in relation to the open character of the

lands being retained. | highliglt to\he Bord that this matter has not been dealt with

nfion Statement and shall be dealt with further

in the submitted Materig) |®
below. x
10.1 Principle a of Proposed Build-to-Rent Development

10.1.1 Having r to ature and scale of development proposed, namely an
appliggtiogfor 628 residential units located on lands which are located within the
z bjgctive ‘A’, in which residential development is ‘permitted in principle’, 1 am

5ing Development, as set out in section 3 of the Planning and Development

e ifiion that the proposed development falls within the definition of Strategic

#Fousing) and Residential Tenancies Act 2016.

10.1.2 It is noted that there is an ‘INST’ designation on the Gort Muire lands. | am of the
opinion that the proposal is acceptabie in principle with the zoning objective and
while the institutional land designation is noted, it does not override the underlying
residential zoning objective. | note a recent High Court judgement in this regard

within same administrative area, Michael Redmond v An Bord Pleanala (Judicial
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10.1.3 | note the policies and objectives within Rebuilding Ireland — The G

Review 2019 No. 709 J.R.). The planning authority considers that the proposal
represents a material contravention of the operative County Development Plan in
relation to zoning (Reason for Refusal No. 2). | do not agree with this assertion. The
applicant has addressed this matier in the submitted Material Contravention
Statement and | would concur with the applicant that the proposal does not represent
a material contravention in respect of the zoning. | shall deal further with the m

of the ‘INST’ in the following section and the matters addressed in the submit
Material Contravention Statement.

Action Plan on Housing and Homelessness and the National Pl
Ireland 2040 which fully support and reinforce the need for uripapgmf idential
development such as that proposed on sites in close progimity t lity public
transport routes and within existing urban areas. Th@NPR#Is@’Signals a shift in
Government policy towards securing more compgct and\gusgtainable urban

development within the existing urban enve t

and sustained-increase in housing output a % m
necessary. It reéognises that at a meffopolitan scale, this will require focus on

underutilised land within the can M50 ring and a more compact urban

ognised that a significant

nt type development is

form, facilitated through well edhbigher density development.
10.1.4 Dundrum is designated tre in the Metropolitan Area within the Core

10.1.5

Strategy of the ope C Development Plan. Dundrum and Dun Laoghaire
are the only twogentf€s with such a designation in the County. | am of the opinion

oning, the delivery of residential development on this prime

olicies and intended outcomes of the NPF and Rebuilding Ireland —
ent’s Action Plan on Housing and Homelessness. | therefore consider
posal to be acceptable in principle. The planning authority concurs that the

proposed development is acceptable in principle, subject to assessment of other
matters.

Build-to-Rent

The attention of the Bord is drawn to the fact that this is a Build to Rent Scheme.

Section 5 of the Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments,
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2018 provides guidance on Build-to-Rent (BRT) and Shared Accommodation
sectors. The guidelines define BTR as “purpose built residential accommodation and
associated amenities built specifically for long-term rental that is managed and
serviced in an institutional manner by an institutional landlord”. These schemes have
specific distinct characteristics which are of relevance to the planning assessment.
The ownership and management of such a scheme is usually carried out by a siagle

entity. A rationale for the proposed Build-to-Rent development is included

provides that:
BTR development must bel

(a) Described in the p @
specifically a u

thio‘Rent’ housing development that unambiguously

—_—

s associated with a planning application

categorisds t t (or part thereof) as a long-term rental housing

sche fo ompanied by a proposed covenant or legal agreement
f to Wlyith appropriate planning conditions may be attached fo any grant
oRpermigsion fo ensure that the development remains as such. Such

itions inciude a requirement that the development remains owned and
erated by an institutional entity and that this status will continue fo apply for
Q a minimum period of not less than 15 years and that similarly no individual
residential units are sold or rented separately for that period:

(b) Accompanied by detailed proposals for supporting communal and
recreational amenities to be provided as part of the BTR development. These
facilities to be categorised as:
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- 10.1.7

(i) Residential support facilities — comprising of facilities related to the
operation of the development for residents such as laundry facilities,

concierge and management facilities, maintenance/repair services, waste
management facilities, efc.

(i} Residential Services and Amenities — comprising of facilities for
communal recreational and other activities by residents including spo
facilities, shared TV/lounge areas, work/study spaces, function roggls
use as private dining and Kitchen facilities, efc.

The public notices refer to the scheme as 'Build-to-Rent’ and a dr
covenant indicates that the applicant is willing to accept a condili uirifig that the
residential units remain in use as BTR accommodation, that er agrees

with the County Council o restrict and regulate the deve a period of 15

years from the date of grant of permission. The pla akthofity have

recommended in the conditions attached to thei inionthat the 15 years should
commence from the date of first occupatio . 1 would agree with this
assertion. The matter could be adequately by means of condition.

In terms of resident support faciliti Wesident services and amenities, | note that

the proposal includes for a wi n¥e of residential amenity facilities (stated area of
3897 square metres), which fof co-working spaces (877m?), games room
(243m?), cinema (132 e (52m?) amongst other facilities. The majority of
these are located wfthi . while other facilities are also located within some of
the other blocke QA ° d, Operations & Resident Amenity Overview’ has been
submitted i this re . 1 would concur with the planning authority that this

docu ds gb a general overview document rather than providing specific

det proposal. Notwithstanding this, | am of the opinion that the range of
port facilities proposed is extensive and would adequately cater for the
Jed population mix within the scheme. | would concur with the planning
authority that the resident support facilities proposed meets the suggested uses as
set out in SPPR8. | note that no laundry facilities are proposed, this matter could be
adequately dealt with by means of condition. The submission of a management plan
for the proposed resident facilities, which includes for hours of operation, could be
dealt with by means of condition.
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10.1.8

10.1.9

SPPR 8 sets out proposals that qualify as specific BTR development in accordance
with SPPR 7. In this regard, no restrictions on dwelling mix apply and therefore the
units mix is considered acceptable, including the extent of one bed units (see further
assessment below under Quantum of Build-to-Rent Units). Flexibility also applies, as
set out in Appendix 1, in relation to the provision of a proportion of the storage and

private amenity spaces associated with individual units, together with the provisigg of

units generally consistent with the requirements of the Apartm
consider that any subsequent extension of use of the subj
BTR beyond the 15 years should be agreed with the planni uthority prior to the

expiration of the covenant, or any proposal to alter the ype should be

subject to a further planning application so as tg alloy fulkper assessment of

residential amenity associated with the subject Bits o suitability of the scheme for

any other purpose that maybe proposed @ ture.
| J

Quantum of Build-to-Rent Uni

Both the planning authoria of the submissions received raise concerns
regarding the build-t t of the development; the weighting in favour in

| having the potential to lead to the creation of a

r

neral area and would improve the extent to which it meets the various housing
needs of the community. The proportion of existing build-to-rent in the immediate
area would be marginal compared with other tenure of development, in particular

when compared with three and four bed dwelling houses.

10.1.10 The planning authority have raised concerns in relation to the mix of units proposed,
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in particular the small proportion of three-bed units. While the proposal meets the
requirements of SPPR8, they consider that the development is not family friendly.
They also highlight the layout of many units with a high number of en-suite
bathrooms and no family bathroom. To this end, the issue of mix forms one of their
recommended reasons for refusal. Their seventh reason for refusal states that the
proposed mix of units...is not appropriate for the site’s context, which is currently
weighted towards smaller type units ...is contrary to CDP Sustainable Comm
Strategy. While this opinion is noted, | am of the opinion that the vast bu

house with front and rear garden. The proposal

sol_u;cion to households where home-owners; @ y not be a priority. The residential

type and tenure provides a greater choige for § 401 Wthe rental sector, one of the

to section 3.2 of the Urban Development
consider that the proposal p % contributes to the mix of uses and/or

; ple in the neighbourhood. | have no information to
believe that the resigent f roposed development would not become a positive

addition to the munity af this location. | am satisfied in this regard.

building/dwelling typol

10.2 Instituiio esignation & Demand for Alternative Institutional

S Space/Open Character/Density/Masterplan

10.2.1 The lands at Gort Muire have an ‘INST’ symbol which is listed on the Map Index
under ‘Other Objectives’ and is separate to the ‘Use Zoning Objectives’. This ‘INST
reference is an abbreviation for ‘Institutional Lands’ designation. The ‘INST’
designation seeks ‘to protect and/or provide for Institutional Use in open lands’.
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o~

10.2.2

10.2.3

10.2.4

From an examination of the operative County Development Plan, it is my opinion that
the main elements of the institutional designation may be summarised as follows and

| shall deal with each separately below:
¢ |s there a demand for an alternative institutional use

+ ‘INST’ designation and open space requirements- open space requirement of

25% of total site area
* Open character and/or recreational amenity being retained

» Average net densities of 35-50, with certain instances whereighe sities

will be allowed
* Submission of masterplan

| am of the opinion that the institutional designation ap entirety of the
lands that was in the ownership of the religious gondsggatign as of the date of the
adoption of the 2016-22 County Developmen (Mgrch 2016) and that the
subsequent transfer of Ian_d-subject to theg @ designation to a non-institut_idnal

third party did not relieve the lands gpld of £ IO nation as adopted under the

Development Plan. Having rega s, the applicants in this current application

comprising lands formerly he& Carmelite Centre in Gort Muire — is also subject

fo the institutional lan

Policy REBS5 of

en 0

operative County Development Plan states that ‘the Council will
serve the use of the lands for other institutional uses, especially if the
open and landscaped setting and recreational amenities are provided.
e‘ho demand for an aliernative institutional use is evident or foreseen, the

ncil may permit alternative uses, subject to the zoning objectives of the area and
the open character of the lands being retained’. Section 8.2.3.4(xi) is noted which
states that where no demand for an alternative institutional use is evident or
foreseen, the Council may permit alternative uses subject to the area’s zoning

objectives and the open character of the lands being retained.
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10.2.5

10.2.6

With regards demand for an alternative institutional use, it is stated in the
documentation that the application site was previously owned by the Carmelite Order
but was sold to the applicant in 2019. It is further stated that when owned by the
Carmelite Order, the site remained as a fenced off, agricultural field during that time
and was never formally landscaped as part of the attendant grounds of the main
complex of buildings. Equally it never formed part of the formal recreational amepi
area for the Carmelite Centre. It is clear from reading this that the subject site

formed part of the recreational amenity of the area. This remains the cas ay.al
the character of the lands, as observed during my site visit, was as apfovergsow,

field, visually and physically separate to the landscaped grounds a@so ith

Gort Muire. Presumably, the lands in question were surplus re ments of
the Carmelite Order, when they decided to sell it in 2019 and reasonably
inferred from this that there was no demand for an altgrn utional use being

evident or foreseen. | am therefore satisfied in principdg withsts appropriate
development.

‘INST’ designation and open space require @6 lateriai Contravention

Sections 2.1.3.5 and 8.2.3.4(xi) of th erative County Development Plan state that

‘A minimum open space provisi f the total site area (or a population

based provision in accorda @, Saetion 8.2.8.2 whichever is the greater) will be
required on Institutional J&nd bte that the operative County Development Plan

refers to “open spa

ising public and/or communal open space. The
applicants have gd edjthis matiter in their Material Contravention Statement.
The applica hat the net open space provision (i.e. the public and

communal@pen spates (at grade) minus the pedestrian parades) represents 37% of

n site area. These open spaces inciude the Marmalade Triangle at
e site and a number of other open spaces dispersed throughout the
ent. The applicants is referring to a recent High Court judgement, it was

fidered that the reference to “total site area” in the Development Plan was

intended to refer to the overall institutional lands, and not just the application (red
line) site. The remainder of the Carmelite Centre lands at Gort Muire that are also
subject to the ‘INST' designation are identified in blue on the Site Location Map
submitted with the application. The Carmelite Centre includes extensive formal and

natural landscaped grounds, stated to extend to over 1 hectare in extent. The
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10.2.7

10.2.8

10.2.9

applicants continue that taking the open space associated with the Carmelite Centre,
42% of the overall lands are to be landscaped open space which far exceeds the
25% standard in the Development Plan. They conclude by stating that it is
considered that the proposed development does not materially contravene the
Development Plan in relation to the provision of open space on lands subject to the

INST designation. | would concur that the proposal does not represent a matgi

contravention in this regard and | consider that the proposal meets the Dev
Pian requirement of 25% open space. The quality of these spaces is

matter and shall be dealt with below.

To conclude this point, | note that the planning authority consj

of the proposal, namely the quantum of open space being frow aterially
contravenes Policy RES5 and section 8.2.3.4 (xi) of th eraf ounty
Development Plan. The applicants have addressed th in their submitted

Material Contravention Statement and do not

operative CDP for the reasons cited abovg

o)

relation to quantum of.open space Mfoposed™@nd that the proposal meets the

regard. | consider that the proposal does

Development Plan requireme glaopen space. However, since the applicant
has addressed the matter j
precautionary approac gr that it may be prudent for the Bord to invoke

section 37(2)(b) of anning and Development Act 2000, as amended, in

relation to this are considering a grant of permission.

Open ¢ch r s and/or recreational amenity being retained

With s thg open character of the lands and/or recreational amenity being

licy RES5: Institutional Lands of the operative County Development Plan
‘Where distinct parcels of land are in institutional use (such as education,
ential or other such uses) are proposed for redevelopment, it is Council policy to
tain the open character and/or recreational amenity of these lands wherever
possible, subject to the context of the quantity of provision of existing open space in
the general environs’.

In this instance, the lands would appear to have historically offered very little in the

way of recreational amenity. They were in agricultural use until recently, fenced off
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from the general public. This remains the case today. | am satisfied that the
development of these lands would not result in any net loss of recreational amenity

for the wider area.

10.2.10 The question therefore arises as to whether the open character of the lands is being
retained in this proposal. | note RESS5 in this regard which states that ‘A minimum
open space provision of 25% of the total site area (or a population based provisj
accordance with Section 8.2.8.2 whichever is the greater) will be required o
Institutional Lands. This provision must be sufficient to maintain the ope e

layout, particularly by reference to retention of trees, boundary

features as considered necessary by the Council (Refer also o

and 8.2.8)". This point is reiterated again in section 8.2.34(xi) operative

rity, as contained in
ils in this regard to

lands and as per their

10.2.11 In terms of open space provisiort, above, | am of the opinion that the 25%
requirement of open space i adifeved in quantitative terms. [ note the
following. Marmalade T, n main area of open space, centrally located.

d

thy state that it appears to have little amenity value other

The Promenade is een Bocks C and B and | would concur with the

nlanning authorj

than landsc

t of the area is occupied by bicycle parking and a paved
MU®A. | too would question its usability due to these reasons and the

ed between two large blocks. The woodland area to the rear of

at Parkvale. The same may be said of the spaces to the north-west of the Blocks E,
F and G which are residual in nature, essentially acting as a buffer between the
proposed development and Gort Muire. The areas of open space {o the south of
Block D {(within the red line boundary) is residual in nature and of limited amenity
value while the open space to the south-west of Block G is isolated in nature and
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removed from the bulk of the proposed scheme. It too could be considered to be
residual in nature. In terms of communal open space, three roof gardens are

proposed (to Blocks A, C and D) with the remainder at surface (grade) level.

10.2.12 Having regard to all of the above, | am satisfied that the proposal meets the quantum
of open space required under the Development Plan, namely 25% open space, in
particular when the wider landholding of Gort Muire is included in the calculati
concur with the applicants that the proposal is not a material contraventio

operative County Development Plan in this regard. However, notwithgi@nd&ingydh(s’ |

open space provision and | too consider that, as proposed it wi
level of residential amenity for future or existing residents, gon
zoning objective. | have serious reservations in this regard and | gonsider that the

open character of the lands is not being retained ingthis e. While | concur with

the applicants that lands surrounding the Car nt® are retaining their open

nature/character, | consider, that as has bgaigio

&

does not read as part of this devel ent. 2y read as two separate sites. They

n other elements of the

documentation submitied, the open spac jop associated with the Gort Muire
are two separate sites. It appe that the lands associated with the Gort

Muire house are not availa y the wider public. | therefore consider that

be retained on these lands within the red line

e fo retain its open character, | would have anticipated that the proposed blocks
lld have been laid out as secondary to the open space provision, providing a type
of parkland type setting that has been successfully achieved elsewhere on such
institutional lands. | am of the opinion that this rationale/design strategy has not
informed the layout in this instance, and while 1 acknowledge site economics, | do
note that this is not a planning issue. The fact remains that the ‘INST’ designation is

a significant constraint on the site and it has not been appropriately addressed, in my
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mind, in terms of retaining the open setting/character of the lands. The removal of
some mature trees from the site is regrettable and unwelcome, in particular given the
fact that there is an objective to preserve trees and woodland on the lands. The
Parks Department have expressed concerns regarding the planting of new, young
trees on the site, which distorts the picture in terms of figures/percentage of tree
removal being undertaken. The majority of remaining trees are being retained

however, reinforced with further planting/landscaping and | am generally sati

this regard. | acknowledge that the idea of ‘open character is subjective a

different things to different people. The site contains seven substantiafblo ch
with a relatively large footprint. Marmalade Triangle is the main pace
proposed and in my opinion, the remainder of the spaces co comgigered to be

piecemeal and residual in nature; are open space by virtue o negd to provide a

buffer with existing residential properties/Protected Styuct heir amenity value

is questioned. The open space provision as currgnily hropdsed does not contribute

to the open character of the site being retained. ootprint of the proposal needs _

refusal reason Nq. roposed development fails to maintain the open

aterially contravening Policy RES5 and section 8.2.3.4(xi)
of the opergtive Gouitty Development Plan. | would concur with the planning

character of thes&ian

authop ard and | consider the proposal materially contravenes Policy
RE sgretion 8.2.3.4(xi) of the operative CDP in relation to retaining the open
{evof the lands. The attention of the Bord is drawn to the fact that the

ant has not addressed the matter of retaining the open character of the lands,
e context of section 37(2)(b) within the submitted Materia! Contravention
Statement and therefore it may be problematic for the Bord to invoke section
37(2)(b) of the of the Planning and Development Act 2000, as amended, in this
regard.
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Density

10.2.15The operative County Development Plan recognises that higher densities should be
provided in appropriate locations. Section 8.2.3.2 recognises that minimum
residential densities should be 35 dwellings per hectare and that significant parts of
the existing built-up area of the County are, however, readily accessible to public
transport corridors — QBCs, Luas, DART. In these circumstances Governme
guidance is to provide densities at higher than 50 dwellings per hectare. |
consider that this site is readily accessible to a public transport corrid
approximately 1km from the Green LUAS line at Balally. Specific
the development of Institutional Lands, | note Policy RES5 of

the development of such lands, average net densities shoufld
50 units p/ha. In certain instances higher densities willge all here it is
demonstrated that they can contribute towards thegobje refaining the open

character and/or recreational amenities of the ldnds’

10.2.16 The density proposed in this instance is S nett). The applicants have
&

addre'sged the matter of density in their " ntra\kention Statement and while
they do'not state that the proposal®gresents a material contravention in this regard,
they do state that considered icy RES5 in isolation the proposed density
could be considered a ma. ention of the Development Plan. However, as

RES3 of the County Development Plan which

justification for same
states that: “It is % y to promote higher residential densities provided that
la

proposals en ce between the reasonable protection of existing residential

blished character of areas, with the need to provide for

% pr1 kilometre of a Town or District Centre, higher densities at a minimum of 50
rits per hectare will be encouraged.” The planning authority in their Chief
Executive Report acknowledge this policy, at both national and local level, which
seeks to encourage development in key locations particularly around public transport
nodes while the NPF seeks to deliver on compact urban growth. The planning
authority continue by acknowledging RES3 and the fact that the subject site does
have the ability to provide a higher density of development. They highlight however,
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that RES5 pertains to this site, which they contend seeks to create a balance
between developing the lands whilst at the same time retaining its open
character/recreational amenity. They state that higher densities in excess of 50
units/ha could be acceptable in principle on the lands, however the proposed
development at 180 units/ha is at the very least indicative of overdevelopment. They

do not state that the proposal represenis a material contravention of the operativ
County Development Pian.

10.2.17 Taken in isolation, | would not be unduly concerned with a density of 18
proposed, given the locational context of the site close to the servic d
of Dundrum town centre, Sandyford Business Park and relativel to'@dod
public transport links. Both local and national policy seeks tofen a

development at key locations particularly close to public gansp es. The
policies and objectives of the NPF are noted in relatign to very of compact
urban growth at appropriate locations. | also no,@s s of recently permitted

developments in the wider area. .
10.2.18 However, the ‘INST’ designation applies in @ce and this requires -

consideration. 1do not consider the osal to be a material contravention éf the

operative County Development ion to density. | concur with the applicant

when they state that issues g ityhd height are inextricably linked. However in
this instance, | consider iate defisity proposed does not represent a material

contravention of th

ile | consider that the matter of height does represent a
material contravgnt thle'CDP (see below). |again reiterate that the planning
authority do S t the proposal represents a matetial contravention in
relation to @ensity} note that Policy RES5 allows for densities higher than 35-50

stances where the open character of the lands is being retained. |

ot be unduly concerned with a density such as that proposed on lands
* designation, if the open character of the lands were being retained and a
development was proposed in terms of residential amenity. As proposed, |
consider that this open character is not being retained and that the density proposed,
as part of the overall considerations, represents overdevelopment of this site and |

would concur with the planning authority in this regard.

10.2.19 To conclude this point, | note that the matter of density has been addressed in the
submitted Material Contravention Statement, although the applicants do not state
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that the proposal represents a material contravention in this regard. The planning
authority have not stated that the proposal represents a material contravention in
relation to density. | also consider that the proposal does not represent a material
contravention in relation to density. The matter of density has been raised by third
parties. As a precautionary approach and as the applicant has addressed the matter

of density in the Material Contravention Statement, | recommend that the Bor

wish fo invoke section 37(2)(b) of the of the Planning and Development Act/4§
amended, in particular section 37(2)(b)(i) and (ii}, due to strategic natu

application and conflicting policies within the operative County Devgfop t Ban.

Masterplan
10.2.20 Section 8.2.3.4(xi) of the operative County Development P evstates that In
order to promote a high standard of development a co hémgire masterplan

should accompany a planning application for instifitiona¥sitds. Such a masterplan

must adequately take account of the built herif@ge aninétural assets of a site and
established recreational use patterns. Pu, all or some of the lands may
'bt_:‘: required. Every planning application | ' stitutional lands shall clearly

demonstrate how they conform wi e agreed masterplan for the overall site.

Should any proposed developd e from the agreed masterplan then a

revised masterplan shall bf agree th the Planning Authority'. | acknowledge that
a significant amount fORmatigh has been submitted with the application and that
much of the infor n contained in any such masterplan, detailed above, is

included in magy cty of the submitied documentation including the ‘Design

e Design Statement’ and many elements of the submitted

gt Of the lack of such a masterplan, no details have been submitted showing how
¥ proposal conforms with any such masterplan. Public access is not being shown
to the remaining lands and | noted a sign on my site visit, which referred to the
remaining Gort Muire lands being ‘private property’. This lack of a masterplan is an
omission in the application documentation and 1 again draw the attention of the Bord

to same.
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10.2.21 To conclude this point, | consider that while the lack of a masterplan may be a

10.3

10.3.1

contravention of the operative County Development Plan, | consider that it does not
represent a material contravention of the said Plan. | note the wording of 8.2.3.4(xi)
of the Plan which states that a masterplan ‘should accompany a planning application
for institutional sites’ (my underlining). It does not state ‘shall’ accompany a planning
application for institutional lands. The planning authority have not stated that this
matter represents a material contravention of the Plan. However, if the Bord
disagrees in this regard, | draw their aitention to the fact that the matter o

masterplan has not been addressed in the submitted Material Contrayénti

Statement and therefore the Bord may find it difficult o address t
section 37(2)(b) of the Planning and Development Act 2000,

Design Approach/Height/Material Contraventi

Design Approach
The proposal provides for 628 residential units in S@yen Plocks, ranging in height up

to nine storeys. The seven blocks are arra @v_ pund a number of courtyards, with
‘one main area of open space, Marmalade 51 chicular movements are

restricted, basement parking is pr

sedunder Block B. The water tower within the
adjacent Gort Muire complex yill or

not included within the red li %
accommodates many
e ir

leading to an attragfiv

ide an attractive entrance to the site (although
dary). The ground fioor level of Block B

t support facilities, and this area is entirely active
ment as one enters the main area of the site. The
planning auth ta t they have no issue with the overall design approach,
their conc lat overall scale, bulk and massing, togsther with matters of

)
it ey space quality and quantity.

bmissions received refer to this as a backland site, inappropriate for
nt. | agree that the site may be considered as backland in nature, in that
o direct frontage onto the public realm (aside from the entrance driveway). It
is also surrounded on many sides by development, including residential, educational,
recreational and institutional uses. However, | do not consider this to be an issue.
This is a relatively sizeable parcel of zoned, serviceable land within an established
urban area. It has the potential to create its own character and to create linkages to

the surrounding areas. The site is within walking distance of Dundrum, which is
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designated as a Major Centre in the Metropolitan Area. Having regard to section 3.2
of the Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines, 2018, | note that at the
scale of the relevant city/town, the site is within walking distance of high capacity

public transport and frequent bus service.

10.3.3 The proposed design approach is contemporary in nature and a limited palette of
materials is proposed, providing visual continuity between the blocks. A high
proposal is put forward in this regard. Elements including extensive glazigg,

and green walls are noted and ali add to the quality of the proposal. | r
satisfied in this regard.

10.3.4 Notwithstanding the concerns I have in relation to this currenispromgsal #am of the
opinion that the appropriate redevelopment of this site is t ed in principle.
| note the report of the Department of Tourism, Cultur tacht, Sport and
Media in this regard which states that it is consid tha th€ proposed layout
responds to the formal arrangement of the e line ructures, in its overall plan
arrangement and that the setting of the Ig 0 one side is largely positive.
The proposed layout provides a sequens extending from the old to the
new and maintains permeability th h the site. | would query the extent of

permeability and will deal with further below.

10.3.5 The proposal range N om 3-9 storeys over basement level. The planning
authority state tWo blocks (A and G) exceed the Building Height Strategy,
as setout i ndgged of the operative CDP, of 6 storeys. The remaining blocks
vary in hqight frz to 9 storeys. | note that most blocks have varying heights,
ste osest to boundaries. | also note the level changes across the site.

nig authority contend that the height as proposed materially contravenes
uiding height objectives of the County Development Plan. They acknowledge
eight of the surrounding residential development at Wyckham Point which rises

o eight storeys, the recently permitted 6 storey Walled Garden development and the
two-storey/single storey residential properties adjacent to the site.

Material Contravention in relation to Height

10.3.6 The applicants acknowledge that the proposed development materially contravenes
the operative County Development Plan in relation to height and has set out a
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justification for same in their Material Contravention Statement, referencing national
policy in this regard. The planning authority do not agree with the applicant’s
interpretation that the proposal responds well at the scale of district/neighbourhood.
They contend that the proposed seven blocks fail to respond to its overall natural
and built environment by way of its overall scale, height and massing of the blocks,
set within a site of varying levels. The planning authority considers that the
applicant has not demonstrated to their satisfaction that the proposed buildin
heights are appropriate at this location and they consider the proposai to efore
contravene both local and national policy.

10.3.7 | note the locational context of the site, in an area acknowledge on&thich is
transitional in nature moving from a low density, two-storey sf@ibu a o a more
urban area with a mix of heights and densities. This is tygified Wyckham
Place and Wyckham Point apariment developments o th est of the
application site which range from 5 — 8 storeys ingheightthérecently permitted
walled garden site with a height of six store elopment at and in the
vicinity of Dundrum Town Centre and Balal tep, a relatively short distance
from the application site. 3

10.3.8 | note Appendix 9 of the operati evelopment Plan that sets out the

Building Height Strategy for alint his allows for a height of 3-4 storeys for
apartment developmen |&ge refievelopment sites. This would be considered

one such large red

ite. 1 note that Appendix 9 of the operative CDP also
references that lo@ment of larger greenfield sites, including those in
Dundrum riate areas for increased height. They also state that
developmaht of si}cH sites is guided by some form of masterplan and | again draw
the aiteRtio e Bord that no masterplan has been submitted with the

n submitted. The CDP acknowledges that there are instances where

r downward modifiers may be applied by up to two floors. In this instance,

Sffte area is in excess of 0.5 hectares, thereby able to create its own
character/context, an important historic site is being retained adjacent and the
location and scale of existing/permitted buildings in the vicinity would allow the
recommended height to be exceeded with little or no demonstrable impact on its
surrounds. It is therefore considered that the Upward Modifiers have been met for
the proposed 6 storey blocks.
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10.3.9 1 am of the opinion that the remaining five blocks, ranging in height from 7-9 storeys
represent a material contravention of the operative County Development Plan. As
has been stated above, a Material Contravention Statement has been submitted with
the application and the applicants have advertised same within their public notices,
as required under the legislation. This Statement deals with, amongst other items,

the issue of height. Under the Planning and Development Act 2000, if is open t

objectives in the development plan or objectives are not clearly sta
with national/regional policy and section 28 guidelines; and (iv)
development and permissions granted in the vicinity since o]

development plan.

10.3.10 | am of the opinion that a grant of permissiog tha materially contravene
Appendix 9 of the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown Cgtinty Dgval®pment Plan 2016-2022,
which appiies to the site, would be justified ce with sections 37(2)(b)(i)
and (iii) of the Planning and Developmen as amended, on the following

basis. : .

10.3.11 In terms of section 37(2 - e that the current application, which
provides for 628 residentig Meen lodged under the strategic housing
legislation and is consjdere ¢ strategic in hature. | also note the potential of the

proposal to contri

chievement of the Government policy to increase the

delivery of hoygin m s current under supply set out in Rebuilding Ireland- Action
Plan for in omelessness, issued in July 2016, and io facilitate the

achieverflent of §réater density and height in residential development in an urban

public transport and centres of employment. | consider that the
I aid in addressing housing shortages in the principal urban areas, which

peen highlighted in the national, regional and local planning policy context.

10.3.1 In relation to section 37(2)(b)(iii), | note the Building Heights Guidelines for

Planning Authorities (December 2018), which provides a policy basis for increased
building heights at appropriate locations. Specific Planning Policy Requirement
SPPR 3A of the Guidelines provide that permission can be granted where the height
of a proposed development is not consistent with a statutory development plan in

circumstances where the planning authority is satisfied that the performance criteria
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specified in the Guidelines are met. | have had particular regard in assessing this
proposal to these development management criteria, as set out in section 3.2 of
these Guidelines, which states that the applicant shall demonstrate io the
satisfaction of the Planning Authority/An Bord Pleanala that the proposed
development satisfies criteria at the scale of relevant city/town; at the scale of
district/neighbourhood/street; at the scale of site/building, in addition to specific
assessments. To avoid repetition, | shall visit many of the points raised in se

of the Guidelines elsewhere in this assessment. Where appropriate | sh 0S8-

reference back to this section.

10.3.13 The National Planning Framework — Ireland 2040 fully su
urban infill residential development such as that proposed o
to quality public transport routes and within existing urbag area
13 and 35 of the NPF in this regard. Objective 13 st
planning and related standards, including in partj

st rban areas,

ild¥fg height and car parking
will be based on performance criteria that s e well-desighed high quality

outcomes in order to achieve targeted gro sg standards will be subjectto a

range of tolerance that enables alterpdtive sofighs to be proposed o achieve

stated outcomes, provided publi
suitably protected’. Objectivg >

settlement, through a range % ures including reductions in vacancy, re-use of
existing buildings, infj % ent schemes, area or site-based regeneration and

increased buildin

not compromised and the environment is

es an ‘Increase residential density in

consider this to be one such suitable site.

10.3.15 To concludedhj it ¥ draw the attention of the Bord to the fact that the applicant

, adequately addressed the matter within the submitted Material
Statement. The planning authority also considers the proposal to
material contravention of the operative County Development Plan in

on to height. | too consider that the proposal represents a material
contravention in relation to height. Having regard to all of the above, | am satisfied in
this regard and [ consider that it is open to the Bord to grant of permission in this
instance and invoke section 37(2)(b) of the of the Planning and Development Act
2000, as amended, in particular section 37(2)(b)(i} and (iii), due to strategic nature of
application and national policy guidance in this regard.
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Conclusion

10.3.14 In my opinion, the issues of height, density, scale and massing of the proposal are
inter-related. 1t is the sum of all these parts that, amongst other assessments,
determines the appropriateness or otherwise of the proposal. While | do not have
issue with the overall height of the proposal per se, | do have reservations that the
proposal before me represents overdevelopment of the site and requires amg t
to constitute an appropriate form of development. As shall be dealt with {
below, | am of the opinion that the lack of appropriate transitions in scafe, ththe
domestic scale dwellings and the Protected Structure raises conc o]

relation to the height proposed. The proposal is considered n i mpliance
with Criteria No. 1 of the Urban Design Manual ‘Context’. The dgye®fment does not
seem to have evolved naturally as part of its surroundiggs. [ would question whether
the proposal respects the form of buildings and lapgisc nd the site's edges
and the amenity enjoyed by neighbouring useg and Zcoider that the development

does not positively coniribute to. the char tity of the neighbourhood. |

institutional lands above and this tof is inte ated in this instance. | am of the

opinion that the overall footpri

lity design and finish, | consider that as proposed it represents

ment of this site. | will deal further with these issues in the following
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10.4

10.4.1

10.4.2

- ‘documentation that 59% of the proposed a

proposed should be dual aspect. The appli

Unit Size/Floor to Ceiling Heights/Aspect and PA recommendation/
Connectivity

Unit Size/Floor to Ceiling Heights

The proposal meets the requirements of SPPR3 and SPPR5 of the aforementioned

Apartment Guidelines 2018 in relation to minimum apartment floor areas and floor
ceiling heights.

Aspect and PA recommendation

The planning authority recommends refusal of permission on the b th
quantum of dual aspect units proposed and states that the propgSctdeve®Bbment
would fail to provide an adequate level of residential amenity §or efccupants of
the scheme and would be contrary to the proper plannin ds able

nigh that this to be a
rsfthat 50% of units

il the submitted

re dual aspect. in this regard,

development of the area. The planning authority is

suburban or intermediate area and on that basi

1 note Specific Planning Policy Requifement PR4) of the aforementioned

Apartment Guidelines, which sta
‘In relation to the minimum % of flual aspect apartments that may be provided
in any single apartmen crag, (e following shall apply:
(i) A minim 7901 dual aspect units will be required in more central
and SSi rban locations, where it is necessary to achieve a quality
gn in Ke€ponse to the subject site characteristics and ensure good

et fgbntage where appropriate.

il npguburban or intermediate locations it is an objective that there shall
generally be a minimum of 50% dual aspect apariments in a single
scheme.

(i} For building refurbishment schemes on sites of any size or urban infill
schemes on sites of up to 0.25ha , planning authorities may exercise
further discretion fo consider dual aspect unit provision at a level lower
than the 33% minimum outlined above on a case-by-case basis, but

subject to the achievement of overall high design quality in other aspects’.
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10.4.3

10.4.4

In relation to the percentage of dual aspect units required, as per SPPR4, | note the
requirement of either 33% or 50% depending on locational context and site
characteristics. The aforementioned Apartment Guidelines state that ‘Jarger
apartment developments on greenfield or standalone brownfield regeneration sites
where requirements like street frontage are less onerous, it is an objective that there

shall be a minimum of 50% dual aspect apartments’. The 33% requirement applie

to ‘more central and accessible urban locations, where it is necessary to aa

quality design in response to the subject site characteristics and ensurg/gQdd s

would generally be a presumption in favour in t
circumstances. However, in this particul ce, the site is accessible due to its

locational context in proximity to theel UAS ahafs mately tkm distance) and a

number of bus routes, both exisf planned. It is within walking distance of

33% dual as

The planfiing agth#fity have raised concerns relation to the demarcation of some

uni ect when in fact they are single aspect and | would concur. Many

uni marcated as being dual aspect because of a reliance on a corner/bay
. Examples within Block A include Unit A00.04, Unit A01.05 and A01.04
e within Block B include B06.07 and B06.14. While neither the operative County
evelopment Plan nor section 28 guidance offer a definition of ‘dual aspect’, the
planning authority refers to a definition contained within the current Mayor of
London’s Draft London Plan that states ‘A dual aspect dwelling is defined as one
with openable windows on two external walls, which may be either on opposite sides

of a dwelling or on adjacent sides of a dwelling where the external walls of a dwelling
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wrap around the corner of a building. The provision of a bay window does not
conslitute dual aspect’. While this refers to dwelling, the same may be said, in my
mind, of an apartment unit. Many of the units referred to as dual aspect within the
submitted documentation do not satisfy this definition and in my opinion, are single
aspect units. | would concur with the planning authority that the stated 59% of units
being dual aspect is not a true refiection of the actual numbers. The planning
authority states that they do not accept dual bay windows as a means of sati

dual aspect requirements of the Apartment Guidelines and | would conc

calculate the following:

(59%)

252

(40%)

| note a number of units in Block
demarcated as such on the sybggitted drawings. My calculations are based on the
demarcated units only. ' ulation approximately 40% of the proposed units

are dual aspect. Many©o cited as being dual aspect are not maximising

sunlight to the apa jvgh the limited scale of the window on a corner elevation,

nor are they préviging pportunity for improved cross ventilation.

10.4.5 Having reg@rd to §li 6f the above, | am of the opinion that approximately 40% of the

5
t

satisfied with the quantum of approximately 40% provided.

dual aspect units. [ am also of the opinion that given the

text of the site, close to good public transport links, in walking distance

signated Major Centre, close to a number of employment generating areas
e 33% requirement for dual aspect units applies in this instance and am

Connectivity

10.4.6 1t is noted that potential pedestrian routes are shown on the drawings through to the
neighbouring Ballawley Park, to St. Tiernan’s school, Greenmount Lane and through

to Wesley Lawns, subject to agreement with relevant landowners. | would welcome
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10.4.7

such connections in principle, considered to be in accordance with the criteria set out
in the Urban Design Manual. However, this is a matter of serious concern for the
local residents and has been raised as an issue in almost all of the submissions
received. The likelihood of these connections coming to fruition in the short-term
appears to be highly unlikely. In the absence of these links, the Balally LUAS line
and Ballawley Park are a considerable further walk via Wyckham Way. | woul
concur with the planning authority that these can only be considered as pot

future links, in the absence of such agreement.

The planning authority has raised serious concerns in relation to an@gea d,
triangular in shape, to the south of the subject site and north of y ns. It
would appear from conducting my site visit that this area fofms e public
open space associated with Ballawley Park, as the twgamalgamate to form one

larger area of open space. | am open to correctiongon t er as it could have

been part of the public open space provision aggocia

%

appear central to providing links thydugh to Befawley Park from the proposed

Wesley Lawns when

the houses were construcied. [n any eve as been demarcated in

orange on the submitted drawings (outsid red line boundary) and would

development site. The applica posing works within this area, with the

proposed Block D opening @ the space with no boundary between both

properties. [t will also g ially the amenity of the proposed units fronting

ontoit. Theissuei e applicants are incorporating this area of public open
space into their,d t proposal, without the consent of the property owners.
Pathways a stgping are proposed within this area, however it is outside the

red line gbunda d cannot be included in any assessment. The land in question

M the ownership of the planning authority. The Parks Division of the

hority state that while they can see the connectivity value of a pedestrian

to the triangular piece of open space, this access route would not be

idered at present. ltis unclear the reasoning for this, given that the lands are in

public ownership and the provision of this pedestrian connection would be a
significant benefit to the wider community. It has the support of the NTA, which also
recommends cycle connections through this area. The planning authority state that
such consent was sought from them, prior to lodging the planning application but the

Council decided not to grant this consent. Again, it is unclear the reasoning for this.
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10.4.9

Therefore, while links are shown on the submitted drawings, no agreement has been
reached with the landowners and their deliverability is questionable- at best they are
indicative only at the present time.

In terms of good planning practice, | would have no issue with the proposal in terms
of the use of the triangular piece of open space, if consent was forthcoming from all
parties. The elimination of boundaries and the amalgamation of spaces into a
environment, which facilitates improved conneciivity for all is to be welcome
appears unlikely to be achieved in this instance. As existing, this area g a
has a sense of being residual in nature, is not well supervised as th istin ses
gable onto it and in my opinion, it is not reaching its full potential. Cipyé, the
works as proposed would enliven this space, which appears gurr e
underutilised, to the benefit of all. However, this is not pgssible § absence of
consent from the relevant landowners. The planninggauth ntend that in the
absence of these links the proposal is essentiallyé 628Wnipdevelopment that is cut

off from the surrounding area and any public would not be accessible to

the wider public. Bearing in mind that the gppligafis

publicly owned space and the

pproached the planning

authority to agrée the provision of linj€ onto 1

planning authofity refused this reg estion the planning aufhority now raising

in question.

10.4.10 1 am of the j e matter should be explored further with the planning

authority afid oth

levant landowners including the Department of Education and

certain whether such connectivity can be achieved. The lack of

ity. However, the applicant would appear to have made significant

ts to deal with the issue of connectivity and opening up links, all to no avail
and therefore | consider that it would be inappropriate to refuse permission on this
ground.

10.4.11 In addition to the above, the planning authority highlight that the Green Infrastructure

Strategy (as set out in Map A14 of Appendix 14 of CDP) sets out existing and
proposed cycle routes within the County, with a proposed link shown through the
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subject site from Greenmount Lane to Ballawley Park, through the subject site. The
planning authority state that this link is critical for the functioning of the wider area,
yet they have not given consent to create it. It is a loss for the development
proposed and for the wider area, however paths are shown up the boundaries and
maybe such consent may be forthcoming at a later date. Having regard to ali of the
above, it is regrettable that links through to adjoining lands have not been achi ,
although attempts have been made on the part of the applicant. | am not Q

recommending a refusal of permission in this regard.

10.5 Visual Amenity Q)
Planning Authority/Prescribed Bodies Recommendation/Repdut

10.5.1 The Bord is referred to section 10 Landscape and Visual o@miﬁed EIAR and

my assessment of same. | note the concerns exprgss planning authority,

third parties including An Taisce and the Depagmergf rism, Culture, Aris,
Gaeltacht, _Sports and Media in relation to this e

2

nt. Their first recommended reason for

enyof the proposed development.

The planning authority are of the opinion contextual elevations show that the

immediate surrounding area, whic -storey properties and open space

are dwarfed by the proposed d
refusal states that the heig roposed development would seriously detract
from the visual and reside efities of property in the vicinity. Their third reason
for refusal states th ropesed development by reason of its scale, height,
dominant form arfd i iclht transition provision would seriously detract from and
be detriment th racter of the surrounding area and would significantly
comprongise aiy¥enities of institutional, recreational, educational, educational and

opgrty. | also note the report of the Department of Tourism, Culture,

cht, Sporis and Media in this regard. They also raise concerns regarding
cts of the proposal on view of the Dublin Mountains. | am satisfied that any
cts on these views would not be so great as to warrant a refusal of permission.
ere are no Protected Views in the vicinity of the site and | am of the opinion that
views are fleeting depending on one's location, ever-changing and this is to be

anticipated in such an urban environment.

10.5.2 As siated above, | have concerns regarding the scale and massing of the

development and as proposed, | consider that it represents overdevelopment of the
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site. It is my opinion that its impacts on the visual amenities of the area are such that
the development as proposed warrants a refusal in permission. The scale and
massing is such that it would be excessively dominant at this location and would
have negative impacts on the visual amenities of the area. | do not have issue with
the overall height of the proposal, although | do agree that setbacks from sensitive
receptors including existing residential properties needs re-examination in some

instances. A greater transition in scale between existing and proposed devele

[

the [ack of views/photomontages from this perspective is a signifi
of the opinion that the proposal would have benefited from a er
photomontages, taken in the context of the Protected StructuréSandhthis is, in my

opinion, is an omission in the documentation. | also note hotomontages

submitted, were taken in summer when foliage w ndyipcreased screening

provided. |would have liked to have seen photo taggs when this screening is not
in place, during the winter months, when a ra’ce depiction of the situation
would be provided. However, the atteption §oB8Td is drawn to the fact that | ;

underfook a comprehensive visit ile and its environs.” While this omission is

noted, | consider there to be sufficieN information on file, including cross sections, to

allow me undertake a comp e Bissessment of the proposal.

Visual Amenity and Pigte

10.5.3 The Bord is refe%' ction 15 Cultural Heritage-Architectural Heritage of the
n

submitied EIl ssessment of same. | note the location of the Gort Muire
house on el@vated Yarids, angled away from the application site and am of the opinion
that ¢ S icant change in this regard will be the change of visual context in
i r@lected Structures sit. The new development will be visible in the context

ofected Structures. However, the 1960s dormitory block will go some way in

structure, as this block is located between the development site and the historic fabric
of Gort Muire. | note a typographical error which incorrectly states that the dormitory
block dates from 1930s. This is considered to be a minor typographical error. The
impact of this dormitory on shielding the proposed development from the Protected

Structure has been somewhat over-emphasised in the documentation submitied. |
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10.5.4 1do not have issue with the proposed development being visible in the conte

10.5.5

note that the positioning of the Gort Muire house is such that views from the house
have always been focused on the gardens and ponds, facing away from the direction
of the proposed development site. | acknowledge the concerns raised by the third
parties, the planning authority and the Department of Tourism, Culture, Arts,
Gaeltacht, Sports and Media in this regard and | foo have some concerns.

»

Structure at this location. Nor do | have issue with the overall 0 proposal,

existing Protected Structure. While the scale as proposed is considered
and this is being dealt with elsewhere within my report, | do not have |

revised proposal of reduced scale, albeit greater than the existin ec

relative fo the height of the Protected Structure although s¢me gigat®f transition may
be necessary. This is a contemporary development, which r the time in which
it is proposed. The setting may have changed frogg tha lly envisaged but they
remain historic examples of the era in which théy weM cdfistructed, made possibly

more significant by the fact that they differ, day additions in the vicinity.

The lands are being adapted to facilitate @eds and this evolution is to be |
welcomed in principle. The layout, design a ateriality proposed is such that it will _

be very clear which are histori s and which are contemporary additions,

similar to the way it can be€Tet ghised that the dormitory building is a 1960s
addition not part of the Jais % se. | consider that the different eras can sit side
by side, reflecting

d In which they were designed and constructed and | do
not have issuejn

Notwithstgating tisfaction with the principle outlined above, as | have stated

elsewhef@ in thi$ rEport, | consider that the proposal before me is excessive in terms

massing and does require a degree of scaling back in order for it to

% 3.2 of the Urban Development and Building Height Guidelines, 2018, |

@hsider that this proposal within an architecturally sensitive area, does not
successfully integrate into/enhance the character and public realm of the area, in
particular the character of the Protected Structure. Currently the three blocks along
this boundary (Blocks E, F and G) are too close fo each other and represent an
excessive form/scale of development when read together. In my opinion, greater

separation distances are required between the blocks, together with a reduced
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10.5.6

10.5.7

footprint of development to allow for views through to the Protected Structure and to
aid in retaining the open character of the lands. As proposed, | consider that the
proposal would overwhelm the Protected Structure and | am recommending a refusal
of permission in this regard. If the Bord is disposed towards a grant of permission, |
consider that the omission of Block E from the proposal would be a significant

improvement in terms of aiding the retention of the open character of the lands a

one approaches through its main entrance. This would also reduce the scale

distance between Block F and Block G of a minimum 25-30 m&tfes dould be
required.

| note the report of the Department of Tourism, Cgflture, Myrt9¥Gaeltacht, Sports and

Media which states that the proposed desig ignificantly deeper plan

type and a robust scale of residential block gie Of a significant enlargement to

the adjoining structures in terms of hgight and ssmg. The report also raises

concern that the proposed devel esn’t make -adequate adjustment to the

adjoining scale, the propose etyprofile is of minimal benefit due to the profile

of the site and the proxi evelopment to the site boundaries. As a

response to this, | ackwo ge that the proposal does constitute a deeper plan than
complex. While | acknowledge that a scaling back

and reductionyin T@gtp s required, given the locational context of the site, |

that existing on the

consider sdch a 0 be acceptable in this instance, adapting to today's
requi n ncur that the scale as proposed is excessive and requires
amen duction. | am of the opinion that the development as proposed would

viually dominant and excessive alongside the boundary with the existing
ted Structure. The planning authority have also expressed this opinion in their
Chief Executive Report.

| also note the points raised by the Department of Tourism, Culture, Arts, Gaeltacht,
Sports and Media regarding the impact of the proposed development immediate to
the interfacing/shared boundary between the Protected Structure and that this
boundary is not adequately illustrated in this submission. | concur with the
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10.5.8

10.

Department in this regard but consider that the treatment of this boundary could be
adequately dealt with by means of condition. Their report further highlights that the
location of substantial scale immediate to the shared and exposed boundary on a

rising topography is of concern. As stated above, | too have concerns regarding the
overall scale of development at this location, adjacent to the boundary with the Gort

Muire complex. The report also states that the proposed bicycle sheds are not

regarded as being of adequate mitigation between the development and the

somewhat been lost. The site, as existing, is in close proximit
greater scale (both existing and permitted) than was origin n/s
site. Views of taller buildings on the skyline are evident fro e gite. This is not
necessarily a negative. The site is evolving to adapt to eeds. Any new

development will be visible in the context of the,Protgcte®Structures, it is the scale,

otected Structure is what is
of concern. It is considered inappropriat @ cessive at this location and has the

potential to detract from the charactgr and il 0 of the Protected Struciure, would

massing and extent of development proximate 1

subsequently impact on the vis ities of the area and would militate against

retaining the open charactepgf th®&Jands. Are-examination of the scale, massing
and extent of developme gwth€ boundary with the Protected Structure is
required.

Visual Amenit tial Properties

The plannidga in their report consider that the proposal compromises the

amenitie® of resjdéntial property, by reason of visual dominance. | would concur to a

tter of impacts on visual amenities has been raised in many of the

ms of visual amenity for surrounding residents, it is my opinion that the blocks
h the greatest potential to have visual impacts on residential properties are Blocks
C, D and G. | am satisfied that the remainder of the blocks are of sufficient distance,
of appropriate scale and setbacks not to impact negatively on the visual amenity of
residential properties in the area. As discussed above though, they may impact on
the visual amenity of the adjoining Protected Structure. In terms of visual impacts on

residential properties, | consider that Block G would be acceptable, given the
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separation distances involved, the design and orientation of the block and | am not
unduly concerned in this regard. In terms of Block C, | consider that it would be
excessively visually dominant on the skyline at this location, given its scale and
massing; would be overbearing when viewed from neighbouring lands and | consider
that it requires a reduction in footprint and while attempts at transitioning of heights
have been made, they do not go far enough to form an appropriate form of

development at this location. | cosndier that the proposal in not in complianc

overbearing and monotonous when viewed from the gout
detract from the visual amenities of the area. Haying IlRga

Development and Building Heights Guidelines | cgnsider that at the scale of

t respond sati_sfactorily to its

overall natural and built environment gnce, given its . dominance and

overbearing imﬁact does not mak itive contribution o the urban

long, uninierrupted wall of b concerns in this regard are such that |

recommend a refusal o7 in this instance.

10.5.10 Some of th

proposed develo

ioMs received have raised concern regarding the impacts of the
nt on the visual amenity of Ballawley Park and the planning
authgfit sed concerns on the visual impacts of the proposal on the

menity of the area. | am not unduly concerned in this regard. Without

elements of the proposed development will be visible when viewed from the

7 1do not consider this a negative. Taller structures surround parks in cities
throughout the world, giving a sense of enclosure to the space and increasing their

safely, by allowing for passive supervision. | am satisfied in this regard.
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Visual Amenity and St. Tiernan's school

10.5.11 The planning authority considers that Block A materially and negatively impacts on
the amenity of the school to its north, by way of appearing oppressive when viewed
from these lands and reducing its future development potential at this location. |do
not agree with this assertion and | consider that the height, scale and massing of
Block A is appropriate given its location. | note that while the school is gener.
single storey development, there is a substantial grassed area that separates

proposed development site from the school building. | am satisfied in d
Conclusion

10.5.12 In principle, | consider that the site can accommodate a de the nature

proposed, albeit with a reduction in overall scale, massing exignt. The site is

evolving and adapting to current needs and the approp selredevelopment of
these lands into the future is a positive for both the fpds\and the wider area. | note
that development up to eight storeys in heigh beeh permitted in the vicinity of
the site, albeit further removed from the A d
While | do not have issue with the hgight 4o %0 in principle, | consider that,
ha\{ing regard to the INST' designati

over-development of the land

ructures than that proposed.

aﬁached to the site, the proposal represents

estion, due primarily to its scale, massing and
footprint of the developme "auld have a dominant and overbearing impact on
the skyline at this loc amawOUld detract significantly from the visual amenities of
the area. | consi apéred back proposal of more appropriate scale and
massing, wit atgr trghsition in heights and more modulated blocks would allow
the propg€edidev ment to sit side by side with existing development in the

vicinjig, |'@RNsidgr the proposal, in its current format, not to be in compliance with

1 of the Urban Design Manual ‘Context’. The development does not

ave evolved naturally as part of its surroundings. | would question whether
Ipects the form of buildings and landscape around the site’s edges and the

enity enjoyed by neighbouring users and | consider that the development does
not positively contribute to the character and identity of the neighbourhood. | have
considered attempting to deal with the matters raised by conditions, namely a pared
back proposal, which includes for a reduction in both scale and massing (omission of
Blocks D and E}, a pared back Block C, together with increased separation distances

between Blocks F and G (minimum 25-30 metre separation distance) . However,
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10.6

10.6.1

10.6.2

while this would somewhat address problems in relation to impacts on existing
residential and visual amenity, other issues remain with the regards the proposal
before me. | consider that amendments of this magnitude would require a fresh
examination of the proposal and a re-visit of the layout and for this reason | am

recommending a refusal of permission.

Residential Amenity
Context

The planning authority is of the opinion that the proposal would y Iflre the
existing residential amenities of adjoining properiies at Parkvgle ley
Heights/Lawns. They have further raised this matter in of thgip#ecommended
d height of the

is considered that the

reasons for refusal stating that having regard to the g€ale,
proposed development and its proximity to site ndai¥gs,
proposed development would seriously injur refidsfitial amenities and

depreciate the value of property in the vici riglly contravening the stated

zoning objective which is ‘to protect afid/or pro¥ide for residential amenity’ and would

materially coniravene Policy UD is Council policy o ‘adhere to

recommendations and guidgptc@et within the Building Height Strategy for the
County’. | have dealt witlp t % r above and | consider that the proposal does

not represent a mat

cOtravention of the zoning objective.

Concerns regar on residential amenity have been put forward in almost

all of the obpener issions received, together those of the elected members.
Many of th@ submyssSions received object to the change in outlook from the site being

an ioplt Id, a rural idyll with memories attached. At the outset |

that, without doubt, there will be a change in outlook as the site moves
5 current undeveloped state to that accommodating a high density

flopment, such as that proposed. This is not necessarily a negative. There is an
acknowledged housing crisis and this is a serviceable site, zoned for residential
development in a fransitional area where there are good public transpori links with
ample services, facilities and employment in close proximity. | have no information
before me to believe that the proposal if permitted would lead to the devaluation of
property in the vicinity.

ABP-308157-20 Inspector's Report Page 64 of 112



10.6.3

10.6.4

Residential Amenity

Concerns regarding impacts on residential amenity have been raised in almost all of
the third party submission received and these are noted. These include, inter alia,
impacts of overlooking, overshadowing, overbearing, noise, vermin, impacts on
privacy and devaluation of property. | note that a ‘Shadow, Daylight and Sunlight

Impact Report’ was submitted with the application. The information containe

attention of the Bord to this omission, | note however that ther
way of light after 16.00 in March and December. | am of th€ o at there will
be some loss of light/overshadowing as a result of thisgropo velopment.
However, this is an urban environment and some degre s is to be anticipated.

[ am of the opinion that the issue would not bego greW agto warrant a refusal of

igiviag

O

ordanCe®With BRE standards. Properties at

permission. The report states that the ne rmelite Centre, St. Tiernan’s

school and properties at Parkvale and W s will continue to receive the

required two hours of daylight, in

Wesley Heights have not bee in that analysis, again an omission, however

it is noted they gable onto {/&Sb) ite, some with no window at first floor leve! in
the gable elevation. Their % ion distances are also noted.

Parkvale

With regards i#@pac he Parkvale residential development, the properties most
likely to b affect e No. 16-24. The planning authority state that they have
seriogg c@cerng that the overall height, scale and visual dominance would have a

defli tal overbearing impact on No. 16-24 Parkvale. They consider that the large

izONiaf exient and massing of Block C is problematic and that it would benefit
being broken up to give visual relief in terms of outlook from the properties of
warkvale. | note that the properties within Parkvale are two-storey, detached
dwellings. Block C is an L-shaped building with heights stepped as it moves closer
to the boundary with Parkvale. I rises to seven storeys with penthouse level on top
and at its nearest point with Parkvale steps down to three storeys. The ground level
of the site is higher at this location and | refer the Bord to the level differences. | also
refer the Bord to BC-Section1 (drwg No. ML-STW-BC-ZZ-DR-A-PLA-3300) which
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10.6.5

10.6.6

shows the proposed block relative to the Parkvale development. | also refer the
Bord to Photomontage No. 6 in this regard. Given the level differences involved and
the separation distances at the nearest points, | would concur with the planning
authority that the proposal would appear overbearing when viewed from these
properties. | don’t have issue with its overall height, it is its scale and massing that
concerns me and the height closest Parkvale. | note the proposed building is thr
storeys nearest these exisiing properties and that attempts have been made
transition the height is at this location. | concur with the planning authori

would be overbearing when viewed from neighbouring properties an wefe
broken up into varying elements, with a reduced footprint and vie ther
than one extensive block, this may aid in reducing its overall

aid in some way in reducing the overall footprint of the developfient Jhelping to retain
the open character of the area.

Wesley Heights Q
The properties in Wesley Heights nearest t onto it and the proposed
Block D is that closest to these properties. ing authority considers that the

overall bulk, scale, massing and hei esuft in a dominant and monotonous

building within close proximity to boundaries of low scale, traditional

dwellings. | note that the prgferti@s infesley Heights have a slightly higher ground
level than the subject si Amber of submissions have been received from
the residents of the op&iiies. The planning authority also raise an issue in
relation to the | %mngml gradual transition between existing and proposed
structure. | 0 abthe building has a lower height nearer these properties. |

also note tRat an &xiSting area of open space separates the subject sites from these
e | do not have issue with the overall height of Block D, it is its

onto the site, many with no window at first fioor level in the gable elevation.

Having regard to the orientation of the site, the orientation of the properties in
Wesley Heights gabling onto the development site, the level differences involved, the
separation distances involved and the design of the proposed units, which includes

for setback at top floor levels, | do not have undue concerns with regards the impacts
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10.6.7

10.6.8

10.6.9

on residential amenity of properties in Wesley Heights in terms of overlooking,
overshadowing or loss of privacy. My concerns relates more to visual amenity than
residential amenity in this regard, issues of visual dominance and overbearing
impacts in particular when viewed from their rear garden areas or anywhere in the

public realm at this location.

Wesley Lawns

The planning authority has again raised concerns regarding the impacts

proposal on Wesley Lawns, for many of the same reasons cited abo
submissions have been received from the residents of these propert
note the properties in Wesley Lawns are at a slighter higher giguii@level'than that of
the north-

eastern end of the site, closest the propetties in Wesl n am not unduly

the subject site. | note the stepping back of the upper leve

concerned with the impacts of the proposal on re niiaf anfenity, having regard to

the separation distances involved, the design e prposed Block G and the

orientation of the site. ) E
Other residential properties-in vicini ‘

| am satisfied that impacts on

roperties in the \ficinity of the site would not
be so great as to warrant ermission, given the separation distances

involved.

Anti-social behavigeh,

raiged in some of the submissions received with regards to an

behaviour as a result of the proposed development, in

ile | acknowledge the concerns raised, | have no reason to believe that

be anissue. The proposed pedestrian links, if implemented will improve

ectivity within the area, for both existing and future residents. Any matiers

@lating to law enforcement are a matter for An Garda Siochana, outside the remit of

this planning appeal.

Noise

10.6.10 The Bord is referred to section 8 of the submitted EIAR in this regard. Given the

nature of the development proposed, [ do not anticipate noise levels to be excessive.
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There may be some noise disruption during the course of construction works. Such
disturbance or other construction related impacts is anticipated to be relatively short-
lived in nature. The nature of the proposal is such that | do not anticipate there to be
excessive noise/disturbance once construction works are completed. 1 note that an
Outline Construction Management Plan has been submitted with the application,
which deals with the issues of noise and dust control, site clearance and waste
management. However, if the Bord is disposed towards a grant of permissior/

recommend that a Construction Management Plan be submitted and agr it

Planning Authority prior to the commencement of any works on site.

and Demolition Waste Management Plan has also been submitte
plans are considered to assist in ensuring minimal disruption iate
construction practices for the duration of the project. This is particulgirly pertinent for
the residents of Wyckham Place and surrounding areas, uction related

thgR826 Wyckham Way
and proceed onward through Wyckham Avenue to%lie dgvelopment location.

@ It with by means of condition.

10.6.11 1 have no information before me to bglfeve tha®Bise from heat pumps, as raised in

traffic will enter the site via the Wyckham roundabput

Construction related matters can be adequ

one of the submissions wbuld b or would cause any negative impacts on
nearby residential amenity. JERYRU are manufactured to industry regulation
and | am satisfied in this geg Q

Vermin

10.6.12 The matter of i asgd vghmin as a result of the proposed construction works has
been raise m the third party submissions received. | note that this is
currenthga Qeeenfigld site and there are no structures currently located thereon. No

rks will take place. The matter of construction management has been

ove and | have no information to believe that the proposal will result in

ease in vermin in the general vicinity of the site.

Strfuctural Impacts

10.6.13 Given, inter alia, the nature of the development, the location of the basement area
removed from nearby properties and the work practices proposed, | have no

information before me to believe that the proposal, if permitted, would lead to
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structural impacts on any nearby properties. The matter of vibration was dealt with

in section 8 of the submitted EIAR and | refer the Bord to same.

Residential Amenity and Future occupants

10.6.14 In terms of the level of amenity being afforded to proposed occupants, | note that

lower level bedrooms and living spaces in Block B fail the ADF factor due to balcony

proposed between blocks {o avoid issues of overshadowing

Adequate internal space is proposed to comply with stand
Guidelines 2018.

10.6.15 In terms of access to some residential units within Bigck %, 1 note that there appears

externally. The planning authority have r ®as an issue, however | am not

unduly concerned in this regard

10.6.161 note the location of the cop

private amenity space

concerns in this re ~Qhis TS something that could be addressed is any future

application on t again 1 am not unduly concerned in this regard.

10.6.17 Commun idQRt SEpport facilities/facilities are of a high quality and are a real

positive re occupants. The planning authority have raised some

ing their accessibility to some residents, given that most facilities are
in Block B. | do not have major concerns in this regard. Block B is close
ain access to the site and their amalgamation into one block in this instance
enliven the area surrounding the block and creaie an aftractive entrance to the
site. If the Bord is disposed towards a grant of permission, | recommend that
communal laundry facilities be provided in each block. This matter could be easily

dealt with by means of condition.

10.6.18 The proposed development complies with all ather relevant SPPRs of the Apariment
Guidelines 2018. | am satisfied in this regard.
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10.7 Traffic and Transportation
Context

10.7.1 A Traffic and Transport Assessment, Mobility Management Plan, Engineering
Planning Report and DMURS Compliance Statement has been submitted with the
application. The information contained within these reporis appears accurate and
robust. | draw the attention of the Bord to the fact that many of the third party
submissions received, including the submission from An Taisce raised co S

regarding inadequate car parking provision, impacts of overspill parki

adjoining roads and concerns regarding capacity of public transpog.
authority raise some concerns in relation to permeability/conngdtivi
above) and parking provision, among other issues.

Traffic Impacts

10.7.2 Pedestrian, cyclist and vehicular access to the elop s proposed off

Wyckham Avenue (also known as Wyckha yckham Way. The existing

in charge and works are

proposed to this access road. | note#fat Wyckam Place has a 6.5 metre

either side of the road. This road
experiences low levels of trafiC@@netation, being a cul-de-sac serving two
apartment complexes, 3 dwelling units and the Gori Muire complex. The
TTA states that the k roundabout will reach theoretical capacity at both

weekday and we kétraffic period by 2029 and the Transportation Division of
the planning authSgi

carriageway, cycle baths and fo

cur with this. The Transportation Division acknowledges

that the nuinber of iriPs generated by this development is likely to add to congestion
hat the scale of traffic generated will not have significant impact on

ng’performance of the road network. | would concur and consider that

matters, subject to conditions including the submission of a full Quality Audit. In
addition, the report of the NTA is nofed and the matters raised therein could be
adequately dealt with by means of condition, if the Bord were disposed towards a
grant of permission. They are supportive of the proposal in principle. They consider
that the design of the access route requires further attention in order to facilitate the
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10.7.3

10.7.4

10.7.5

safe passage of cyclists and to avoid conflict with pedestrian and traffic. Any
proposal should be designed with the guidance contained in the National Cycle
Manual. This matter could be adequately dealt with by means of condition, if the

Bord were disposed towards a grant of permission.

Car Parking/Planning Authority Refusal Recommendation

in total, 276 car parking spaces are proposed, which include for 259 at base

level of Block B and 17 at grade level. This figure includes for 26 Go-Cajspa

the total amount, 14 disabled spaces are proposed, together with 3 vi a

Two additional spaces are proposed for the childcare element of jlieSgop . The
stated provision equates to 0.44 spaces/unit. | note that Tablg 8. % of operative
County Development Plan sets out car parking standards al use at a rate
of 1 space per 1 bed unit, 1.5 spaces per two-bed unit 2 es per three-bed
unit. This would equate to a car parking requiremgfit of aces. As stated, in
total, 278 car spaces are proposed in this cur@s . A Material

Contravention Statement has not been syimigs Is regard and [ do not consider
the car parking provision to represent a % gntravention in fhis regard. The

planning authority do not raise the4Sgue of material contravention in this regard.

The issue of car parking provisionWas ed in the majority of the third party

submissions received inclu sce and by the Elected Members. The planning
authority considers th is T s#burban location unsuited to the proposed level of
car parking/car stofag on and consider the proposal to be unacceptable in this
regard. ltist pihion gf the planning authority that the development as proposed

would giv fo ceptable levels of on-street parking and overspill into the

i areap. They state that the proposed parking provision is significantly
eference to Table 8.2.3 of the operative County Development Plan, which
parking standards for the County. They also consider the proposal to be

bistent with the standards set out in Sustainable Urban Housing: Design

S

They consider that a provision of 1 space/unit would be appropriate at this location.

ndards for New Apartments. They recommend refusal of permission in this regard.

It is clear from the above that a shortfall in car parking provision is proposed and that
the proposal does contravene Table 8.2.3 of the operative County Development

Plan, cited above. There appears to be conflicting objectives in the operative County
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Development Plan in relation to this matter. | note from an examination of the
operative County Development Plan that the written text of section 8.2.4.5 states that
‘Car parking standards provide a guide on the number of required off-streef parking

spaces acceptable for new developments...” (my underlining). Based on this, |

consider that the standards set out in Table 8.2.3 could be regarded as a guide only
and note that this section seeks that ‘appropriate consideration’ be given by the

planning authority to ‘promoting modal shift to more sustainable forms of tran

10.7.6 Policy ST3 of the operative CDP deals with the matter of modal shift and&tates
‘It is Council policy that...effecting a modal shift from the private car or
segyn the
implementation of this policy’. It could be argued that the profos opment is
promoting modal shift to more sustainable forms of transport, inJinedvith both this

policy of the operative County Development and nati e in this regard.

sustainable modes of transport will be a paramount objective to

of access for all and seeks to encourage a

and other non-car based modes. Th c@erevelopment, could be argued to

increase the quality of life for its 1 y providing a largely car free

modes of transport are prov ith over 1300 bicycle spaces proposed, while
alternative means of t % e form of 26 car club spaces, which are for
exclusive use of idents, are also proposed.

10.7.7 | am cognisgdh,of n&ed for car storage as a component of residential
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development.

10.7.8 Section 8.2.4.5 of the operative County Development Plan states that:

‘Reduced car parking standards for any development (residential and non-
residential) may be acceptable dependant on:
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» The location of the proposed development and specifically its proximity to
Town Centres and District Centres and high density commercial/ business
areas.

* The proximity of the proposed development to public transport.

e The precise nature and characteristics of the proposed development.

« Appropriate mix of land uses within and surrounding the proposed
development.
¢ The availability of on-street parking controls in the immediate a

n rea

* The implementation of a Travel Plan for the proposed devel e
significant modal shift towards sustainable travel modes e ieved.
» Other agreed special circumstances where it can befjusi sustainability

grounds.

In addressing the above, | note the following:

e The operative County Developmenj-iag

%

erciallbusiness areas is noted. The site is

- Centre in the Metropolitan Area in

proximate to high density ¢

located approximately of Dundrum Town Centre with its

associated services AMNacMitigs; a short distance from Dundrum village while
the Beacon Hospita %: ployment hub of Sandyford are located

om the site. This is an established area, albeit

transitiopal , with a wide range of services and facilities on offer. The
site TJ%' sidered to be either a Central and/or Accessible Urban
L@r termediate Urban Location, as per the Apartment Guidelines

roximity of the site to public transport is noted, in particular Balally LUAS
ation (within a 15 minute walk), while it is noted that a number of bus routes
travel along Wyckham Way and Sandyford Road. The NTA in their report
state that the new Dublin Area Bus Network, published by the NTA in
September 2020, includes a number of bus routes on Wyckham Way that
would serve the proposed development. The Balally Kilmacud LUAS stop at
just less than 30 minute walk is too far to be considered as an option in the

context of this proposal. There is good pedestrian and cycle connectivity in
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the area although the lack of meaningful pedestrian links through the site to
Wesley Heighis/Lawns, Ballawley Park and St. Tiernan’s school is regrettable
¢ The proposal provides for a largely car-free environment, allowing for a
superior standard of development. | am of the opinion that a ‘one size fits all’
approach is hot appropriate in this instance and a site specific approach is
required in terms of overall design, layout and parking provision. This sit

specific approach to parking provision is advocated in national guidan

» | note the mix of land-uses in the general area. The principle of r
density residential development with reduced parking was est
neighbouring sites under ABP-304590-19. This is consid
of a transitional area, as it moves away from lower denéi

dwellings to higher density development which reflects TS locgttional context.

Most of the existing suburban type dwellings ig the iy have ample off-
street parking, many with two spaces per . e reduced parking
provision permitted under ABP-3075 nopbe considered a precedent
given the unique_dircumstances ass ith that proposed deve!épment,
namely the planning gain assogiated e Teduction in parking standards
in terms of architectural he didn’t observe issues of overspill parking

meaningful pedestyiaf at there would be overspill parking within
Parkvale or W :ﬁ .

¢« On-street paki Is were evident along Wyckham Place, with double
yellow Ji ! #S length. These parking controls would prevent overspill
parifing intQ tH¥ immediate areas. The existing two apartment complexes

i nio Wyckham Place are both gated developments. Issues of
apparking are a matter for law enforcement, outside the remit of this

pl@fning application.
A Mobility Management Plan has been submitted with the application, the
contents of which appear reasonable and robust. |n addition to the car
parking proposed, it is noted that the development proposal includes for in
excess of 1300 bicycle parking spaces and 21 no. motorcycle spaces. The

number of bicycle spaces far exceeds the recommended standards set out in

the operative CDP. The option of Bleeperbikes is also being examined. It is
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noted that of the 278 car parking spaces proposed, 26 no. parking spaces will
be dedicated for car club use only, exclusively for residenis. It is stated that
details of car share programme will be made available o residenis when they
move into the development. An implementation and management plan for the
car club should be submitted prior to the commencement of any works, if the

Bord is disposed fowards a grant of permission. Car club usage is argued.to

influence modal shift from private car usage to car sharing/public trag Q
use. ltis stated that 1 car club vehicle can replace between 10 5p

cars, which will therefore in effect increase the car parking pggvis yHp to

390 spaces. The removal of car storage from the site, s idents to
other means of transport is in line with local and nati jni this regard.
The provision of car club spaces will aid in the susta lityd of parking
provision, provide consistency with existing mo s, aind will further

reduce the traffic impact of the development:

National Policy Objective ational Planning Framework which states that

“In urban areas, plan a ted standards, including in particular building

ci

height and car pafkingail based on performance criteria that seek to achieve
well-designed®igh qualify outcomes in order to achieve targeted growth. These
standardg’wil*be Siggject to a range of tolerance that enables alternative solutions to

be prago¥Rd to Achieve stated outcomes, provided public safety is not compromised

a ironment is suitably protected”. In addition, National Policy Objective 27

ed which seeks “...to ensure the integration of safe and convenient

atives to the car into the design of our communities, by prioritising walking and
aycling accessibility to both existing and proposed developments, and integrating
physical activity facilities for all ages”. [n addition, sections 4.18 — 4.27 of the

Sustainable Urban Housing: Design Standards for New Apartments Guidelines for
Planning Authorities 2018 provide the following guidance in relation to car parking for
differing locations and seek to encourage reductions in car parking provision for

higher density developments.
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Cycle Parking

10.7.10 The applicant proposes a total of 1354 bicycle parking spaces (1038 long stay and
316 short stay). This figure exceeds the amount recommended in both the
Apartment Guidelines 2018 and the requirements of the operative Gounty
Development Pian.

Conclusion

10.7.11The concerns of the planning authority are acknowledged in this regard,
those of the third parties and the Elected Members. Given the locatio

within an urban area on zoned lands, together with the nature of t opdsed, |

do not have undue concerns in relation to traffic or transportaij

acknowledge that there will be some increased traffic as a re € proposed
development, in particular during the construction phase. r, the construction
phase will be temporary in nature and it is stated in Oulline Construction
Management Plan that the Contractor will sub onsyruction Traffic Management
Plan, to be agreed with the planning autho t0"the commencement of any

- works on site. Hdwever, the site is wejl se %

- of bus routes and two LUAS stations

facilities in the vicinity.

10.7.12Notwithstanding the con@ssed by the Planning Authority in relation to
oyisi

reduced car parkin j am generally satisfied in this regard and am

nendiptg that the Bord refuse permission based on the leve! of
parking bej opOksd

blic transport,'w,ith a number

in walking distance. There are good cycle

therefore not reg
. | consider the parking strategy, as proposed, o be
acceptablefin this Instance. | note the build-to-rent nature of the development and
the Mact Watreduced parking is addressed in the seciion 28 national guidance for

S

es. | am of the opinion that the proposed site is such that it largely
atisfies the criteria set out in section 8.2.4.5 of the operative County Development
Plah in relation 1o reduced car parking standards for appropriate development. | am
also satisfied that the proposal is in compliance with Policy ST3 of the operative
County Development Plan by effecting a modal shift from the private car to more
sustainable modes of transport. Matters raised in relation to the proposed access
can be adequately dealt with by means of condition. Imporiantly, potential residents

will be aware of the parking situation when deciding to move into the complex.
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10.8

10.8.1

10.8.2

\

Having regard to all of the above, | have no information before me to believe that the
proposal would lead to the creation of a traffic hazard or obstruction of road users

and | consider the proposal to be generally acceptable in this regard.

Drainage and Flood Risk

An Engineering Planning Report was submitted with the application. The inf;

contained therein appears reasonable and robust. In term of site service

water connection to the public mains is proposed, together with a ne cor to
the public sewer, both located along Wyckham Avenue/Place. A u water
sewer network shall be provided for the proposed developme wiFbe entirely
separated from the foul water sewer network. It is proposedt harge the

stormwater drainage within the site to the existing se am Avenue by
. An lrish Water

hich states that based on

gravity. Measures will be utilised. Green roofs
Design Submission has been submitted by th plicgt,

the information provided, Irish Water has o the proposal. An Irish water

Statement of Compliance letter was also echwith the application, which states

that based on the information provifigd, Irish Water has no objections to the

proposal. A report was receive Water at application stage, which raises

no objections subject to a ing attached to any grant of permissions that

the applicant sign a c& reement with IW prior to the commencement of the
re

the standards and conditions set out in that agreement.

development and %
The repo theWQramage Division of the planning authority, as contained in the

Chief Ex@cutive\Réport, states that there are a number of discrepancies in relation to
thedallow tflow calculations and they recommend that a condition be attached

raggtt of permission which addresses this concern. They recommend that a

proposal be submitted for the calculation of the proposed controlled outflow
£s and attenuation storage volumes and that the attenuation volumes provided
across the development are adequately sized to achieve the required overall site
attenuation storage requirements while restricting the finat outflow of the fully
developed site. They have not raised concerns in relation to other matters, subject
to conditions.
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Flood Risk

10.8.3 A Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment was submitted with the application. The
contents of this document appears reasonable and robust. It concludes that the
development is at low risk of flooding and is deemed appropriate within the proposed
site [ocation. It states that there is no risk from coastal, pluvial or fluvial flooding.
Flood mapping included in the operative County Development Plan indicates th
proposed development site is located in Flood Zone C. The OPW flood maps s
no record of flooding incidents in the area of the proposed development

planning authority state that based on the information provided in th

considered to be in accordance with Appendix 13 (Strategic
of the County Development Plan 2018. | consider that h
information before me, including the guidance contajged

28 guidelines on flood risk management that thigghatteMaa

addressed. |
Conclusion - @

10.8.4 lam generally'satisfied in relation to théygmatter of drainage and flood risk. The

d concerns in this matter, subject to
regard, subject to condition.

10.9

10.9.1 the submissions received state that there was inadequate/lack of

Procedural Issues

10.9.2 Some of the submissions received raise concerns regarding the address ‘Marmalade
Lane’, used in the public notices and documentation submitted, stating that this
address does not exist. In this matter, | would state that the purposes of the public

notices is to give an indication to the general public that a planning application has
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10.9.3

10.9.3

10.9.4

10.9.5

10.9.6

been lodged on the subject site and a broad outline of the development proposed.
Judging by the number of submissions received, it is clear to me that the general

public have been made aware of the proposed development on these lands.

Scale Model

Some submissions received stated that a scale model should be submitted with the
application. While this may have some benefits, there is no obligation under,
legislation to submit such a model.

Public Health

Many of the submissions received refer to the presence of Covi
the proposed development to operate safely in such circu
management of the proposed facility in such circumstgnces,
circumstances, will be a matter for the applicants tg ad ight of public health

advice pertaining at that time.

SHD Process :
Some of the third parties have raiséd,co i regards the strategic housing

development process. An Bord Pl qia are obliged to implement the provisions of

planning law, including the SH aid down in the Planning and Development

(Housing) and Re3|dent|al 2 Act 2016. They are also obliged under section
- er alia, the policies of the Government and the

9 of that Act to have rggard
Minister, mcludm% issued to planning authorities and fo the provisions of

Development

Fire Reglations

e proposal against compliance with fire regulations is outside the

re h@planning legislation.

sistencies

s noted that there are some inconsistencies in the information provided, while
some third parties have contended that some documentation lacked sufficient detail.
While these are noted, they are considered to be relatively minor and do not affect
the outcome of my recommendation. There is adequate information on file for me to

comprehensively assess the proposed development.
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10.9.7

It is noted that some of the submissions received refer to the fact that RPS No. 1446,
Gort Muire Gate Lodge and Entrance Gates was not referred to in the public notices.
While it may have been beneficial to some parties, | do note that the Protected
Structure referred to is that nearest the subject site. RPS No. 1446 has been

referred to within the documentation submitted and | am satisfied in this regard.

Childcare Facility

10.9.8 The proposal includes for a childcare facility, of stated floor area 620m?, wi
associated play space. The facility is located in the ground floor of Blo
would be available for use by both the future residents and wider ¢ e
planning authority have no raised any issue in this regard. | too in this
regard.
Part V

10.9.9 The applicant proposes to comply with the requirgmen¥ of Bart V of the Planning
and Development Act 2000, as amended by wz angter of 63 units. The
applicants are proposing fo lease the units cal authority on a long-term, 15
year lease arrangement. The planning auth not raised issue in this regard
and recommend a condition to de e matter, in the event of permission being
granted for the proposed dev . This is considered acceptable.
Boundary Treatment/Hoardi

10.9.10 Some of the third p ions received raise concerns regarding proposed
boundary treat catjpn of hoarding. | recommend that if the Bord is disposed
towards a ssion, exact details relating to same should be agreed with
the planning authdrity prior to the commencement of any works on site.

10.10 M i ntraventions/PA Report

omplex file in terms of the number of material contraventions being put
fd by the various parties. Differences between parties are evident as to what
matters constitute material contraventions or otherwise. Having regard to ali of the
information before and in the interests of clarity, 1 will summarise the matters of

material coniravention, as | see it. | will not reiterate the points made above, but

refer to relevant sections.
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10.10.2 The applicant has addressed the following matters in their submitted Material
Contravention Statement:

s Zoning
» ‘INST designation and open space requirement
* ‘INST designation and density

e Building Height

The applicant is of the opinion that the proposal materially contraven ive
County Development Plan in relation to height but not in relation atters
10.10.3 The planning authority considers the following to represent ntravention

of the operative County Development Plan
e Height (Reason for Refusal No. 1)

e Zoning objective (Reason for Refusal 2)

« Policy Res 5 and section 8.2.3.4( tih'to quantum of Open Space
{Reason for Refusal No. 4)) :
« Policy RES 5 and sectio

character being retajpe

xi) in relation to Opeh Space and open

son for Refusal No. 4)

10.10.4 | am of the following opihid ation to Material Contravention:

e Zoning: op, h rd to invoke section 37(2)(b) of P&D Act 2000 as
matter @&s Bcen gdressed in Material Contravention Statement. | consider
th pr | does not represent a material contravention of the zoning
0

ctivedsee section 10.1 above

i@ht- open to the Bord to invoke section 37(2)(b) of P&D Act 2000, having
ard to section 37(2)(b)(i) and (iii), as matier has been addressed in
Material Contravention Statement. | consider that the proposal does

represent a material contravention- see section 10.3 above

» Density- open to the Bord to invoke section 37(2)(b) of P&D Act 2000 as
matter has been addressed in Material Contravention Statement having
regard to section 37(2)(b)(i) and (ii). | consider that the proposal does not
represent a material contravention- see section 10.2.15-10.2.19 above
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¢ Policy RES5 and section 8.2.3.4(xi) in relation to guantum of open space-
open to the Bord to invoke section 37(2)(b) of P&D Act 2000 as matter has
been addressed in Material Contravention Statement. | consider that the

proposal does not represent a material contravention- see section 10.2.6-
10.2.7 above

» Policy RESS and section 8.2.3.4(xi) in relation to retaining open characte

the lands being retained- Matter not addressed in Material Contravention
Statement in context of section 37(2)(b); difficult for Bord to invokefsehtio
37(2)9(b). | consider that the proposal does represent a mated

contravention- see section 10.2.8-10.2.14 above

e Masterplan- does not represent a material contraventi not

addressed in Material Contravention Statement in xtgfsection 37(2)(b);
difficult for Bord to invoke section 37(2)9(b)- segfion”10.2.20-10.2.21

I draw the attention of the Bord to above summ

1.0 Screening for Appropriate Ass ss@
Contexi é \

11.0.1

A ‘Report for the Purpo& priate Assessment Screening’, has been

submitted with the atl The contents of this report appear reasonable -and
robust. It stateshat@dverge effects on the Dublin Bay European sites are highly
th

re of the proposed Project, a residential development that is

e suburban environment of Dublin City (ii) the distance

ficant effects on any European sites as a result of the proposed Project can be
ruled out and potential significant effects on European sites have been excluded at a
preliminary screening stage.
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Designated Sites

11.0.2 The following Natura 2000 sites that are within 15km of the site and their distance
from the application site are identified:

* South Dublin Bay SAC (Site Code 000210): 4.3km.
* Wicklow Mountains SAC (Site Code 002122): 5.4km.

» Knocksink Wood SAC (Site Code 000725): 7.7km. Q
» North Dublin Bay SAC (Site Code 000208): 9.2km. @
* Glenasmole Valley SAC (Site Code 001209): 8.6km. @

+ Ballyman Glen SAC (Site Code 000713): 9.2km.
* Rockabill to Dalkey Island SAC (Site Code 003000): 9.8k

* Howth Head SAC (Site Code 000202): 13.6km.
* Bray Head SAC (Site Code 0007 14): 13.5k©
* Baldoyle Bay SAC (Site Code 000199):

* South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estu@ita Code 004024): 4.1km.

dbjectives, which seek to maintain or restore the favourable consideration condition
of the habitat/species for which the Site has been selected. Detailed conservation
objectives are available on www.npws.ie and | refer the Bord to same which seek to

maintain and/or restore favourable conservation condition.

Potential Direct/Indirect Effects
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11.0.4

11.0.5

11.0.6

It is stated that for each of these identified sites, there will be no direct effects as the
proposed development is located outside of the designated site. The nearest
European sites are those associated with South Dublin Bay, including South Dublin
Bay SAC (Site Code 000210) and South Dublin Bay and River Tolka Estuary SPA
(Site Code 004040), which are located over 4 km to the north east. On the north side
of Dublin Bay are North Dublin Bay SAC (Site Code 000206} and North Bull Islan
SPA (Site Code 004008) which are located over 9 km from the proposed
development site. There is no potential for meaningful connectivity to an r
European Sites. The documentation states that there is a pathway frogfl the@ite
surface and wastewater water flows to Dublin Bay via the Ringsep@w r

ti is affecting
kaJEstuary SPA.

efiting wintering

freatment plant. There is no evidence that pollution through n
the conservation objectives of the South Dublin Bay and Rive

However, evidence suggests that some nutrient enrichm

birds for which SPAs have been designated in D ditional loading to this

plant arising from the operation of this project are idered to be significant.
Proposed upgrade works at Ringsend wast @ reatment plant, which have the

benefit of a grant of permission, wilt a

ress Qe Sepacity demand.

Potential In-Combination Effects,

It is stated that within the Jas
planning permission i

ears, there have been 19 developments granted
Pof the proposed development. It is anticipated that

there will be no predlic mbination effects given the nature and scale of the

proposed dev e the distance to any European sites.
Assessme
The ngpis noted:

e proposed development site lies outside the boundary of a Natura 2000
site, no loss of habitat will occur. The proposed development site is located
approximately 4km from the nearest Natura 2000 sites, across an
urban/suburban environment, with no direct connection to these conservation

sites.
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» There is no direct hydrological pathway from the proposed development site
to a Natura 2000 site. There are no watercourses located in the immediate
environs of the proposed development site.

» Interms of foul drainage, the proposal will connect into existing public
infrastructure. There is an indirect pathway via foul water network to
Ringsend WWTP. Foul water from the development will be processed ipsiige

)

dispersed and diluted. |1 am of the opinion that the indirect pathyfawof fo

Ringsend WWTP, where any pollutants or silt will undergo treatmen?3

water to Ringsend WWTP will not result in a significant effegon uga 2000

sites.

» Wastewater will be directed to Ringsend WWTP and t rg plans to

upgrade this facility. This current proposal will amNgsinificant impact on
current capacity. The Ringsend WWTP is gflerat er licence from EPA
and that licence is itself, the subject of j# own # There is no evidence that

water quality is impacting on thes ed designated sites within
Dublin Bay. '

» Flood Risk assessment coricdes that there are no significéht flood risks from

pluvial, fluvial or tidal sou
¢ No Natura 2000 sit ithin the zone of influence of this developmen.
Having take & Eration (i) the effluent discharge from the proposed
developmént s Xii} the distance between the proposed development site
to de te servation sites, (iii) lack of direct hydrological pathway or
bigdivergity®0rridor link to conservation sites and (iv) the dilution effect with
tN@L efflient and surface runoff, it is concluded that this development would
ive rise to any significant effects to designated sites.

ere is no potential for the proposed development to contribute to any

cumulative adverse impacts on any European Site

» [W have confirmed that the proposed connection to their network can be
facilitated
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11.0.7 The proposed development site lies outside the boundaries of the Natura sites
identified above and therefore there will be no reduction in habitat. The project is not
directly connected with the management of any Natura 2000 site. It is concluded
within the Appropriate Assessment Screening that the proposed development will
have no significant impacts upon any Natura 2000 sites. Mitigation measures are
referred to within some of the documentation submitied. In my mind they are no

mitigation measures but constitute the standard established approach to con

report of Inland Fisheries Ireland which also emp

uncontaminated surface waters must be psg

11.0.8 Having regard to the eceptor’ model and lack of any direct entry of

surface and untreate to any of the Natura 2000 sites, the proposal
either individually of in- bation with other plans or projects could not be
considered to fi gnificant effects in view of the sites’ conservation

objectives.

11.09 1 h h e regard to the screening report and data used by the applicant fo carry
ening assessment and the details available on the NPWS website in

it of the Natura 2000 sites identified as being within 15km radius of the
dewelopment site, including the nature of the receiving environment and proximity to
the nearest European site. | consider it is reasonable to conclude that on the basis of
the information on the file which includes inter alia, AA screening report submitted by
the applicant and all of 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
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a significant effect on any 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.

12.0 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

Statutory Provisions

12.0.1 This application was submitted to the Bord after 15t September 2018 ther o;
p
S

after the commencement of the European Union (Planning and D
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2018 which t
requirements of Directive 2014/52/EU into Irish planning lay.

12.0.2 The application was accompanied by an Environmgnta Assessment Report

or@ence with the provisions of

comprising of urban

» 500 dwelli

o anfarea of in the case of a business district, 10 ha in the case of other

of g'built-up area and 20 ha elsewhere.

opment proposes 628 residential units and has a stated area of

oximately 4.03 hectares, located within the built-up area. It therefore above the

reshold in relation to unit numbers and therefare requires mandatory EIA.

12.0.4 The EIAR contains three volumes, which includes for a Non-Technical Summary.
Chapters 1-3 inclusive set out an introduction to the development, background to
proposed development, methodology used, description of the proposed
development.
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12.0.5 The likely significant direct and indirect effects of the proposed development are
considered in the remaining chapters which collectively address the following
headings, as set out in Article 3 of the EIA Directive 2014/52/EU:

« Population and Human Health
¢ Biodiversity

¢ Land, Soil and Geology

¢ Hydrology and Water Services Q
+ Noise and Vibration
¢ Climate and Air Quality i ; t

¢ Landscape and Visual
¢ Traffic and Transportation

s Material Assets

 Waste Management

o Cultural Heritage- Archaeology 0
e Culiural Herttage—Archltecture Herita

* Interactions

e Schedule of Mltigatlon Measure

12.0.6 | am satisfied that the EIAR % epared by competent experts to ensure its
completeness and qualjifs a afthe information contained in the EIAR and
supplementary info } ided by the developer, adequately identifies and

describes the djgéct iregt and cumulative effects of the proposed development on
the environ . a mplies with article 94 of the Planning and Development

Regulatjion§ 2000 jas amended.

and observers has been set out above.

12.0.8 This EIA has had regard to the application documentation, including the EIAR, the

observations received and the planning assessment completed above.
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Alternatives

12.0.9 Article 5(1)(d) of the 2014 EIA Directive requires the following:

“a description of the reasonable alternatives studied by the developer, which are
relevant to the development and its specific characteristics, and an indication of the
main reasons for selecting the chosen option, taking info account the effects o

development on the environment.”

12.0.10 Section 2 of the submitted EIAR deals with alternatives and sets o
locations, layouts and designs considered. It is considered that

alternatives has been adequately addressed in the applicat oC
Assessment of Likely Significant Direct and Indiregt Effegfs

Population and Human Health

Section 4 of the EIAR is entitled population a mar}health. The site is located to
in the Sandyford-Dundrum ED, within the yan ui[t—up residential area of
Dundrum and Ballinteer. It is a greepfield Siielth®Was remained undeveloped and

comp.rises principally of a vacant field&§ormerly controlled by the Gort Muire

Carmelite Cenire.

It is concluded that the prd % levelopment will contribute to further growth and

expansion of the nej rho®d contributing to the existing and future populations.
The predicted im th€ operational phase are considered to be long term and
positive to fi human health. The proposal will contribute positively to
the comnfiunity Ry Pfproving the vibrancy and vitality of the area. Mitigation

me vedoeen outlined that will ensure no significant negative impacts/effects

o) nipealth or population.

e Considered all of the written submissions made in relation to popuiation and

an health. | am satisfied that they have been appropriately addressed in terms of
the application and the information submitted by the applicant and that no significant
adverse direct, indirect or cumulative effects on population and human health are
likely to arise.
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Biodiversity

Flora

Section 5 of the EIAR refers to biodiversity (flora and fauna). Walkover habitat
surveys, which included bat and bird surveys were undertaken on the 30t
September 2019, 9 and 10t March 2020 and 15t and 19 June 2020. Badger

surveys were undertaken on 24" March 2020. The subject site is located on

improved grassland, with small pockets of woodland, patches of scrub and

on/adjacent to the proposed development site. There were no rare
species recorded on the site. There are no rare or protected i reCorded within
the study area. There are no rivers or streams that cross ed development
ident. The

ical value and as such
predicted to have a neutral imperceptible e Plasiersity. F

A site assessmenUsuNey for invasive pecmd that no Japanesé Knotweed

plant species were recorded within the operty boundary.

Fauna
There are no suitable h 'taers on or near the site.

S0 roosting potential were present on site. Two bats
sitg along the field boundaries both in 2019 and in 2020. No

sife and no hydrological pathways to nearby rivers tre
development is locaied in an area of low to mo te echl

bats were e ging from any of the onsite irees. Some bat activity was

noted in, Ballawley) Park. There is no evidence of a current or past bat roost on site,
ther nqsignificant negative impacts on these animals are expected to result
b th osed redevelopment.

& are no badger setts within the site. One burrow with potential for badger use is
almost certainly used by a fox and may not be in use by foxes at present based on

the field signs. Outside of the proposed development footprint, there is one or more
badger setts, located behind a line of leylandii to the west of Gort Muire and south of
the entrance to the site. None of these setts suggest the presence of a main sett
based on the amount of the spoil, the absence of any bedding around the entrance

and the absence of a lairine. Tracks leading from the site indicate mammal
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movement that may include fox and badger. There will be reduced foraging for
badgers given the loss of the field. In urban areas, this may be compensaied by
benign feeding as well as opportunistic foraging on scraps and pet food. This
development is likely to create a permanent slight hegative impact for badgers. The
planning authority have raised the matter that the exact location of the badger sett
outside of the site is not identified. While this is acknowledged, the matter couldghe

adequately dealt with by means of condition. In addition, the planning authe
recommended additional conditions in relation to mammals, all of whic d bé

adequately dealt with by means of condition.

Common species of birds were identified. No rare or endanger cl f bird was

recorded breeding within the subject site. No observations Of Swifts W€re noted.

be incorporated into the landscape design, w is cOpsfdered appropriate given the
objective 'to preserve trees and woodlang”ol¥e and will also aid in negating
% idkriaken on the site. With the

measures, the proposed development is

some of the tree loss that has previously @g

employment of appropriate mitigatf

anticipated will have a neutral ible and long-term effect on biodiversity.

measures why of proposed scheme, the proposed mitigation measures
and thro ita onditions. | note the report of the planning authority, which is
refer

caghabove. | also note the report of the Department of Tourism, Culture, Arts,

port and Media are generally satisfied in relation fo the matter of nature

prodiversity.

Land, Soil and Geology

Section 6 of the E IAR deals with land, soil and geology. Site investigation works
were carried out in December 2019. There are three no. soil types noted at the

proposed development site, namely deep well drained mineral, mineral poorly
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drained and made ground. GS| mapping for the region indicates that the soil type for
the region is till derived from granites with some bedrock outcrop or subcrop. The
lands are not located in a GSI or EPA source protection area.

There is potential for land and soils to interact with other environmental elements
during both the construction and operational phases of the project. The predicted
impacts at construction phase is limited to the excavations required to constr

would be negligible. There are no likely significant impacts predi

geology and groundwater environment associated with the pr,

the site. There are no anticipated cumulative impacts.

| have considered all of the written submissions deNp relgiion to land, soil and

geology. | am satisfied that the identified impacis Wguld Be avoided, managed and

mitigated by thj_e measures which form part @k nsed scheme, the proposed
mitigation measures and through suitable cofg kioff®| am therefore satisfied that the

proposed develh'opment would not have Wy unacceptable direct or indirect impacts in
terms of land, soil and geolog

Hydrology and Water ic

Section 7 of the sukmj deals with hydrology and water services. The
nearest water, e i River Slang, which runs outside the site perimeter, to the
west of thg(propoge@levelopment, from south to north. A Site Specific Flood Risk
Asse s Jeen undertaken and the site is located within Flood Zone C.

Co o existing public drainage and water supply services works are

e@¥SubDS measures will intercept and attenuate surface water on site. During

% struction phase of the proposed development there are several potential
prGcesses that could impact the existing surface water, foul water and watermain

networks, however no predicted significant impacts are anticipated. During the

operational phase, no negative residual impacts are anticipated.
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Potential cumulative impacts have been assessed and a wide range of mitigation
measures have been specified for both the construction and operational phases of
the project. These mitigation methods seek to ensure that construction and
operational discharges are controlled to prevent potential pollution impacts to all

receiving surface water systems.

| have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to hydrology
water services. | note the reports of both Irish Water and the Planning Author

this regard. | refer the Bord to my assessment of ‘Drainage and Flood ve. |

development would not have any unacceptable direct @gindir pacts in terms of

hydrology and water services.

Noise and Vibration

Section 8 of the submitted EIAR deals wi d vibration. Baseline noise
monitoring and an environmental e survey were undertaken across the
development area to determin of noise levels at varying locations across

the site. The closest neighf yee sensitive property to the proposed

development is a resi ng located approximately 13m east of the

proposed site. Pre ise levels in the locality are primarily due to local road
traffic.

During thg cons¥u€tion phase of the project there is the potential for significant and

el ts on nearby noise sensitive properties due to noise emissions from
J€s. The application of noise and vibration control measures will ensure
ofSe and vibration impact will have a negative, moderate and short-term impact
e surrounding environment.

During the operational phase, the predicted change to noise levels associated with
additional traffic is anticipated to be of imperceptible impact along the existing road
network, with neutral, imperceptible, and long-term impact to nearby residential
locations. Noise levels associated with operational ptant are expected to be well

within the adopted noise limits at the nearest noise sensitive properties.
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Potential cumulative impacts have been examined. Mitigation measures are

proposed for both the construction and operational phases in relation o noise and
vibration.

| have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to noise and
vibration. | am satisfied that the identified impacts would be avoided, managed and
mitigated by the measures which form part of proposed scheme, the proposed
mitigation measures and through suitable conditions. | am therefore satisfied %
proposed development would not have any unacceptable direct or indire actsp

terms of noise or vibration.
Climate and Air Quality

Section 9 of the submitted EIAR deals with climate and gjr quall terms of air

monitoring and assessment, the proposed developmgni s in Zone A. The
existing ambient air quality in the vicinity of the sile has\Qegp’characterised with

information obtained from a number of sourcg lipg data for the existing air

quality environment, together with data ava similar environments indicates

that levels of nitrogen dioxide, carbo afticulate matter less than 10

microns and less than 2.5 micro zene are generally well below the

national and European Unio

impact on air quality duri truction phase is from construction dust

| biel ajr guality standards. The greatest potential

emissions and the potgn or maisance dust. In order fo minimise dust emissions

during construction s O mitigation measures have been prepared in the form
of a Dust Minj j . When the dust minimisation set out in the Plan are

implementgd, air gu impacts during construction phase will not be significant.

during the construction phase are considered imperceptible and

regidual impacts are not predicted. During the operational phase, impacts

rdposed development on air quality and climate is predicted to be
ceptible for both the long and short term.

Potential cumulative impacts have been examined. Mitigation measures for
construction and operational phases have been outilined.

| have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to climate and air
quality. | am satisfied that the identified impacts would be avoided, managed and

mitigated by the measures which form part of proposed scheme, the proposed
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mitigation measures and through suitable conditions. | am therefore satisfied that the
proposed development would not have any unacceptable direct or indirect impacts in

terms of climate and air quality.

Landscape and Visual

Section 10 of the submitied EIAR deals with landscape and visual. A series o

photomontages were submitted in this regard, together with some CGls. A

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) was undertaken. T

is located within the suburban built-up residential area of Dundru

is a greenfield site and its present character is defined by ope g a former
agricultural use. The Bord is referred to my assessment agbvej s of ‘Visual
Amenity’ and other relevant sections.

The Gort Muire Carmelite Centre is a Protected ctu S Ref.1453). A full
description of nearby Protected Structures c e found M the ‘Cultural Heritage —
Architecture Heritage’ of this EIA. This w i e of the third party
submissions received. The lands fo the e south consist of residential

developments comprising two stor § housing. allawley Park, a ‘!_arge public park lies :
directly to the south east of th the lands to the north consists of St
Tiernan’s Community Schg6l 2l t alled Garden (also formerly part of the

% armelite Cenire to the north and west are a

Carmelite Cenire). Adjgin

number of moder nt developments (Wyckham Point, Wyckham Place,
Southmede) buyilt id to late 2000's along Wyckham Way with heights ranging

up to 8 storgys.

Any met on a large undeveloped site would naturally result in significant

ct'and material change to the landscape character of the site. During
ion, the proposed development will give rise to usual visual impacts, in the
of excavation and ground works, structural and general construction works. The

g@nstruction phase will include construction traffic, movement of machinery and
personnel, and the gradual emergence of the various elements of the development.
It is anticipated that landscape and visual effects during construction phase will be
wholly negative at first. Mitigation measures to the construction phase will be dealt
within the construction management plan and have been referenced elsewhere

within this assessment. Good site management and housekeeping practices will be
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adhered to during the construction phase. The visual impact of the site compounds
and scaffolding visible during the construction phase are of a temporary nature only

and therefore require no remedial action.

On completion the proposed development will significantly alter the immediate
landscape from a vacant grassiand field into a significant apartment developmen
comprising 7 blocks ranging in height from 3 to 2 storeys with associated
development. However, the landscape impact within the wider suburban

whilst still significant, will not be uncharacteristic of what has occurredgyi garea
over the past 15-20 years. The current proposal represents anot
ongoing consolidation and densification of the wider suburba

Ballinteer in line with current planning policy.

In terms of visual impacts, the following 11 locatiops e mined in the submitted

VIA.
% Predicted Effect

View | Description : : '
01 ' View from the Wyckham@mut looking SE Moderate — Positive’
02 View from Wyckham Iogking SE Moderate — Positive
03 View from Wyckha ooking SE Moderate — Paositive
04 View from Balli e looking NE No Perceived
Change

05 View Q rdglas estate looking 8 No Perceived

\ Change
06 i op¥ Parkvale residential estate looking NW Moderate - Neutral
0 from Ballawley Park looking NW Moderate - Neutral
08 w from Wesley Heights looking N Moderate - Neutral

View from Greenmount Lane looking E Slight — Neutral

1 View from Overend Ave looking S Moderate— Positive
11 View from M50 overbridge looking NE Moderate— Positive

The EIA states that the extent of impact on the wider landscape will not be

widespread given that the views of the site in most locations are constrained by
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existing topography, vegetation and the existing built environment. Where visible the
additional impact will not be excessive within the existing suburban context and
given the sensitive design proposed. It is considered that the proposed development
will have a moderate impact on the landscape at the local level by replacing an
undeveloped vacant site with a large residential development. This will have a

positive impact by contributing to the urban character of the area.

| do not agree with the assertions made in the EIAR in this regard. | am o
opinion that the proposal will be visible from the wider environment a ' e
impacts on the existing landscape as it changes from a greenfield o

accommodating a development of the scale envisaged. While | issues

heights and scale of development that h

area, including the proximate develdbment

8 stories, | consider that the pr ore me represents overdevelopment of the

site.
In terms of impacts of jife .Q, on the Protected Structure, Gort Muire, without

doubt, the most sigrffica act of the proposal will be the change of visual context
in which the Pyt Sfuctures sit. | am of the opinion that the original setting of
these stru s Wgs dAready been lost, given the extent of development previously

permittedialong YV{ckham Place and also within the Walled Garden. The new

I be visible in the context of the Protected Structures and | do not
with this. However, | do have issue with the scale of that proposed, and
it Of development along the boundary with the Protected Structure (see above
ore detailed analysis).

There will also be visuat impacts on the residential properties in the vicinity as the
environment changes from a green field to a development of the nature proposed.
This is not unexpected, given the urban location of the site close to the Major Town
Centre of Dundrum. As currently proposed and as dealt with above, there are

elements with which | am dissatisfied, namely the location of Block E, which prevents
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against the retention of the open character of the 'INST’ designated lands and also
Blocks C and D, which due to their scale, extent and lack of differentiation between
elements would read as an overly dominant addition to the skyline, would detracts
from the visual amenities of the area, would be excessively overbearing and may
also have some impacis on the residential amenities of properties within Wesley

Heights, although less so than otherwise, due to the orientation of these existing
dwellings. Any concerns | have in relation to landscape and visual are planni
matters and | do not have issue in this regard from an environmental per ve.
| have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to | ca d
visual. | have serious reservations from a planning perspective. ergifom an
environmental perspective, | am satisfied that the identified ir@ d be

avoided, managed and mitigated by the measures whichgform proposed

scheme, the proposed mitigation measures and throggh s conditions. | am

therefore satisfied that the proposed developmept woulNnaPhave any unacceptable

direct or indirect impacts in terms of landsc i from an environmental
viewpoint.

Traffic and Transportation

Section 11 of the submitted EIARSEe ith Traffic and Transportation. The matier
of traffic and transport dealt with in my assessment above and | refer

the Bord {o same.

During the congifuctioh phiise, construction traffic travelling to the site will use the
Wyckham r, ab r access. A Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP)

will be i enigd. Overall, it is anticipated that there will be a negative short-term

sli ocal traffic during the construction phase. During the operational

nticipated that there will be two distinct weekday peak times between
w 09.00 AM with 27 arrivals and 101 departures, during that time and between
1800-19.00 PM with 95 arrivals and 51 departures. There is likely to be a long-term,
imperceptible neutral impact on the surrounding roads as a result of the proposed

development.

Cumulative impacts were also assessed. Mitigation measures have been proposed.

It is considered that in urban areas a certain level of congestion is to be expected
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during peak times and that the Wyckham roundabout has suitable capacity to cater

for the proposed development within the norms of a busy urban environment.

[ have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to Traffic and
Transportation. | note the reports of the planning authority and NTA in this regard. |
also note the submissions received from third parties and prescribed bodies. Further
assessment has been undertaken by me within the main body of the report, s

above. | am satisfied that the identified impacts would be avoided, mana

mitigated by the measures which form part of proposed scheme, the e

tis at the

impacts in

mitigation measures and through suitable conditions. 1 am therefor
proposed development would not have any unacceptable dire

terms of Traffic and Transportation.

Material Assets
Section 12 of the submitted EIAR deals with 7@5 ts. Existing utilities
services are described, together with preds ' and mitigation measures.

There is an existing surface water sewer m Avenue to the west of the site
and a foul water sewer on Parkvaleflp the east of the site. Construction-access to the
site will be via Wyckham Aven g, the existing access to the site. This access

will be managed in accordgfcequit agreed Construction & Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP % ompleted development will be accessed from

Wyckham Avenue

Mitigation %’ ve been proposed. Predicted cumulative impacts are
examine@c d impacts during construction stage are stated to be neutral, if
mitigation

ures are incorporated into the development with neutral long-term

g the operational phase.

e considered all of the written submissions made in relation to Material Assets. |
am satisfied that the identified impacts would be avoided, managed and mitigated by
the measures which form part of proposed scheme, the proposed mitigation
measures and through suitable conditions. | am therefore satisfied that the proposed
development would not have any unacceptable direct or indirect impacts in terms of
Material Assets.
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Waste Management

Section 13 of the submitted EIAR deals with Waste Management. A site specific
Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan has been prepared for the
construction phase of the development. In addition, an Operational Waste and
Recycling Management Plan has been prepared for the operational phase of
development. Estimates of waste generation during both the construction and

operational phase of the proposed development have been calculated. No
demolition works are required.

The implementation of the mitigation measures aims to ensure g e of
reuse, recovery and recycling is achieved at the developmenidu bgth the
construction and operational phases. It will also ensure tRat Eur: , hational and
regional legislative waste requirements with regard tgrwa et and that

associated targets for the management of wastedire adRjevd.

Potential cumulative impacts have been e@uring the construction phase, a
planned approach to waste managepant an erence to the C&D WMP will

ensure that the imbact on the en

will be short-term, neutral and
imperceptible. During the o

ase, a structured approach to waste

o
¢ @ efficiency and waste minimisation and provided
emented, the predicted impact on the environment will
erceptible.

management wili promo
mitigation measures
be long-term, neyt

| have con@ideredjall of the written submissions made in relation to Waste
m satisfied that the identified impacts would be avoided, managed
3 by the measures which form part of proposed scheme, the proposed
% ioh measures and through suitable conditions. | am therefore satisfied that the

pr@pbsed development would not have any unacceptable direct or indirect impacts in
terms of Waste Management.

Cultural Heritage- Archaeoclogy

Section 14 of the submitted EIAR deals with Cultural Heritage- Archaeology.
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There are no recorded archaeological sites/features listed as being located within the
boundary of the subject site. A tower house (DU022- 023001-) and an Anglo-
Norman masonry castle (DU022-023002) (Dundrum Castle) are located 674m to the
north of the subject site. A Tower House Castle site (DU022-024----) is located 548m
to the east-south-east of the subject site. The subject site is located immediately
beside sites of architectural heritage value, which are the following Protected
Structures- Gort Muire {(RPS No. 1453), which is an historic house, built in

1448), but these are separated from the site by Wyckham

A programme of archaeological testing was completed, and nothing of

archaeological significance was noted during testi mended that the

perspectiy®. YVhil@glements of the proposal may not be acceptable from a planning

perspgcte, it wpuld, in my mind, be acceptable in terms of EIA.

I nidered all of the written submissions made in relation to Cultural Heritage-
p\aeplogy. | refer the Bord to my assessment of same above. | am satisfied that
% have been appropriately addressed in terms of the application and the
ihformation submitted by the applicant and that no significant adverse direct, indirect
or cumulative effects on Cultural Heritage-Archaeology are likely to arise.
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Cultural Heritage- Architectural Heritage

Section 15 of the submitted EIAR deals with Cultural Heritage- Architectural
Heritage. Whilst the subject site does not contain a Protected Structure, it does
share a boundary to the west with the Gort Muire Centre, whose Water Tower,
Garden Walls and Farm Building Complex, House, Ornamental lronwork,
Conservatory and Water Tower are protecied (RPS Ref.1453). Protected Struc
in the wider vicinity including Gortmore Gate Lodge;, Homestead and Arglas 2
considered to be directly impacted by the proposed development due to e

screening and distance. | would concur with this assertion. The site i tl
within or adjacent to an Architectural Conservation Area.

The EIAR states that the subject lands are not considered to te’to the setting
or character of Gort Muire due to large-scale, 1960s buil co cted along its

southern boundary shared with the subject site. Thigfuilaylg s€vered the visual
connection between the 19" century water tow d th&original house at Gort

Muire. J 3
The relationship of the subject sité_. tothe d rdens to the west of Gort Mui're_

is no longer perceptible on the grci'und. e tower itself is of limited architectural

significance, however, it does cont he architectural character of the site. The

EIAR states that the Iong-ste ration between lands associated with the
Protected Structure in aStuitif the uncultivated character of the subject
development lands the site is not considered to form part of the
protected setti f Goft Muire Centre. | would concur with this assertion and |

note that t th und, the subject site reads as being very much separate to
the gro f thggProtected Structure. | also note that the primary aspect of the

ma

lolisevhas historically been towards the extensive garden to the south-west

dition has been accentuated by the construction of the 1960’s exiension,

parkland gardens, focused on the artificial lake. Owing to the topography, the view of
adjacent lands from the gardens, including the subject site is restricted and thus
naturally protected.
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The approach to the proposed development, which is routed to the east of the water
tower and south of the walled garden will have no physical impact on the built fabric
on the Protected Structure. The EIAR states that the proposed new development will
have no physical impact on the adjacent Protected Structures. Visual impacts will be
largely limited to the view from within later extensions of the Gort Muire complex
where it is proposed to intensify boundary planting. The later mid-20th century

extensions are of no particular architectural interest, which | would concur.

concur with the assertions made above in terms of visual impacts on t tec

Structure. While views of the proposed development will be limiteddto ithigPthe

Protected Structures, the visual impact will be significant as theg wi ange of

visual context in which the Protected Structures sit. The n ve ent will be

visible in the context of the Protected Structures. This is n cegsarily a negative.
| have dealt with this matter above, in the main body o ssment and will not

reiterate except to say that the scale, massing gnd

f development along the
shared boundary with the Protected Structure i nsigered to be excessive and if

permiﬁed would detract from the charactg etting _of the Protected Structure.

| agree that the protected fabric of fort M somewhat shielded from the subject
development site by a 1960’s i lock, construcied in alignment with the

shared southern boundary # contends that this large-scale structure

provides an inadvertenje § to the protected gardens, garden features and

hoUSe, all of which are specifically cited in the RPS as

historic landscapinggof
contributing to ifs' and merit protection. | do concur with it creating an
enclosure t ro d gardens and while | note its position and dominance, it

must be gcknowledGed that it will only go some way in screening the proposed

the Protected Structure. lts role in screening the proposed works

mewhat over-emphasised in the documentation submitted in my opinion.

Q g“construction phase, a risk is presented by the proposed construction route in
Yo ximity to flanking protected fabric, which will require careful mitigation and

consideration under a construction management plan.

| have considered all of the written submissions made in relation to Cultural Heritage-
Architectural Heritage. | refer the Bord to my assessment of same above. | note the
reports of the planning authority and the Department in this regard. | also note the

points raised in the third party submissions received in this regard. Again | reiterate
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that my concerns raised relate to planning matters, not environmental matters. From
an environmental viewpoint, | am satisfied that they have been appropriately
addressed in terms of the application and the information submitted by the applicant
and that no significant adverse direct, indirect or cumulative effects on Cultural

Heritage-Architectural Heritage are likely to arise

Interactions

Section 16 of the submitted EIAR provides a summary of principal interagtio

inter-relationships, which have been discussed in the preceding cha

arising can be
avoided, managed and mitigated by the measureg whi part of the proposed

Havi~ng regard to the examinatio nmental information contained above, and

in particular to the EIAR and g€ ary information provided by the developer,

and the submissions fr ng authority, prescribed bodies and observers in
tieg, it

the course of the applica considered that the main significant direct and
indirect effects oft

séd development on the environment are as follows:
« Po Iat;)\human health impacts mitigated by appropriate construction
onal management plans
@rsity impacts mitigated by additional planting/landscaping and
Qa ropriate work practices

Soils and geology impacts mitigated by construction management measures
including minimal removal of topsoil and subsoil; management and
maintenance of plant and machinery; dust suppression measures.

o Hydrology and Water Services impacts to be mitigated by management of

surface water run-off during construction while operational impacts are to be
mitigated by surface water attenuation to prevent flooding.
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13.0

13.1

. significant environmental effects arising 3

e landscape and Visual impacts which will not be avoided by conditions or best
practice construction site management and by proposed landscaping.

o Cultural Heritage- Architectural Heritage impacts will not be mitigated by
landscaping or construction methods

* Climate and Air Quality impacts mitigated by dust minimisation plan

» Traffic and Transportation impacts mitigated by the management of
construction traffic; Construction and Environmental Management PI

* Noise and Vibration impacts mitigated by adherence to requirergéntgs o

relevant code of practice.

development have therefore been
They would not require or justif

or requiring substantial am e

Conclusion and ndation

In conclusioncofSider the principle of residential development to be acceptable on

this site. 0 inion that this is a zoned, serviceable site within an

establis

sub@rban area where a wide range of services and facilities exist. In my
proposal would provide a quality standard of development, in terms of
aterials, elevational treatments and standard of residential support

ies. An appropriate mix of units is proposed. | am satisfied with the overall
imber of dual aspect units, notwithstanding the misleading figure supplied in the
documentation. 1am also satisfied with the overall height proposed, and while |
acknowledge that it represents a material contravention of the operative County
Development Plan, | consider that it is open to the Bord {o grant permission in this

instance. | do consider, however, that a greater transition in heights is required, in
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13.2

13.3

13.4

particular with regards the blocks proposed nearest the existing residential properties
and the Protected Structure.

| consider that the proposal does not represent an appropriate quantum of
development for the site, given the ‘INST’ designation, and as proposed the
requirement to retain the open character of the lands is not being achieved. |
consider that the proposal represents a material contravention of the operative
County Development Plan in this regard and draw the attention of the Bord
matter has not been dealt with in the submitted Material Contravention Sitewert.

| also have concerns as outlined above with regards the impacts of, op on

the visual and residential amenities of the area, with particular agn s rggarding

the scale and massing of the proposal and the transition to s epiors. If the
Bord is disposed towards a grant of permission, | am of
and D should be omitted from the proposal and theséare

public open space provision. There may be scq@g for t ovision of much reduced

Block D, in terms of footprint, at a future da | uld require a separate grant

- of permission. The omission of Block E w id in reducing the scale of the

~ development closest to the Protected®&tructure. The reduction in footf::rint and

greater transition in height woul uired for Block C. | also consider an

increase in the separation digtanctés een Blocks F and G so as to aid in
retaining the open charagte

through the blocks ected Structure and its associated lands.
While | am of t&ion at the height of the proposal is acceptable in principle, |
m

ands and also to allow for greater visibility

consider t of the Urban Development and Building Heights, Guidelines
for Plangi uthgrities, published by the Department of Housing, Planning and
Lo efament in December 2018 are applicable. | am of the opinion that the

ica s not adequately demonstrated that at the scale of the city and given the
ints surrounding the site, including the Protected Structure and domestic

scale dwellings that the proposed development would successfully integrate with
existing development in the vicinity. It is also considered that at the scale of
district/neighbourhood/street, the proposal does not respond well to its overall
natural and built environment nor does it make a positive contribution to the urban
neighbourhood at this location. | am also of the opinion that the proposal is not in
compliance with Criteria No. 1 ‘Context’ of the Urban Design Manual. The
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13.5

13.6

13.7

development does not seem to have evolved naturally as part of its surroundings. |
would question whether the proposal respects the form of buildings and landscape
around the site’s edges and the amenity enjoyed by neighbouring users and |
consider that the development does not positively contribute to the character and
identity of the neighbourhood.

| considered dealing with the above issues by means of condition. However,

consider at this point that the proposal requires a comprehensive re-exa
re-design to deal with the issues raised above. Other matters of conc at
a Masterplan document for the overall institutional lands has not b su
required under section 8.2.3.4(xi) of the operative County Dev n

a requirement of the 'INST’ designation and | question whyfit w; ubmitted.
Other issues are noted, (while the proposal may be a te sessed in their
absence), are shortcomings like the limited numbgf of pRétomontages given the
scale of the development and iis proximity to Protactéd Structure, together with
the lack of analysis relating to VSC in the ight report submitted.

In terms of parking provision, the B 'Id-to&re of the development is noted. |
note that reduced levels of parking haye been permitted on similar SHD applications

within the wider area, on sites wi

locational contexts. | consider that the

reduced parking provision @- present a material contravention of the
operative County De atPlan. Given the locational context of the site,

| consider th e parkip§ provision as proposed is acceptable. | have no

proximate to goog lic transport in an area of high employment generation,

informati for
traffi

to believe that the proposal would lead to the creation of a

d or pbstruction of road user in the vicinity.

ons outlined above, | consider that the proposal is not in compliance with
r planning and sustainable development of the area and | recommend that

phission is refused, for the reasons set out below.

14.0 Reasons and Considerations

1.

The subject site has an ‘INST’ (Institutional Land) designation as listed on the
County Development Plan Map Index under ‘Other Objectives’, which seeks ‘to
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protect and/or provide for Institutional Use in open lands’. Policy RES5S and section
8.2.3.4(xi) of the Dun Laoghaire- Rathdown County Development Plan 2016 seeks
to, inter alia, retain the open character and/or recreational amenity of such
institutional lands. The proposal, by reason of its excessive scale, massing,
development footprint and lack of meaningful open space provision fails to comply
with this policy of the aforementioned Plan and the open character of the lands is
being sufficiently retained. The proposal is therefore considered to represent

material contravention of the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Develop lan

2018 in this regard.
In addition, the applicant has failed to submit a masterplan for, 0 || fistitutional
lands, as required by section 8.2.3.4(xi) of the Dun Laoghair n County

Development Plan 2016.

Having regard to all of the above, the proposal @e to be unacceptable and
b velopment of the area

inconsistent with the proper planning and s $
i o

It is considered that the proposed d strategy, by reason of its excessive scale,

massing, dominant form, overbe ts and insufficient transition provision,

proximate to an architectura ciitiversite ‘Gort Muire’ and domestic scale
dwellings, does not proy s al design solution for the site having regard to
the site’s locational

No. 1 of the Urb,

Environme er

e and Local Government, 2009. The proposal is considered
not to respgct theYofm of buildings and landscape around the site’s edges and the
am nj y heighbouring users and the development does not positively

he character and identity the urban neighbourhood ati this location.

régard to all of the above, the proposal is considered fo be unacceptable and

ary to the proper planning and sustainable development of the area.
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Recommended Draft Bord Order

Planning and Development Acts 2000 to 2019

Planning Authority: Din Laoghaire Rathdown County Council

Application for permission under section 4 of the Planning and Development

(Housing) and Residential Tenancies Act 2016, in accordance with plans a

particulars, lodged with An Bord Pleanala on the 11t day of Septembe b
b

Wyckham Land Limited, care of McGill Planning, 45 Herbert Lane,

Proposed Development:
A planning permission for a strategic housing develop enta%nalade Lane’,
Wyckham Avenue, Dundrum, Dublin 16. The appligatio cludes lands formerly

part offowned by the Gort Muire Carmelite Cenfre ar\is cated adjacent to

Protected Structures (RPS No. 1453).
The development wilt comprise a ‘Byild t% R) apartment development

consisting of 7 no. blocks rangin

ight up to 9 storeys (and including two levels
of basement/undercroft loca e nofthern portion of the site).

628 no. apartments ro comprising 279 no. 1 -beds 318 no. 2-beds & 31
no. 3-beds. All regideptial
to the north/ legst/

Resident&uppo lities & Resident Services & Amenities (total floor area ¢.3897

s provided with associated private balconies/terraces

st elevations. The BTR development will also include

ing Jeception, parcels/delivery area, store areas, co-working spaces,

unge, games room, cinema/function room, music room, dining area,

ef| om, gym, dog grooming, breakout areas, management offices and
% room. The development also includes a creche (¢.620 sq.m), ‘Grab ‘n go’ retail
it (c.18 sq.m) and café (c.143 sq.m).

Provision of 278 no. car parking spaces, 1,354 no. cycle parking spaces and 21 no.
motorcycle spaces. Vehicular/pedestrian/cyclist accesses including from Wyckham
Avenue and including improvement works to the existing Carmelite Centre access

road and entrance.
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All associated site development works, open spaces, roof gardens, landscaping,
boundary treatments, plant areas, waste management areas, cycle parking areas,
and services provision {including ESB substations}).

The application contains a statement setting out how the proposal will be consistent
with the objectives of the relevant Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Developmen
Plan 2016-2022. The application contains a statement indicating why permissé
should be granted for the proposed development, having regard to a congs tio
specified in section 37(2)(b) of the Planning and Development Act, 2
amended, notwithstanding that the proposed development materi

relevant development plan or local area plan other than in rel to
the land.

An Environmental Impact Assessment Report hag beeg pr@pared in respect of the
proposed development.

Decision | a : ;

Refuse permission for the above\gropoSed development based on the reasons

and considerations set o @

Matters Consid

In making its N Bord had regard to those matiters to which, by virtue of the
Planning algd Devglepment Acts and Regulations made thereunder, it was required
toh g ch matters included any submissions and observations received

by it INGEC ance with statutory provisions.

ons and Considerations

The subject site has an ‘INST’ (Institutional Land) designation as lisied on the
County Development Plan Map Iindex under ‘Other Objectives’, which seeks ‘to
protect and/or provide for Institutional Use in open lands’. Policy RES5 and section
8.2.3.4(xi) of the Dun Laoghaire- Rathdown County Development Plan 2016 seeks
to, inter alia, retain the open character and/or recreational amenity of such
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institutional lands. The proposal, by reason of its excessive scale, massing,
development footprint and lack of meaningful open space provision fails to comply
with this policy of the aforementioned Plan and the open character of the lands is not
being sufficiently retained. The proposal is therefore considered to represent a
material contravention of the Dun Laoghaire Rathdown County Development Plan
2016 in this regard.

In addition, the applicant has failed to submit a masterplan for the over tit I
lands, as required by section 8.2.3.4(xi) of the Dun Laoghaire Rathdew

Development Plan 2016.

Having regard to all of the above, the proposal is consider acceptable and
inconsistent with the proper planning and sustainable t of the area

It is considered that the proposed design stra , by lgaSon of its excessive scale,
massing, dominant form, overbearing im fficient transition provision,
proximate fo an architeciurally sensitive uire’ and domestic scale

dwellings, does not provide the op | design solution for the site having regard to

the site’s locational context an red not to be in compliance with Criteria

No. 1 ‘Context’ of the Urbafi De§ignWranual, published by the Department of
Environment, Heritageg@ndo overnment, 2009. The proposal is considered

not to respect the

ofuildings and landscape around the site’s edges and the
amenity enjoy. igBbouring users and the development does not positively

contribute eRaracter and identity the urban neighbourhood at this location.

Having r@gard t of the above, the proposal is considered o be unacceptable and

cogfragy t roper planning and sustainable development of the area.
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Lorraine Dockery

/«Qm;xa. @Qd@ b %%32

14 December 2020 @
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